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ABSTRACT

After examining some of the concepts central to the subject of
community decision-making, notably power, leadership, elites, and
participation, this study goes on to look at the literature on commmity
power with special reference to the conflicting nethodologies that have
been developed. Of particular significance is the distinction between the
‘reputationalists' and the 'decisionalists'; the former believing that
commnity power can best be approached by discovering who have reputations
for leadership, while the latter believe that the main focus of interest
should be concrete cases of decision making. The conclusion reached is
that both methodologies have their advantages and disadvantages and that,
therefore, a combination of the two probably offers the best hope of
advancement, As a result the study both examines seven issues with which
Tyneside has been faced in recent years and, by means of questionnaires and
interviews, seeks to discover who are considered to be the influentials in
Tyneside politics. The seven issue studies were local government
re-organisation, the building of the Tyne Tunnel, the development of the
airport, the establishment of the Port of Tyne Authority, the re-organisation
of police areas, the merger of shipbuilding interests on the river Tyne, and
the establishment of a Passenger Transport Authority. The general
conclusion was that effective participation in the decision making process
was confined to a small group of individuals who owed their importance
normally to their positions in the local authorities. The survey by means
of questionnaires revealed that local legders differ from the population
as a whole in terms of soclo-economic characteristics and that, therefore,
what is essentially a traditional working class, Labour-dominated area is in

fact not led by a representative leadership group.
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PREFACE

In recent years there has been a considerable resurgence of interest
in local government and politics, The initial impetus came from America
where the problems of the cities in the fields of transportation, urban
decay, pbllution and race relations attracted the interest of a considerable
body of acédemics° Of the political scientists involved a substantial
number attempted to construct theories and models about the political systems
of communities., A considerable debate developed which was at times bitter
but ultimately proved constructive in so far as it launched a somewhat staid
and traditional branch of political science in new directions. Bventually
the shock waves of these activities reached Britain where they united with a
growing interest in the reform of local government structure and management

to produce a renaissance in the study of British local politics.

With the help and support of the Social Science Research Council a
number of universities set up research projects to study the local government
and politics of particular areas of Britain. One such research project
was based on the University of Durham and its area of study was Tyneside,

This thesis is the result of one part of this research project.

The aim of the Durham project was to examine the topic of participation
in government on Tyneside and the particular part with which this thesis is
concerned is participation in decision-making on a conurbation wide scale.
The particular significance of this subject is that the period of study
coincided with a time of official concern with the reform of local government
which culminated in decisiohs to radically reduce the number of authorities
in the country and consequently substantially increase the size of the
remainder., Tyneside was an obvious candidate for reform with a large number
of authorities of different types, many of which were too small to adequately
perform the functions expected of them, It was possible, therefore, to
kegard the decision-making process over Tyneside ms a whole as being in some

ways an indicator of that which might occur in a post-reform situation,

Because of the co-operative nature of the Durham project the work on
which this thesis is based owes a great deal to others. A number of menbers
of staff at the Universities of Durham and Newcastle were extremely helpful,
but in particular mention must be made of Henry Parris, Geoffrey Atkinson,
and Richard Batley, My thanks go to them all, I must also not forget
Norah Hope whose help and support was invaluable, Finally I would like to
express my appreciation to all those busy men and women who found the time to
complete questionnaires and submit themselves to interview, Needless to say,

any faults and omissions are entirely my responsibility.
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PART OU H: THEORBTICAL FRAMEWORK

CHAPTER ONE

THEORIES, CONCEPTS AND ASSUMPTIONS

The gtudy of decision-making in the local community has occupied
the attention of many sociologists and political scientists in receant
years, particularly in the United States. This has not only led to a
great debate on the methodologies which ought to be used but also to a
re-examination of many of the central concepts of political theory and
political sociology. In fact the relationships between methodology and
definitions of concepts have in many cases proved to be so close that
it is necessary to examine these concepts before proceeding to a

discussion of the various methodologies,

The Meaning and Measurement of Power.

The concept of power is of fundamental importance in many aspects
of social analysis and has been one of the primary concerns of all the
great political theorists of the past., Yet it still remains vague and
unspecific, Many investigators in this field have commented on this

lack of clarity; for example, Kaufman and Jones complained that:

"there is an elusiveness about power that endows it with an
almost ghostly quality.... ve 'know' what it is, yet we
encounter countless difficulties in trying to define it, e
can 'tell' whether one person or group is more powerful than

ancther, yet we cannot measure power,™

This elusiveness has led to a great deal of confusion with arguments
being waged by social sélentists on completely different wavelengths,
Particularly important in this respect is the dichotomy between those
who see power as being primarily a structural feature of a society or
group and those who regard power as being a more individualistic
property belonging to an actor without much reference to the particular

social situation., It has even been suggested that the former view is




that of sociologists while political scientists tends to prefer the
2
latter.

If we turn to the writings of a number of authorities on the subject
of power, the variety of approaches is immediately obvious. For Max
Weber power was "the chance of a man or of a number of men to realise their
own will in a communal action even against the resistence of others who
are perticipating in the action.,” 5 This definition raises a number of
the questions which are at the heart of the subject of power. By including
the word 'chance' Weber clearly does not envisage the group getting its way
all the time. This leads on to a distinction between potential for power
and the actual realisation of will which is of crucial importance in many
of the arguments that have taken place in the field of cocmmunity studies,
The mention of the resistance of others is also important, not only because
it highlights the actions of the group but also because it raises the question
of the possiblity of competing centres of power. Thus we are confronted with
the problem of pluralism and elitism and another source of argument and

disagreement,

It has been suggested that one filing in Weber's definition is the
lack of emphasis on the social diwmensions of power, 4 Thus attention is
diverted from the fact that individual power is alwayg worked out in some
wider institutional framework which can itself be manipulated by the

individual to hiy own advantage.

A rather different approach to the subject of power is made by
Bertrand Russell, 5 He sets out to prove that power is a fundamental
concept in social science and that no particular aspect of power is
subordinate to any other, nor are they derived from a single sodrce. [e
thus raises the question of whether power over the economic resources ofJa
society is in itself sufficient and necessary for a section of that society
to achieve power over all other fields of activity. This is another problem

which is to confront us repeatedly in discussing commnity power.

Russell suggests that "Power may be defined as the production of
intended effects by some men on other men" 6 This certainly lacks many
of the refinements of Weber's definition although Russell does go on to make
a distinction between what he calls 'organisational power' and 'personal
power.,' He also puts forward a division of power into three types:
1. direct physical power. 2. inducements and rewards

3. influence on opinion, i.e. propaganda,



Elsewhere he also distinguishes between traditional power, which does
not continuelly have to prove itself, and newly acquired power, which

may be based on fear or on a revolutionary creed.

Following on from his criticism of the idea of the economic base of
power Russell suggests that the Classical economists were mistaken in
regarding material self-interest as the driving force of men and that,
in fact, at a certain stage men will chase power and not wealth, This
leads him on to write that

M. ee. in a social system where power is open to all,
the posts which confer power will, as a rule, be
cccupied by men who differ from the average in being

w f

exceptionally power loving,

Thus we are presented with another important aspect of the exercise of

power, namely motivation,

Russell also examines the relationship betwsen those who exercise
power and those who do not. He conceives the power impulse as having
two forms: explicit in the leaders and implicit in their followers.

The implicit impulse is revealed in the process of group identification,

As Russellputs it

"When men willingly follow a leader they do so with a view
to the acguisition of power by the group which he commands,

and they feel that his triumphs are theirs," 8

This is one of the means whereby inequalities of power are made

acceptable to members of a group.

One of the most comprehensive attempts at an analysis of power
was made by Lasswell and Kaplan. 9 In their view, power is the key
concept in the study of political processes and "Political science, as
an impirical discipline, is a study of the shaping and sharing of power,"

Power is placed firmly in its societal setting, e.g.

10



"The power process is not a distinct acd separable part of the
social process, but cnly the political aspect of an
interactive whole, It is, in fact, only the political aspect

-

of the social process in its entirety."

Furthermore, the interactions within this process are based on patterns
of power which are manifested in symbols and stabilised in certain
political proactices.

Lasswell and Kaplan are also concerned with the problem of power
potential. They argue that by itself potential is not encugh but
mist be sllied with position in the value structure of the society.
Thus a ruling cligue Jjust before its overthrow may have a high value
position but low potential while a revolutionary group Jjust about to

come to power will have a low value position but a high votential,

Because of this alliance of potential and position, Lasswell and
Kaplan are able to ground their definition of powsr on actual political
acts within the social process, By assuming a decision to be "a
policy involving severe sanctions® 12 they regard power as “participation
in the making of decisiomns: G has power over H with respect to the wvalues
K if G participates in the making of decisions affecting the K-policies of
H* 13 This definition is rather disappointing in the light of the
preceding analysis for mere pavticipation in the decision-making process
may tell us little about whether an actor is powerful or not, Ve must
investigate this question of participation in greater detail at a later

stage.

Following this definition of power, Lasswell and Kaplan attempt
to isolate the components of what they call the 'notion of amount of
power', They suggest three such components: (1) the weight of power,
i.e. the degree of particimation in the making of decisions, (2) the
scope of power, i.,e. the values whose shaping and enjoyment are controlled,
(3) the domain of power, i.e. the persons over whom power is exercised,
This multidimensional view of power is important and it has been the

source of a great deal of controversy in the field of community studies,

Two other problems are raised by Lasswell and Kaplan which feature
prominently in a lot of the writing about community pover. Tirstly,
they attempt to clarify the differences between the concept of power and

the concept of influence, They conclude that



"It is the threat of sanctions which differentiates power
from influence in general." W
Furthermore
"The base value of an influence relation is that which is
the condition for the exercise of the influence in question,
The power base is the value which is the condition for
participation in decision-making in the given case," 15
And
"A form of influence is a kind of influence relationship
specified as to base value and scope, A form of po@er is
a form of influence in which the effect on policy is
enforced or expected to be enforced by rélatively severe

. 1
sanctions."

Secondly, they raise the problem of anticipated reaction, This involves
the idea that an actor or group of actors may modify their policies or
actions so as to satisfy the expected demands of another actor or group.

Lasswell and Kaplan conclude

"Power is, specifically, a déference value: to have power

17

is to be taken into account in others' acts.”

Perhaps finally in this context we ought to mention Lasgswell and
. . . 1 .
Kaplan's definition of authority as "formal power", 8 While not ruling
out the possibility that the actual power structure may be different, they

argue that authority is "the expected and legitimate possession of power,"

Another important contributor ta the discussions on the concept of
, ) 2 N
power is Talcott Parsons, © He suggests that there are three principal

difficulties in an understanding of the concept of power:

1. Conceptual diffuseness - the fact that some people
treat influence, money, coercion, etc, as forms of
power,

2, The relations between the coercive and the consensual
elements of power - there is a tendency for power to be
explained in the last resort as resting on either one
or the other,

3. the zero-sum problem - the idea that there is a fixed
guantity of power and that if one actor in a power
relationship increases his power then another actor

must suffer a decrease,

19



Parson's general thesis is that there is an essential parallelism
in the theoretical structure between the conceptual schemes appropriate
for the analysis of the economic and the political aspects of societies,

He looks at four facets of this parallelism:

1. Political theory is an sbstract arrangement of primary
variables and their inter-relations. These variables
are subject to other variables operating in the wider
system of society.

2, The empirical system to which political theory is applied
is a 'functional' sub-system of society, (i.e. the polity),
The polity is "composed of the ways in which the relevant
components of the total system are organised with
reference to one of its fundamental functions, namely
effective collective action in the attainment of the goals
of collectivities." 21

3. The goal-demands of interest groups servée the same function
in the polity as consumer wants in the economy.

4, TPower is the generalised medium in politics as money is in

economi.cs,

Proceeding further with the analogy, Parsons suggests that it is
possible to identify in the polity the e guivalents of the factors of
production in the economy. He eguates land with "Mthe commitment of
resources to collective effective action, independent of any specifiable
'pay-of f' for the unit which controls them," 2 Labour is paralleled
by "the demands for collective action as manifested in the 'public' "
Capital is equated with "the control of some part of the productivity of
the economy for the goals of the collectivity." Finally, accepting
organisation as a factor of production, Parsons finds an equivalent in
“the legitimation of the authority under which collective decisions are
taken,” Just as money is not a factor of production so Parsons argues
that power is not in itself one of the imputs into the polity but a means

of acquiring control over these imputs,
Turning to the outputs of the polity Parsons identifies two:

1. Opportunity for effectiveness; and

2, capacity to assume leadership responsibility,



Thus we can see that Parsons does not consider policy decisions to be
part of the output process but rather factors in the integration of the
total system. This we ought to bear in mind when we begin looking at

actual instances of decision-making,

Having set his wider theoretical scene, Parsons then proceeds to
his analysis of power as such, He conceives of power as "a circulating
medium, analogous to money, within what is called the political system,
but notably over its boundaries into all three of the other neighbouring
functional sub-systems of a society (as I conceive them), the economic,
integrative, and pattern-maintenance systems,” 23 After outlining the
main features of money as a circulating medium and its function in the

economy he defines an institutionalised power system as

"a relationsl system within which certain categories of
commitments and obligations, ascriptive ar voluntarily

assumed - e.g. by contract - are treated as binding

g, i.e.
under normatively defined conditions their fulfillment may
be insisted upon by the appropriate role-reciprocal agencies,
Furthermore, in case of actual or threatened resistance to
‘compliance', i.e, to fulfillment of such obligations when
invoked, they will be ‘'enforced! by the threat or actual
imposition of situational negative sanctions, in the former
case having the function of deterrence, in the latter of

2l

punishment,”

It follows, therefore, that power is "generalised capacity to
secure the performance of binding obligations by units in a system of
collective organisation when the obligations are legitimised with
reference to their bearing on collective goals and where in case of
recalcitrance there is a presumption of enforcement by negative situational

25

Thus unlike some other analysts of power Parsons argues that the securing

sanctions - whatever the actual agency of that enforcement."

of compliance simply by the threat of superior force is not an exercise

of power. The capacity to secure compliance must be generalised and not
duist the function of one particular sanctioning act. This means that power
can be regarded as ‘symbolic'., Just as the economy reguires confidence

in the mutwal acceptability and stability of the monetary unit, so the polity

requires the legimation of the possession and use of power, Parsons argues
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that guestioning this legitimacy leads to a resort to more 'secure'! means

of gaining compliance, i.e., coercion and eventually force,

Continuing his argument Parsons attenpts to place power in a general
paradigm of the ways in which in the processes of social interaction
"the actions of one unit in a system can, intentionally, be oriented
to bringing about a change En what the actions of one or more other units
would otherwise have been" © The first unit (which Parsons calls 'ego')
may operate in terms of two dichotomous variables., On the one hand,

‘ego' may

"attempt to gain his ends from ‘alter' (others) either by
using sowme form of control cver the situation in which alter
is placed, actually or contingently to change it so as to
increase the probability of alter acting in the way he wishes,
or, alternatively, without attempting to change alter's
situation, ego may attempt to change alter's intentions, i.e.
he may manipulate symbols which are meaningful to alter in
such a way that he tries to make alter 'see' that what ego

wants is a 'good thing' for him (alter) to do,"
On the other hand there is

"the type of sanctions ego may employ in attempting to guarantee
the attainment of his end from alter. The dichotomy here is
between positive and negative sanctions. Thus through the
situational channel a positive sanction is a change in alter's
situation presumptively considered by alter as to his advantage,
which is used as a means by ego of having an effect on alter's
actions, A negative sanction then is an alteration in alter's
gituation to the latter's disadvantage, In the case of the
intentional channel, the positive sanction is the expression of
sywbolic ‘reasons' why complisnce with ego's wishes as a 'good
thing' independently of any further action on ego's part, from
alter's point of view, i.e., would be felt by hiw tc be ‘'personally
advantageous', whereas the negative sanction is presenting
reasons why non-compliance with ego's wishes should be félt by
alter to be harmful to interests in which he had 2 significant

personal investment and should therefore be avoided,"




Parsons calls the four strategies open to ego inducement, coercion,

persuasion, and activation of commitments,

However, there are certain complications in this analysis.  There
is, for example, a basic assymetry between the positive and re gative
sides of sanctions because ego must 'deliver' when positive sanctions
are introduced. Also alter's freedom of action in compliance or
nongcompliance is a variable; the limiting cases are (1) in the case of
inducement when alter is given no choice in accepting an object of value,
and (2) in the case of coercion when ego simply imposes a disadvantageous
alteration. In the first case alter may feel a sense of obligation to
reciprocate in the future while in the second alter may feel that he has

been “taught a lesson' and thus will comply in future.

While recognising that force is the ultimate deterrent in a power
relationship, Parsons argues that a power system based solely on the
threat or actual use of force is a very primitive one. Just as money
has become an institutionalised symbol so has power. Thus we have a

situation where there is

"a range of alternatives, choice among which is optional,

in the light of the promised advantageousness, situational
or 'intentional', of one as compared to other choices.
Positive sanctions as here conceived constitute a contingent
increment of relative advantageousness, situational or

27

intentional, of the alternative ego desired alter to choose,"

These optional imputs are, in Parsons' opinion, control of productivity
of the economy at one boundary and influence through the relations between

leadership and the public demands at the other,

Parsons departs from this analogy with money to look at one particular
dimension of power which money does not have. This he says "may be
formulated in terms of the conception that A may have power over B," <8
This power is, in its legitimised form, "the 'right' of A, as a decision-
making unit involved in collective process, to make decisions which take
precedence over those of B, in the interest of the effectiveness of the
collective operation as a whole,” This right to use power to assert

priority of a decision over others is what constitutes authority.
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This question of A having power over B leads on to the zero-sum
problem, Parsons contends that the idea of zero=-sum breaks down in
economics due to the fact of credit creation, Similarly in politics we
can conceive of the creation of 'power-credit' which can be deposited
with leaders by their followers and can, if neeessary, be revoked
e.g, at elections. Alsoc the leader may use influence such as the prestige
of a particular office as op:osed to its formal powers, to add to the
total supply of power., By this creation of additional power the leader
takes risks in enhancing the effectiveness of collective action in valued
areas and if he over-extends himself there is likely to be a crisis of

conf'idence,

We mentioned earlier that Parsons differs from some other writers in
that he did not accept that the securing of compliance simply by the threat
of superior force is an exercise of power., One of these other writers is
Robert Dahl who is one of the seminal minds in the whole field of community
power research. We will come scross his name and his ideas very often in
later pages. For the moment, however, we will confine ourselves to his
ideas on the concept of power,

In his 'Modern Political Analysis' 29

R.A, Dahl devotes a chapter to

a discussion of power and influence, He begins from the idea that influence
is a relation amongst actors. In principle it is possible to determine
both the existence of influence and its direction., However what it 1is
really important to know is how much influence each actor has so that we

are able to maks comparisons. Dahl asserts that the most effective way of
measuring influence is by studying the amount of change in the behaviour

of an actor when influenced by another actor, This he considers to be

made up of five underlying measures of influence:

(1) The amount of change in the position of the actor
influenced, But this does not take into account
the effort that goes into producing a certain amount
of change. Therefore we must look at

(2) the subjective psychological costs of compliance.

For example it takes more influence to make pacifists
join the army than militarists.

(3) The amount of difference in the probability of compliance,
However this requires either random events or a large
number of past occurences of equivalent events and
unfortunately political events tend to be neither random
nor equivalent. Tt is also difficult to know the original

position of the participants in a decision. Finally
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this meagure does not take into account either the extent
of or the cost of compliance.

(4) The differences in the scope of the responses, Influence
is usually directed to some particular field and it is
difficult to measure comparative influence in different
scopes.,

(5) The number of people who respond.

Dahl also attempts to tackle the problem of potential and actual
influence, He argues that the reasons why certain actors acquire more
influence over some scope of decisions than other actors can be reduced
to three:

(1) some actors have more politicsl resources at their disposal
than others;

(2) given the resources at their disposal, some actors use more
of them to gain political influence;

(3) given the resources at their disposal some actors use them
more skillfully or effectively than others do,

In fact, of course, actual influence rarely approaches potential influence
because very few actors have sufficient political skill and only a few
actors feel it worthwhile to use their resources to the full in order to

maximise the political influence in a given sector,

So far we have been talking only about Dahl's notion of influence
but this is necessary to an understanding of his ideas about power, He
points out that two particular kinds of influence have been singled out
for special attention, TFirstly there is what he calls coercive influence
which is based on the threat of sanctions, Secondly there is reliable
influence which is based on a high probability of compliance, It is

the first of these that Dahl identifies as power.

Elsewhere 30 Dahl has suggested that it is unlikely that a consistent
'Theory of Power' can be produced because a formal definition which would
catch the full meaning of the concept would be difficult to apply to actual
resesrch problems. What is more likely is that a variety of theories of
limited scope will be produced. As a contribution to this he attempts a

fairly simple example, He begins with what he calls an intuitive idea of
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power which states that “A has power over B to the extent that he can get
B to do something that B would not otherwise do." 2 But this has to

be amended to take account of three wvariables:

(1) The base of power which must be exploited,
(2) The amount of power,

(3) The scope of power,

Dahl then proceeds to try to express in mathematical terms the
fundamentals of a power relationship. He supposes that he tells a
student (Jones) to read 'The Creat Transformation' under threat of
failing a course if he does not comply. Then he says let (D,w) = Dahl
threatens: Jones with failure if he does nct read '"The Great Transformation',
let (D,w) = Dahl does not threaten Jones, and let (J,x) = Jones reads
'The Great Transformation'. Then the probability that Jones will read
'"The Great Transformation' if Dahl threatens to fail him (say p(1)) is
equal to P(Jx/D,w) and the probability that Jones will read 'The Great
Transformation' if Dahl does not threaten to fail him (say p(2)) is equal
to P(J,x/D,w). If we then let M = the amount of power, we can say
that M(? . w,x) = B(J,x/D,w) - B(J,%D,w) = p(1) - p(2). From this
we can say that if p(1) = p(2) then M = O and no power relation exists.
Also the power is at a maximum when p(1) = 1 and p(2) = O, i.e. Jones

always does what Dahl tells him.

However, Dahl recognises that the main problem is not to discover
the existence of power but to make power comparisons, He suggests

there are five factors which we should lock at:

(1) differences in the basis of power;

(2) differences in the means of employing this basis;
(3) differences in the scope of power;

(4) differences in the number of comparable respondents;

(5) a@ifferences in the change in probabilities.

It is, of course, difficult to isolate these variables and even if this is
possible it is difficult to compare different cases., Thus we camnot
compare A's power with respect to a(1), a(2), a(3)e.. with B's power

with respect to b(1), b(2), b(3)... Only if the scope and the respondents
are the same can we say that A is more powerful than B with respect to the
change in probabilities, We are still presented with the difficulty

however of specifying the properties that will ensure comparability.
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It seems that any decision will be arbitrary and will depend on the

resesrch problem in hand,

In concluding our look at Dahl's ideas on power we might mention the
warnings he gives about some of the common errors that occur in the analysis
of power, TFirstly there is the common failure to distinguish clearly
between an individual actor participating in a decision, influencing a
decision, and being affected by the consequencies of a decision, Then
there is the failure to identify the scope or scopes within which an actor
is said to be powerful. Another failure is that which does not distinguish
different degrees of power, for example by equating the proposition
that power is distributed unequally in a politicel system with the
proposition that the system is ruled by a ruling class., Furthermore
there is often a confusion between an actor's past or present power with
his potential power, particularly by assuming that the greater the political
resources an actor has access to the greater his power must be., Finally
there is the equating of an actor's expected future power with his
potential power by ignoring differences in incentives and skills, We

shall be coming across these problems again,

The recent emphasis which has been placed on the study of local
community power structures stems largely from Floyd Hunter's work on
Regional City (Atlanta, Georgia). It is advisable therefore to look
at what he has to say on the gquestion of power, In his opinion, power
"is no reified concept, but an abstract term dencting a structural

N . 2
description of social processes.” 5

Or as he puts it in rather simpler
terms, "Power is a word that will be used to describe the acts of men going
about the business of moving other men to act in relation to themselves

w 35

or in relation to organic or inorganic things,

Hunter recognises however that there are elements of power sbout
which it 1s impossible to talk with any certainty. These he describes
as 'residual categories' and he identifies three: firstly what he calls
historical reference; secondly, motivation and other psychological
concepts; and thirdly, velues, moral and ethical considerations. In
his study of Regional City he proposes to ignore these and also to avoid
any ideological considerations of the power operations of a capitalistic
community. It is interesting in this respect, therefore, to note that

Hunter has been accused of adopting a Marxist perspective,
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As we have said before there is often a close relationship between
the definition of concepts and the particular methodologies of empirical
research. This is very apparent in the case of Hunter's treatment of

power, He assumes that

"In our society, men of authority are called power and
#nfluence leaders.... The difference between the leaders
and other men lies in the fact that social groupings have
apparently given definite social functions over to certain
persons and not to others, The functions suggested are

w

those related to power,

This suggests a confusion over the differences between such concepts

as power, influence, authority and leadership. This impression is
strengthened when he goes on to present a number of postulates and
hypotheses on the power structure. He puts forward four postulates,

with a number of corollaries, which he regards as self-evident propogitions,

These are:

*(1) Power involves relationships between individuals and
groupg, both controlled and controlling.
Corollary 1, Because power involves such

relationships it can be described structurally,

(2) Power is structured socially, in the United States,
into a dual relationship between governmental and
economic authorities on national, state and local levels.
Corollary 1. Both types of authority msy have
functional, social and instituticnal power units

subsidiary to them,

(3) Power is a relatively constant factor in social
relationships with policies as variables,
Corollayy 1., Wealth, social status, and prestige
are factors in the 'power constant',
Corollary 2, Variation in the strength between power
units, or a shift in policy within one of these units,

affects the whole power structure,
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(4) Power of the individual must be structured into
associational, clique, or institutional patterns to be
effective.

Corollary 1. The community provides a microcosm of
organised power relations in which individuals exercise
the maximum effective influence,

Corollaxy 2. Representative democracy offers the
greatest possibility of assuring the individual a

voice in policy determination and extension," 35

From these he derives three hypotheses:

"(1)Power is exercised as a necessary function in social

relationships.

(2) The exercise of power is limited and directed by the
formulation and extension of social policy within a

framework of socially sanctioned authority,

(3) In a given power unit (organisation) a smaller number
of individuals will be found formlating and extending
policy than those exercising power.

Corollary 1, All policy makers are ‘men of power',
Corollary 2. All ‘men of power' are not, per se,

policy makers.,” 36

Perhaps before leaving the question of power we should just mention
what s number of other students of community power have said about the
concept. Rossi conceived of power as a relationship "in which individual
A affects the behaviour of individual B because B wishes to avoid the
sanctions which A would employ if B did not comply with his wishes,”
Influence is exercised when "B's behaviour is affected in the absence

v 37

of sanctions,' On the other hand D'Antonio and Form regard influence

as being merely a sub-class of power, along with authority. Thus power

is made up of authority, which is based on the position a person holds in

a formael hierarchial structure, and influence, "that more subtle phenomenon
of power manifested in the willingness of people to obey others who lack
formal authoritye.oc.. They obey because they have respect or esteem for

or fear of the person, office, group.... in its extreme form it becomes

L 38

charisma, Schulze defined power as "the capacity or potential of

persons in certain statuses to set conditions, make decisions, and/or
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take actions which are determinative for the existence of others within a

n 39

given social system, Haer preferred to define power as "the ability
or authority of individuals or organisations to control, effectively guide,
or influence other individuals or groups,” 40 Finally D'Antonio ageain,
this time in collaboration with Ehrlich, wrote that "power in its most
general sense refers to a capacity or ability to control others and....

o 41

to control the decision-making process,

The difficulties that have arisen in the search for a clear and
comprehensive definition of power incline one to support Dahl in his
view that many types of power exist and that the study of them will prove
to be a bottomless swamp. Although it has been suggested b2 that the
difficulties in the study of community power arise from the failure to
apply a rigorous formulation to the concept of power, it seems that all
we can do is to devise a theory of power of limited scope directly applicable
to the particular research problem under consideration. So 1 shall; for
the purpose of this study, regard power as a function of social intersétion
which is structured within an institutional framework, and which involves,
when necessary, changing the behaviour patterns of some or all the
individuals within that framework with respect to the values of the persons

exercising the power,

Leadership, Elitism, and Pluralism,

Having discussed the concept of power we can now proceed to the
question of how this power is exercised and by whom, Virtually all
political theorists have argued that a certain number of individuals
in any group or society will be raised up above the general level and will
exercise leadership functions, For example, Aristotle wrote "There can
be no objection in principle to the mere fact that one should command
and another obey; that is both necessary and expedient. Indeed some
things are so divided right from birth, smme to rule, some to be ruled," 4
A less provactive judgement is provided by Keller in her study of the

'strategic' elites of modern society:

"Whether a community is small or large, rich or poor, simple
or complex, it always sets some of its members apart as very
important, very powerful or very prominent, The notion of

a stratum elevated above the mass of men may prompt approval,

indifference or déspair, but regardless of how men feel about
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it, the fact remains that their lives, fortune, and fate are
and have long been dependent on what a small number of men in
high places think and do,™ b

While it is fairly easy to say that leaders exist it is rather more
difficult to delineate the boundaries of leadership groups. In a

sense this is one of the purposes of this study. The usual starting
point is to regard the wielders of power as leaders. Thus Lasswell and
Kaplan argued that "“The leaders of a group are its most active power-

w b5 This is

interesting in that it combines the two aspects of leadership namely

holders, effectively and in the perspective of the group.

actual and reputed, which lay behind most of the controversy over commmnity

power structures, Similarly Speight has written that

"Leadership is the exercise of influence., Some few individuals
function as leaders most of the time; the majority of the
individuals in a community function at times as leaders and at
times as non-leaders. A small portign of the community

"

menbers never function as leaders,

We may argue with the proportions Speight assigns to each category, but the

categorisation itself is probably justifiable,

Although the term 'elite' has certain value connotations, in that
the members of an elite are considered 'better' in some socially valued
way, there seems to be no reason why we should not equate it with the
leadership group in any particular social grouping. Therefore we

agree with Keller that

"Elites are effective and responsible minorities - effective

as regards the performance of activities of interest and

concern to others to whom these elites are responsible, Socially
significant elites are ultimately responsible for the

realisation of Z;jor social goals and for the community of the

"

social order,

What is then of interest is the extent to which there is an overlapping
of elite groups in a society and the extent to which they are open to

penetration by members of the non-elite.

Many writers have contributed to the literature on elites, Probably
the best guide to this literature is provided by Keller and I shall



18,

base discussion of the question of elites on her work, She argues that
past studies of elites have been characterised by two main perspectives,

the mofal and the functional:

"The first concentrates on the moral excellence of individuals,
the second on the functional role of a stratum, Both,
however, start from the existence of a group of peovle set
apart from the rest byra distinctive set of duties and

revards. One accounts for the existence of elite groups

in terms of the superiority of given individuals, the other

in terms of the social function of a class or group. The
moral approach easily degenerates into mysticism, the

n 49

functional approach into tautology.

We have already mentioned Aristotle's opinion that a ruling group was

not only necessary but also expedient. IHe regarded this ruling group

as fulfilling a socially necessary function. The state existed for the
sake of the good life and in order for it to fulfil this mission it needed
a special breed of men to run it who would value Jjustice and the common
interest above their own personal interests, These men would have to be
wealthy because only the wealthy would have the leisure to be able to

rule well, Aristotle's elites would be responsible for both the material

and the moral needs of the community.

Saint~Simon also envisaged a functional elite although of rather a
different kind to Aristotle, b9

based upon man's natural capacities, However, he recognised that these

He believed that the good society was

capacities were highly unequal and so he proposed to divide society into
three mutually exclusive social classes with selection on a functiohal

basis, These were to be

(1) those who performed tlie intelligence function of
planming social action;

(2) those who performed the motor function of carrying out

essential social work, and
(3) those leaders who performed the sensory function of

fulfilling the spiritual needs of human beings.

Within each of these clasges those individuals who most excelled would
form the elite; these Saint-Simon called the scientists, the economic

organisers, and the cultural-religious leaders.
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Saint~-Simon foresaw the profound importance of industry in society
and he even regarded industrialisation as a method for the moral
regeneration of society. The society he envisaged would have been
hierarchically organised with a group of high priests of industrialism at
its suwmmit.

\

The inevitability of elites was a common feature of the ideas about

50

society of both Pareto and Mosca Both based their argument on the
variety of human nature, both emphasised the importance of traditional
and non-rational forces in society, and both thought that the chief

dialectical principle is the conflict between those who hold and those

who seek political oftfice.

Mannheim distinguished between two fundamentally different types of

51

elite, On the one hand there is the integrative elite which is

composed of political and organisational leaders, and on the other there is
the sublimative elite made up of moral-religious, aesthetic and intellectual
leaders. Thus he belongs to the functional category for he believes

that the elites have to perform certain functions for the society and that it
is the nature of these functions rather than the nature of the particular
leaders that determine the kinds of elites that arise, FEach of the elites
is somehow dependent on another and each participates in the body politie,
Mannheim thought that functional power was gradually replacing personal

and arbitrary power and so power was becoming more legitimate and limited.

We have already come across Lasswell's views on power; he also
attempted to conduct empirical studies of elites on a world scale.52
In this case elites are defined in social-psychological terms, They are
those who get "the most of what there is to get™ and in Lagswell's opinion

the three things most worth getting are deference, income and safety,

Presthus has defined elitism as "a system in which disproportiocnate
0 23 The difficulty

with this, of course, is the definition of 'disproportionate’. Cn this

power rests in the hands of a minority of the commnity.
hangs much of the arzument about 'who governs' in Western Society.
Presthus does offer a way out of the difficulty however by postulating

a pluralisteelitist continuum, By this means we would say that a particular

society is more or less elitist than another, However pluralism is a
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notoriously difficult concept to deal with and it has often been approached
in ideological terms., Presthus has defined it as "a sociopolitical system
in which the power of the staste is shared with a large number of private
groups, interest organisations, and individuals represented by such

L 51"'

organisation, He argues that it is not only proper but necessary
that private groups are able to influence public policy. He quotes with

approval the following extract from Durkheim:

"Collective activity is always too complex to be able to be
expressed through the single and unique organ of the state.
Moreover, the state is too remote from individuals, its
relations withthem too external and intermittént to

penetrate deeply within individual consciences and socialise
them within, When the state is the only environment in which
men can live communal lives, they inevitably lose contact,
become detached and society disintegrates, A nation can be
maintained only if, between the state and the individual, there
isg intercalated a whole series of secondary groups near enough
to the individuals to attract them strongly in their sphere of
action and drag them, in this way, into the general torrent of

w 95

social life,

However the increasing complexity of modern society has meant
a re-assessment of this idea of pluralism, Ag one student has written
"the demand of traditional pluralist theory for individual participation
in the policy forming process through primary voluntary5%roups has been
n

made sentimental by modern organisational conditions., It is suggested
that we usually have the situation today where organised units often achieve
their ends at the expense of a broader, unorganised public whose rule is
merely that of consumer, Pluralism has tended, therefore, to come to be
regarded in terms of group membership rather than in terms of individual
participation, But this also raises difficulties because "the voluntary
organisations and associations which the early theorists of pluralism

relied upon to sustain the individual against a unified omnipotent government,
v 27T s

we have a situation where the leadership of a group is often defined as

have themselves become obligarchically governed hierarchies,

being not truly representative, (e.g. 'unofficial’ strikes). Presthus

argues therefore that
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"Viewed as independent systems, then, the private groups that
give meaning to pluralism are rarely pluralistic, in the sense
of having competing power centres within them., Such groups

no longer meet traditional pluralist assumptions, because of the
great inequality of bargaining power that characterises them.
The pluralism that exists is too often restricted to the few
powerful organisations that monopolise most social areas.
Producer groups, linked fundamentally by aﬁ economic interest,
dominate, and the less disciplined voluntary associations rarely
compete successfully with them in the struggle for aecess and

influence,"” 58

What passes for plurelism then in the writings of the apologists for
Western pluralist society is in fact mekely competition between elites,
They work from the assumption that pluralism exists and only abandon

this position if it can be shown conclusively that a single elite dominates

decision-making in every field of public policy.

Rejecting this revisionist idea of pluralism, Presthus attempts to

define some of the relevant conditions for pluralism, He ennumerates
five:

(1) That competing centres and bases of power and influence
exist within a political community,
(2) The opportunity for individual and organisational access
into the political system,
(3) That individuals actively participate in and make their will
felt through organisations of many kinds.
(4) That elections are a viable instrument of mass participation
in political decisions, including those on specifiec issues,
(5) That a consensus exists on what may be called ‘the democratic

creed, '
If the above conditions do not operate then elitism exists.
In attempting to discover whether a particuler society is pluralist

or elitist it is necessary to try and avoid making distorting

preconceptions. Thus we must not assume that those exercising power
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neceasarily constitute a monolithic elite or that the locus of power is
constant. But alternatively we must be careful to separate appearance
and reality and not assume that they are identical. For example, to
take Presthus' fifth condition for pluralism, it would be possible for an
elite group to create a consensus which may have little substance in fact,
We will return to these difficulties when we discuss some of the work

that has been done in the field of community power structures,

What is a Community?

In the previeus discussion of power we argued that it was structured
within an institutional framework, This may be a nation state, a trade
union, a political party or a local community. By stretching the term
somewhat we could regard each of these as a community o sorts, However,

most of the writing on the subject has taken a more restricted view,

There have probably been three major conceptions of community -
geographical-political, process, and functional, The first is by far
the most common and this is the one we are concerned with in this study.
If a group of people live together within a particular geographical area
and the basic sccial relationships of this group are for the most part
confined to this area then we can say that a commnity exists. However,
very few commmnities are completely self-sufficient and it is becoming
increasingly the case, in both the economic .and politicel spheres, that

commanities are interdependent.

MacIver and Page defined a commnity as "an area of social living

w 99

marked by some degree of social coherence. The bases of a community
are, in their opinion, locality and community sentiment. Every community,
even a nomadic group, always occupies a particular territorial area. This
gives the group a strong sense of solidarity especially in the face of
opposition from other territorially based groups. To some extent this
solidarity has been eroded by improved communications but this initself

can lead to a new and larger community, But a mere territorial base is
not enough for a commmnity to exist. It is also necessary for the members
of the particular territorial group to feel an attachment to the areaand to
each other. This; of course, is a much more difficult concept to deal with
empirically and it is noticeable that virtually all local community studies
have been based on a territorial unit which is usually a political unit

as well,
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One recent example of this is Hampton®s study of Sheffieldoéo
Having discussed the difficulties of definirg the term community, he proceeds to
demonstrate that the city of Sheffield can justifiably be described as a
commnity, More importantly, however, he follows this with an examination
of the perceptions ordinary citizens have of their local community and the
relationship this has with their political knowledge and interest, Hampton
linked inrhere with the Community &ttitudes Survey sponsored by the Royal
Commission on Local Government in England, which was carried out in the
summer of 1967, o1 Using the concept of the ‘home' area developed by
the Royal Comnission researchers, i.e. the are in which people feel ‘at
home', Hampton found that the size of this 'home' area was in most cases
smaller than a local authority ward. I think it is legitimate at this
stage to ask whether the ‘home' area and the city of Sheffield as a whole
are regarded as being communities and if so, what are the factors that
they possess in common, It would seem that the 'home' area is a far
more subjective concept than the city of Sheffield which at least has

recognisable boundaries to which every citizen can relate,

On the question of the relationship between community and political
knowledge and interest, Hampton concludes that ®attachment to the. 'home'
area is not associated with the level of political awareness exhibited by
the respondent.” 62 Rather this is only one of the factors which may
stimilate knowledge and interest. This leads Hampton to the conclusion
that there should be

"a more careful distinction drawn between a person's attachment
t0 an area and the conditions that may enhance his civie
consciousness, These two factors are not close related....
and it would appear, therefore, that local political affairs
might be ordered within more rational boundaries without fear
that such changes would reduce the interest shown in local

63

politics."

The arena of this study is neither of the ‘home’ area nor the
pdlitical community type. Rather it is a territorial unit made up of a
number of political communities but having a social coherence which is
recognised both by its inhabitants and by outsiders. 6l
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The size of the ideal political community has concerned many
political philosophers in the past. Aristotle argued that in order to
do civic business properly ™it is necessary that the citizens should
know each other and know what kind of people they are.” ©5 Similarly
Rousseau, with his admiration for “eneva, looked back for inspiration to
the Greek city-states. Again, today, attention is being turned to the
region and the local commnity in an attempt to bring government closer to
the citizen, It was the anticipation that government would be more
meaningful that persuaded political scientists and sociologists to focus
their attention on the local community in order to try and arrive at a
better understanding of how the political process works, It was assumed
that at the grass-roots the obstacles to participation in this process by
ordinsry individuals would be minimised and that effective democracy
would be most likely to be operative. Before taking a loock at the reality
of the local situation, we should perhaps examine briefly the notion of
participation,

Participation - Fact and Value 66

It is fairly obvious that participation characterises all systems
of modern government in the sense that they are the products of many
hands, What we are concerned with is the extent of this participation

and whether it is sufficient.

It is clear that, asz Dahl says, "In all human organisation there are
significant variations in participation in political decision - variations
which.... appear to be functionally related to such variables as degree
of concern or involvement, skill, access, socio-economic status, educatli on,
residence, age, ethnic and religious identifications, and some little

67

understood personal characteristics." It is relatively easy to meagure
these variables; the problem is what constitutes participation., The most
obvious form of participation in Western society is voting in elections to
national or local government bodies, However, we must bear in mind
Rousseau's jibe that the English are only free when electing their
respeesentatives. 68 In discussing the question of pluralism we came across
the idea that organisational membership could be regarded as a form of
participation. In fact it would seem that this aspect of participation

is assuming a greater and greater role in decision-meking at all levels,
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Whether this is a goed thing or not is doubtful in view of the fact that
many of the most important orgenised groups are in themselves undemocratic
to a greater or lesser extent, ilerely to assume, therefore, that
organisational membership implies participation could be mis-leading. It
would seem that the only way to measure participation is by examining in
detail a particular decisional process to find out who was involved and

to what extent. Then it would be possible to suggest a continuum of
participation ranging from complete ignorance of the fact that a decision
was being made, through implied consent through inaction and token forms of
participation such as attending meetings, to decisive influence in the shape

of the final decision,

In theory, therefore, we can make an attempt to assess participation
as a fact of the sociopolitical process. Before we do tids, however,
we mst clarify the idea of participation as a value, There are perhaps
four arguments in favour of participation which should be borne in mind,
Firstly there is the argument that participation is essential to the full
development of the human belng. This is implied in the words of
Pericles: "We differ from other states in regarding the man who holds
aloof from public life not as 'quiet' but as useless." 69 The distinction
between the public and the private sphere is as important today as it was
in the ancient world., While it may be true that "one of the central facts
of political life is that politiecs - local, state, national, international -
lies for most people at the outer periphery of attention, interest, concern

and activity," 0

we can still argue that "To live an entirely private life
means above all to be deprived of things essential to a truly human life;

to be deprived of the reality that comes of being seen and heard by others,
to be deprived of an 'objective' relationship with them that comes from being
related to and separated from them through the intermediary of a common

world of things." 7

Secondly we can argue thiat participation has value for without it
politics would not exist. Folitics is, in the words of Crick, "a way
of ruling in divided societies without undue violence," 3 Furthermore,
"political activity is.... moral activity; it is free activity, and it is

inventive, flexible, enjoyable and human."

Thirdly it is possible to argue that participation is necesgary for
social justice. An enlightened despot may wish to consider the claims of

all sections of the community but how can he be sure that all the claims
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have been heard unless all have the right to speak out on their own behalf,
Ag Mill pointed out "We need not suppose that when power resides in an
exclusive class, that class will knowingly and deliberately sacrifice the
other classes to themselves; it suffices that, in the absence of its
natural defenders, the interest of the excluded is always in danger of
being overlooked; and, when looked at, is seen with very different eyes
from those of the persons whom it directly concerns," T

Lastly participation may be held to be a condition of political
obligation. "As soon as any man says of the affairs of the State:
What does it matter to me? the “tate may be given up for lost" £ Under
such circumstances the government does not necessarily cease to exist but it
loses its legitimacy. "The moment the government usurps the Sowreighity....

all private citizens.... are forced, but not bound, to obey." !

We must always bear in mind, however, that participation must be
meaningful both to the participants themselves and to the issue under
discussion, If the population as a whole is only presented with the task
of formal ratification of a previously agreed decision then we can question
the effectiveness and the usefulness of this participation. Participation

does not necessarily imply power,
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CHEPTER TWO

THE STUDY OF COMMUNITY POWER STRUCTURES

The local community is one of the best sources of information about
the theory and practice of politics. Until recently, however, it has been
left largely to sociologists to attempt any coherent analysis of community
power structures, although they have usually been more concerned with the
social and economic aspects of power. Where political scientists did
concern themselves with the local community their chief interest was often
in administration and the institutional structure. We can, in fact,
following Jennings ! categorise the studies of local communities under five
headings: (1) traditional political science, (2) traditional soclology,

(3) interpersonal influence processes, (4) case studies, (5) power structure.

The traditional political science approach has usually concentrated
on either the operation of party politics at the local level or on
municipal administration. The weaknesses of this approach have been
pointed out by Richards,

"Deficiencies in local government research result largely from

a failure to be concerned sufficiently about relationships -
relationships between legal norms and governmental practice,
between forms of government and voter participation, between
community structure and government policy, between the strength
and practices of political parties and governmental organisation,
between community growth and changes in governmental and social
phenomena. Through a broader and more intensive study of
relationships, it may be possible to prédict more accurately
governmental and political behaviour and, indeed, to encourage

more socially approved types of behaviour,"

If traditional political science has been too restricted then we
could perhaps argue that traditional sociology has béen too ambitious,
It is best exemplified by the work of Lloyd Warner and his associates
3 Although

they usually identify the latent and manifest social structures, processes

and by the Lynds in their 'Middletown' series of studies,

and functions within a community, these studies are limited in their

applicability to more general community decision-making studies.
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The interpersonal influence studies draw attention to less stable
and less institutionalised relationships. Among the studies we can
include in this category are those by Stewart h, Katz and Lagarsfeld 5,
and Lazarsfeld, Berelson and Gaudet 6° Although, of course, this type of
epproach is primarily concerned with influence at a personal level, it

doew provide certain insights which can be useful at a community level,

The case study approach is much more closely related to the subject
of decision-making in the local community. We could include under this
heading studies by Freeman 7, liyerson and Banfield 8, and Garceau 9,
Although this approach may produce interesting data it is impossible to
generalise from single case studies, In an attempt to get round this some
investigators have made a series of case studies, but they are still usually
presented with the problem of applying ingights gained in one particular

field to other different fields.

Finally we come to the approach which chiefly concerns us, that of
power structure analysis, It attempts to explain all the major decision-
making processes within a particular community. Although it is the most
recently developed of the five approaches we can trace its roots back
into earlier less sophisticated approaches. It is also possible to gain
important insights from the work of novelists and journalists who Qere

concerned with understanding the world around them.

It is probably justifiable to identify three approaches to the analysis
of community power structures, although there may be variations within each.
Also they are not mutually exclusive and a number of investigators have used
a combination of approaches. We can categorise the three approaches as

positional, reputational, and decisional.

The Positional Approach

Prior to 1953 this was the most common approach, primarily because it
was the most obvious, the quickest and the easiest. Essentially it
consisted in listing +the holders of formal positions and offices within
various institutional structures and defining these as the community leaders.
% refinement could be introduced whereby those individuals who held the
greatest number of offices were considered to be the key decision-makers,
Attention was not necessarily confined to purely political or
administrative structures but was also extended to include business
executives, religious leaders, union leaders, and officials of voluntary

associations, Zxamples of this approach include the work of Warner in
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) 1
Jonesville, the Lynds in Middletown, and Smith. ©

A variation of the approach is to describe the major positional actors
in terms of their characteristiecs, their goals and strategies. Examples
. of this include Sayre and Kaufman's study of New York 11, a study of ten
cities in Florida 12, and Adrian's study of the roles of city managers,

mayors and interest groups.

The great weakness of this method of studying the power structure
of a community is, of course, that it prejudges the issue, It assumes
that those people who hold positions of authority within a community
actually make the key decisions. This we can only hypothesise and test
by some other research procédure. Attempts have been made to relate
this approach to the findings of other methods with varying degrees of
successo14 It seems, therefore, that we must reject the positional
method as a sufficient means of analysing community power structures
although there is no reason why it should not be used as a preliminary
to either of the other two methods for the purpose of comparison or

introduction,

The Reputational Approach

Warner, Hollingshead and others used a form of repttational technique
in their studies of commnity status stratification but it was not until
1953 that another sociologist first applied it to the study of community
power , when Floyd Hunter published his. study of Atlanta, Georgia,

After examining the literature for theoretical insights, Hunter devised a
research steategy. Working on the assumption that community life is
organised life and that persons occupying ‘'offices' would be involved

in some manner in the power relations of the community, he compiled a

list of leaders occupying positions of prominence in civic organisations,
business establishments, the University bureaucracy, office holders in
politics, and of those of high wealth and social status, These were then
divided into four categories = civiec, governmental, business, and status
leaders. From these lists a group of 14 'judges' who were presumed to
have a good knowledge of the community were asked to choose the ‘top ten'
in each category. These people were then considered to be the top
influentials in Regional City. A further refinement was to then ask these
top influentials who they considered to be the ten people most necessary
for the functioning of the decision-making process, Those nominated were

then extensively interviewed to determine how the power structure worked,
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The conclusions of Hunter's study were that in Regional City there

was a small group of individuals who made the important community decisions
and that "The test for admission to this circle of decision-makers is almost
wholly a man's position in the business community in Regional City." 16
The process of policy-making is usually covert, taking place in private
houses and private clubs and involving ‘crowds' of friends and colleagues.
What Hunter found, therefore, in Regional City is the local equivalent of
C. Wright 1i1l's 'power elite',

Hunter's method, or variations on it, has been used by a number of
investigators since 1953, Schulze inrhis study of Cibola assumed that
"those persons who exercised major control over the community's economic
system would tend to be the same persons who exercised preponderant control
over its socio=political system, and this latter control would be
reflected, at least in part, by their active leadership and participation
in the political and civic life of the community,." 1 In fact he found that
control had passed into the hands of middle rank business and professional
men who usually did not possess dominant economic positions in the community.
The economic deminants were only drawn in to the power structure to

provide finance and/or prestige,

Form and D*Antonio in their study of El Paso and Ciudad Juarez were
concerned to discover whether those who were reputed to be influential
in the business field were integrated with those who were presumed to be
influential in the political field, This integration they measured in

four ways:

(1) The extent to which businessmen and politicos were chosen
as influential both in business and politics.

(2) The extent of similarity in social backgrounds and
participation in selected voluntary organisations,

(3) The extent of perceptual agreement on business and
governmental practices,

(4) The extent of agreement on major problems facing the
commmity and groups working for and against the solution

to these problems,

The data they produce suggests that there was considerable integration

between the economic and the political elites.
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An attempt at cross-cultural analysis using the reputational method
was made by Miller in his study of Pacific City (Seattle) and English
City (Bristol), Hewas concerned with testing the hypothesis that businessmen
exert predominant influence in community decision-making: he found it to
be true in Pacific City but not in English City, Furthermore, he found
that the city council in Pacific City was not a strong centre of power

but that in English City it is "the major arena of community decision.™ 18

The chief advantage of the reputational mesthod is that it is cheap
and quick, But it has a number of defects which have been seized on
by many investigators, among whom the foremost have been Dahl, Polsby and
Wolfinger, The resulting debate has gone on every since with considerable

degree of bitterness,

The first and most obvious defect is that the reputational method
does not measure leadership as such but only reputation for leadership.
How far is it Justifiable to regerd reputation for power as an adequate
index of the distribution of power within a commnity? 19 All that we
can say is that reputation for power can be in certain cases a pesource

at the disposal of some peoplse,

Secondly, it can be argued that the reputational method tends to assume
a monolithic power structure., Polsby has argued that most of those employing
this method have regarded politics as being an epiphenomenon of social
stratification and that, therefore, the top strata must of necessity make
all the major decisions, 21 It is wrong to assume that on différent issues
and at different times the decision-makers will be the same. Je must have
proof that in specific gituations those with reputations for power are

actually exercising power,

Thirdly it has been alleged that the reputationalists make assumptions
about the integration of those individuals with a reputation for power.
Those persons who are nominated as being the top influentials in a community
should only be regarded as an aggregate of leaders and not as a ruling
group unless it can be shown that they have interactive relationships with
one another, that they share common values, and that their views regularly

prevail in the decisibn-malking process.
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Fourthly, the perceptions of the respondent may differ from those of the
investigator. As we have seen, academics cannot agree on a definition
of power and so it is highly unlikely that all the respondents will base
5 that asking

for reputed influentials may produce any one of the five groups;

their nominations on the same criteria, Polsby has argued 2

(1) the status elite;

(2) people with specific influence on issues of recent
interest, or of interest to the respondent, or of
characteristic interest to the community;

(3) the community 'letterhead' leaders;

(&) the formal leaders;

(5) the most vocal leaders,

Thus the critics of the reputational method have further argued that it is
necessary to specify the scope of activity in which it is thought that a

particular individual exercises fnfluence.

Fifthly, it is necessary for the investigator to make an arbitrary
decision about the ‘'cut-off' point when the leaders are being separated
from the non-leaders. If this point is too high it will exclude a number
of people who exercise leadership, while if it is too low it will include
people who are merely followers. One of the criticisms of Hunter's work
is that he set the limit at 40 which has been considered as being too
restrictive and leading naturally to the conclusion that a small group

rules in Regional City.

Finally, there is the problem of who are the 'judges' who make the
nominations. How can we be sure that they are, in fact, knowledgeable about
the community and have not been deceived by false reputations? If they
are not leaders themselves how can we expect them to know what goes on behind
the locked doors of the Country Club? 1Isn't it likely that the businessmen
on the panel will tend to nominate other businessmen, union leaders will
nominate other union leaders, and so on? By using the reputational method
the investigator is putting himself in the hands of his panel of experts who
may be genuinely knowledgeable or may be misled or biased.

The reputationalists have, of course, tried to refute these objections

and have developed improved techniques. Thus D'Antonio and Erickson 2

set out to anawer three questions:
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(1) Is the community power structure obtained by the reputational
technique an aggregate of limited=scope influentials
of a single status elite, or of persons who are perceived
to be general influentials?

(2) Is there longitudinal relisbility to the list of general
influentials obtained by the use of the reputational
technique?

(3) Is there evidence of a relationship between the reputation
for general influence and the actual gxercise of power in

a broad range of community decisions?

Ag a result of their studies in El Paso and Ciudad Juarez they condluded
that the reputational technique. does seem to measure general community
influence when the question is stated in such a way as to get as this factor
in decision-making, They found a high correlation between those nominated

as generally influential and those chosen as specifically influential,

Before taking a closer look at some of the arguments that have been
going on over the last few years in the field of cownmunity power, it is
necessary to examine the methods and results of the reputationalist's

chief protagonists,

The Decisional Approach,

Polsby has argued 25

that reputation for leadership can be divided
into two parts; that which is Jjustified by behaviour and that which is not,
Therefore he asks, why not study behaviour dimect., That is what those who

use the decisional approach have attempted to do.

The decisional approach and the theory behind it is most clearly defined
in the work of Dahl, Polsby and Wolfinger. In his study of New Haven 26
Dahl attempts to penetrate behind official positions, reputations, and mere
participation in decision-making, and using operational tests to find out
Who really rules. Working on the assumption that the operational techniques
that could be used to measure power are all somewhat crude, Dahl chooses to
be eclectic in order to try to get as wide a view as possible, He uses

six methods of assessing relative influence or change in influences:
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(1) Studying changes in the socio-economic characteristics
of incumbents in city offices in order to determine whether
any rather large historic changes may have oceured in the

gources of leadership.

(2) Isolating a particular socio-economic category and
determining the nature and extent of participation in
local affairs by persons in the category. Dahl chose
to study the Social Notables who were invited to the
annual assemblies of the New Haven Lawn Club, and the
Fconomic Notables who were the presidents, chairmen,

or directors of ceftain categories of undertakings.

(3) Examining a set of 'decisions'in different 'issue-areas'
in order to determine what kinds of persons were the

most influential according to one operational measure of

relative influence and to determine patterns of influence,

This rests on the assumption that the fbllowing operations

provide a method for estimating the relative influence of

different actors:

a, restrict attention to 'comparable' respondents who
directly participate in a ‘'single' scope;

b. examine decisions where the number of direct
participants is more or less the same during the
period under investigation;

c. -assume that the following collective actions are of
roughly the same strength and extent:

When a proposal initiated by one or more of
the participants is adopted despite the
opposition of other participants,
When a proposal initiated by one or more of
the participants is rejected,
When a proposal initiated by one or more of
the participants is adopted without opposition,
d. determine the number of successful initiations or vetoes

by each participant and the number of failures;
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e. consider one parficipant as more influential than
another if the relative frequency of his successes
out of all successes is higher, or the ratio of his °
successes to his total attempts is higher.

Three issue areas were chosen which seemed to cut across a

wide variety of interests and participants; these were

urban redevelopment, public education, and party nominations.

(4) surveying random samples of participants in different issue

areas to determine their characteristics.

(5) suwrveying random samples of registered voters in order to
determine the characteristics of those who participate in
varying degrees and in varying ways in local affairs. Two
surveys were in fact conducted, the first of 197 people and
the second of 525,

(6) studying changes in pattems of voting among different strata

in the community,

The results of the study led Dahl to conclude that New Haven was a
pluralist.. democracy with specialised leadership structures, Although
only a very small percentage of the total population played an active role
in the decision-making process the views of the rest were taken into account
by the leaders. In fact the leaders may compete for the support of the
electorate. Only one man, the lMayor, turned out to be a leader in more
than one issue area., There was only a small overlap between the social,
economic, and decision-making elites and no homogeneous group could be

found to be ruling the community.

The decisicnal approach has been used to good effect by a number of
other investigators. In his study of Bennington, Vermont, Scoble concluded
that "no single power structure existed in the city". 2T He found that
only in one issue area was there a "monolithic, flat-surfaced pyramid,
Withe... 2 small number of power-holders, acting in predetermined concert,

.and with wealth as the dominant power base,” 28

Banfield, in his study of decision-making in Chicago 29, came to the
conclusion that the leading businessmen in the city were hot as important as
had been assumed. Indeed they were often criticised for not playing their
full part in civic affairs. However neither does Banfield conclude that

decisions are made by a unified political elite under the direction of the
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mayor because of the restraints provided by other political and
governmental groups, by the courts, and by the voters and the neighbourhood
political leaderswho mobiilise them,

But, perhaps, the most comprehensive study of decision-making in the
local community is that of Freeman and his colleagues in Syracuse, New
York State 50. They studied 59 decisions over a period of five years.
This work is also notable in that it attempted to compare the results of the

various approaches, Four assumptions were made:

(1) that active participation in decision-making is leadership,

(2) that formal authority is leadership,

(3) that leadership is a necessary consequence of social
activity, i.e. involvement in woluntary organisations,

(4) that leadership is too complex to be indexed directly

and that reputation for leadership should be assessed.

The investigators concluded that there were three kinds of leaders,
Institut®onal Leaders, Effectors, and Activists., Furthermore there-

was a connection between the method used and the type of leader found:

M .e. the various differing approaches to the study of
community leadership seem to uncover different types of
leadership. The study of reputation, position, or
organisational participation seems to get at the Institutional
Leaders. Studies of participstion in decision-making, on the
other hand, tap the Effectors of community activity. Asd

studies of social activity seem to seek aut the Activists who

1
gain entry by dint of sheer commitment, time and energy." ?

Another important study which compares the reputational and the
decisional methods is that of Presthus 32. Not only is he interested in
comparing methodologies, but also different communities, He chose two small
towns in New York State which had sufficient similarities and sufficient
differences to facilitate the task of differentiating their leadership
structures, Other concerns of his were change over time, recruitment

to leadership, and the values and attitudes of the leaders,



Presthus divides his leadership group into three sub-groups:

(1) Decision-makers - those who are directly involved in vital
community decisions. They could be further divided into
political decision-makers who held some political office
during the period of study, economic decision-makers whose
power rested on their economic status or role, and
specialised decision-makers, a residual category who were

confined to one issue,

(2) Influentials - those who were nominated as powerful by

the reputational method.,

(3) Organisation leaders - those who were officials of

voluntary organisations.

To measure what he called ‘overt' power, Presthus selected five
decisions in each community and active participation in omeor more of
these became the basic criterion of individual power, The choice of
the decisions was based on the sum of money involved, the number of people
affected, and the need to obtain a roughly 'representative' and

comparable set of decisions,

A tentative list of decision-makers was built up initially by an
analysis of newspaper adcounts and by discussions with a number of community
knowledeables. These were then surveyed and by use of the 'snowball'
technique the list was gradually extended. In order to define who were

participants in a decision Presthus used the following criteria:

_(1) those who (a) were named as being 'active participants®
or 'opponents' in a decision by others who were themselves
active participants in response to the guestion
"Could you give me the names of several other
people in the community whom you know of first hand
who also participated in (or were actively opposed to)
the ==-—== decision?", and (b) nominated themselves as

being active participants or opponents:

(2) those were were nominated as being 'active participants’
by at least three other individuals in terns of (1) above,

whether or not they also nominated themselves,
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To measure potential or reputational power Presthus asked his
respondents "Suppose a major project were before the community, one
that required decision by a group of leaders whom nearly everyone would
accept, which persons would you choose to make up this group - regardless
of whether -or not you know them personally?" 55 Pergons nominated were
then interviewed until no new names were being suggested. Presthus
decided that for an individual to be considered an 'influential' he must

have received at least 20% of the total nominations.
Presthus states that initally he had assumed that

"the decisional method would prove to be superior to the
reputational in identifying 'real' community power, On the
surface it seemed highly probable that the more behaviourdly
orientated method would provide more accurate evidence of
participation and would help solve the vexing problem of the

differences between potential and overt power,” e

However,

"An ahalysis of all the evidence led (not without some resistence)
to a reformulation of this initial perspective. We decided
that the two methods were better conceived as mutually supportive
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means of ascertaining power,

The decisional technique led, Presthus found, to a disturbing tendency to
assign high power to people who had mere formal participation in a decision,
In the end Presthus admitted to the use of what Jeber called 'Verstehen'
i.e."the use of a combination of intellectual and subjective frames of thought
in interpreting an actots 'state of mind' and in understanding the meaning
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of events from a functional point of wview,

The results obtained by Presthus showed that in one of the communities
there was evidence of elitism in community power structures which were
usually dominated by the economic elites., In the other community, however,

while the decision structure remains highly concentrated, the major roles
were played by political leaders. In both communities "despite high levels
of popular education, economic stability, a fair degree of social mobility,

a marvellously efficient communication system, and related advantages usually
assumed to provide sufficient conditions for democratic pluralism, the vast
majority of citizens remain apathetic, uninterested, and inactive in political

affairs at the community level,"
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It has been suggested that the decisional approach has a number of
advantages over the reputational approach. But its oppronents have not
been slow to find faults, The first and most mundane olfjection is that
the research procegs is expensive and time-consuming. This means that the
nurber of issues that can be investigated in depth is lindted as are

comparative studies between communities,

One of the most tviolent criticisms of the work of Dahl and other
'pluralists' was provided by Anton, 28 He argues that Dahl's approach
is based on the idea of power as a function of the individual actor and the
research stragegy is to measure the power of each individual. The
difficulty for the pluralists is, Anton suggests, that no actor seems to
have power for very long as each issue seems to bring forward a different
group of actors. This is linked with the idea that human behaviour is
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"governed in large part by inerti , which itself involves two subsidiary
assumptions, namely that most people are motivated by self interest, and
that they are rationally aware of their own interests and know how to
enhance them, Unless their interests are directly threatened , therefore,

most people are happy to carry on doing what they have always done.

Anton then goes on to ask just how useful the pluralist approach
is in developing generalisations about community power, He argues that
by focussing their attention on individual power the pluralists are not

justified in drawing conclusions about community power:

"If the community is seen as simply a collection of individuals
who have differing amounts of power depending on the issue,

then to determine the power structure all that is required -
according to the pluralist literature - is the discovery of

those individuals who were active in decision making on

selected key decisions., If the same people are found to make
all or most of these key decisions (a finding that no pluralist
has yet made), the conclusion is warranted that a power structure
exists, and these individuals comprise it. Logically, of course,
such a conclusion cannot follow from pluralist assumptions, for
the simple reason that examination of selected issues can reveal
only the power of selected individuals, not the power of every
individual or group of individuals in the commmunity; therefore
there is no basis for concluding that the group named as the power
structure does in fact have more power than any other possible

group," 40
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Anton recognises that it would be impossible to investigate the power
of every individual or group of individuals in the community and it is
therefore necessary to restrict attention to a number of selected issues,
But he insists that it is imperative that the issues selected should be
community issues and not reflect national or regional patterns or the
patterns of sub-community behaviour. If the investigator does not have
therefore a clear conception of commnity his research must be regarded
as suspect. This Anton thinks is indeed the case with most of the

pluralist literature,

Returning to the question of inertia, Anton suggests that it
naturally leads the pluralists either to deny the existence of government
as a wielder of power or to admit that power is a structured and therefore
a recurring phenomenon, The only way out of this dilemma is to draw a
distinction between private and public power and to argue that the exercise
of public power is still based on inertia because it involves the
continuation of activity which has to do with power, This leads, Anton

continues, to the idea that power is defined in terms of public agencies.,

Finally Anton suggests that if there were no overt political
activity in a community and no issue became the subject of political debate,
then the pluralist would have to conclude that no power was being

R

exercised. This would be plainly ridiculous in view of all that is

known about the powers of mass manipulation,

Dahl was quick to take up the cudgels in his own defence. He
accused Anton of mis-statements, misunderstandings, and mis-interpretations, b2
hany of the interpretations that Anton attributes to the pluralists are in
Dahl's opinion inconsistent with the theories and analyses set out in
Who Governs? They do not argue that there is no permanence of power
unless permanent is meant to mean eternal, Similarly the pluralists
have never argued that power was a function of the individual actor but had

always insisted that power was a relationship between people,

Dahl accuses Anton of misrepresentation in his suggestion that power
is defined in terms of public agencies. While recognising that businessmen
will have considerable power in the economy and that this will penetrate
to other aspects of society, controversy over 'community' issues arises in
the arena of public govermment. The guestion that all students of community
power have beecn concerned with is how far different groups, classes and

organisations are involved in the processes of government,
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The criticisms of the decisional approach to the study of community
power led to what has been called the ‘neo-elitist critique of community

b3

power', This considers that the pluralist methodology is deficient in
three major respects, two of which were touched on in our look at Anton's
criticisms, Firstly there is the idea that non-elites are encased in values
foisted on them by the elites. The elite is able to create a 'false
congensus' which limits conflict to trivial issues thet do not threaten the
elite, Secondly, the pluralists can only be successful when they are
measuring conflict, It is possible that there may be disagreement and
opposition to a proposal but the opponents realise that they have no chance
of success and therefore do not raise the issue. In other words we have the

phenomenon of anticipated reactions. In the words of Bachrach and Baratsz,

"To measure relative influence solely in terms of the
ability to initiate and veto proposals is to ignore the
possible exercise of influence or power in limiting the

w b

scope of initiation.

Thirdly, pluralists tends to place toc much stress on governmental
decisions. There may be a variety of coercive devices and sanctionsg
that prevent issues being acted upon by the governmental machine. Taken

together these three objections mean that

"When the dominant values, the accepted rules of the game,

the existing power relations among groups, and the instruments
of force.... effectively prevent certain grievances from
developing into full-fledged issues which call for decisions,

L5

it can be said that a non-decision-making situation exists.,”

Merelman has attempted to deal with this objections. On the question
of the creation of a 'false consensus' by an elite, he argues that this
assumes the existence of an elite but makes it impossible to prove or

disprove its existence.

dThe absence of an event, conflict which threatens an elite,
is taken as the evidence for the existence of an elite,
However, we have no reason for accepting the absence of an
event as evidence for any particular cause, unless it can
be demonstrated that the cause (in this case, an elite)
produced the absence of the event (threatening conflict).

To do so, some threatening conflict must precede the coming

of false consengus. But such threatening conflict is
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incompatible with false consensus as defined, Therefore

L6

false consensus does not admit the evidence to support itself,"

Far from non-elites being encased in values imposed by the elite, lierelman
suggests that there is evidence for a lack of consensus on values, Indeed

it is possible that consensus values will pass from non-elites to elites.

Assuming that an elite wished to erect a successful consensus it must
enszure that the consensus values apply to the community as a whole and
that these values control policy choices. Therefore there must be
agreenent within the elite itself for otherwise policy conflict can be

Justified by apveal to other wvalues.

Another difficulty with the false consensus argument is, in llerelman's
view, that it is dependent to some extent on system autonomy. Contacts
outside the system may lead to competing allegiances and alternative
values. Yor our purposes "neither economic nor political self-sufficiency
exists in most local communities; therefore, this Geterninant of false
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consensus is absent also,.

On the question of anticipated reactions, Merelman suggests that this
can operate both ways and that, therefore, non-decisions offer no
meaningful criteria for saying anything about community power. If a
group plans to initiates policies hostile to the elite and the elite has
to exert power to stifle this, then the non-elite is itself exercising
a form of power in drawing a response from theelite. In reply to the
neo-elitist retort that the elite can afford to refrain from action
when there is little at stake but the non-elite must desist when there is
a lot at stake, Merelman suggests that this leads the question back to a

study of particular issues, the homeground of the pluralists.

The pluralist stress on governmental action is justified Merelman thinks
for the simple reascn that if the elite can prevent threatening issues
reaching government then only the most intense issues can in fact reach the
government., This is one of the weaker points of Merelman's argument for
it may be that the elite only allows those issues which are not threatening
to reach the governmental stage. He continues, however, by arguing that the
action of an elite in preventing issues being raised is only negative and
shows nothing about the cepacity of the elite to achieve positive ends.
Furthermore, if the non-elites camnot achileve thelr ends through governmental
means they will seek other chamnels, and the elite will have to exzert itself

to close these up as well,
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Bven if we accept the existence of forceful non-decision-making, there
is still a price to be paid, because it lessens the possihblity of positive
decision-making in the future, lMerelman quotes Vidich and Bensman's
conclusion about the village board in Springdale as evidence of this. Not
only is the prestige of the particular agency diminished but also there is

a tendency for rival agencies to supplant it.

Finally lierelman would argue that if it is thought that it is useless
to press a particular policy against the opposition of an elite, then
there mist be some reason for this attitude based on past experience. As
he says:

?.e.o we have little reason to expect that any group will
be liztened to unless it has been tested and been forced
to apply some of the sanctions it threatens,” 48
Also

"In polities, as in poker 'put up, or shut up' expresses

a major formula for decision-makers, Alsc, in politics as

in poker, bluffs work consistently only with novices and for

short periods. The actions of politiciang tend to redeem

the utility of the pluralist methodology." 49

It will have been noticea that much of the preceding discussion has
been based on American studies. It is only very recently that British
academics have moved with any considerable strength into the field of
local politics. Althoﬁgh few of the published British studies can rival
their American counterparts in their theoretical sophistication, yet there
are signs that this situstion is changing. Before leaving the question of
community power, therefore, it might be useful to lock at one recent study,
which although rather restricted in scope, did raise a number of important

questiongs., This was Clement's investigation of Bristol, >0

The basic quéstion that Clements asks is "Why do notables otherwise
active in society not seek to take part, as members, in the work of their
local councils?® To answer this question he interviewed 78 individuals
who were active in local voluntary organisations and who were thought to
be influential by such people as the local Bishop, the Vice-Chancellor
of the University, the President of the Chamber of Commerce, and so on.
Clements is careful to point out (and this is where he differs from most
of the American investigators) that he is not attempting to discover the

‘real' leaders of Brigodl, but why a sample of people 'one might expect'
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to participate as representatives in local government, do not do so.

The first part of Clements book is devoted to an examination of the
characteristics of his sample, their reasons for not standing for the
council, and their opinions about local government in general and local
government in Bristol in particular. Very briefly, he finds that his
sample are overwhelmingly upper-middle class, their most common reason for
not standing is lack of time, and their attitude to local government is
rather patronising, However, in the second part of the book Clements
argues that the situation is rather more complicated than this, After

examining the relationship between the notables and the local political
system, he concludes

"Their role, then, within the local system, far from being
characteristically an abstentionist one, is an active
participating one. Or, one might say their interest in the
‘output' of the system is large, and their 'input' is
correspondingly high. Their relationship with both the
appointed and elected sides of the local authority are so

often extensive and close that they are ogrdifferent kind from
Y

those enjoyed by most of the electorate.

Clements attempts to explain the non-council membership of his
notables by pointing out that generally their main concerns are ecconomic
and in this field thé power of the local council is not very great. Overall
he argues that there is an

“Yacceptance bythe economic and social notables of a pluralistic
pattern of local influence, in which they concede a share of
power to political notables, but which is set within a social-
status system and an economic system in which influence and
other rewards are distributed unequally, and to their

advantage," 52

Furthermore, he suggests that the cultural values of the economic and
social life of the notables stress leadership and high status which tends
to conflict with the cultural values of the local political system which

are centred on democratic discussion and persuasion,

Although Clements' research strategy is not really designed to
fit into the commnity power structure controversy, he does indicate

that he finds the views of both pluralists and elitists rather over-stated.




The pluralists are too optimistic and the elitists too pessimistic.

We have seen that each of the methods used in the study of commmity
power have their own faults and virtues. 1More and more it has come to
be realised that a combination of approaches represents the best avenue
open to us at the moment, This is especially true if we accept the
argument that the different approaches are in fact measuring different
aspects of the wider phenomenon. Thus while some of the questions raised
in the community power debate are of great importance, in many cases they
have been approached from different viewpoints and in the light of different

values,

Typologies of Community Power Structure,

Alongside a willingness to recognise the utility of all approaches
to the study of community power has come the idea that communities are
not all either pluralist democracies or elitist dictatorships., As more
and more data is obtained it becomes clear that there is a continuum of
power dispersal. This has lead to an attempt to isolate the determining

characteristics of this continuum,

Of course many of the arguments have been in.terms of the existence
or otherwise of some kind of power elite. But even this is not as simple
as it sounds. We would normally place Hunter's fegional City towards one
end of the continuum as he scems at times to be arguing that the city is

run by a unified elite group. But Rossi has saidi

".c.. Hunter describes the power structure of Regional City as
a 'pyramid' but also descriles his forty top influentials

as divided in several 'crowds' or 'cliques'. The latter
description suggests a polylithic power structure while the

pyramidal supports the idea of a monolith," 55

However, there seems little doubt that a number of investigators, usually
employing the reputational method, have claimed to have uncovered either
pyramids of power or power elites, I think we should be wary

of their findings for where follow-up studies have been conducted the

results have not always confirmed the original findings. S
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The decisional approach has usually turned up moreor less polylithic
power structures in conformity with pluralist theory. Dahl has summarised
the findings

"Yet despite countless variations I don't think that the
typical #merican commnity is a monolithic but rather a
pluralist system.... I would contend that in most American
cotmunities there isn't a single centre of power, There

is even a sense in wnich nobody runs the community. In fact,
perhaps this is the most distressing discovery of all:
typically a community is run by many different people, in

many different ways, and at many different times," 55

The simplest typology we could use, therefore, would be a continuum
ranging from "one-man rule to a situation where there is a high degree of
fragmentation of power, with no single person or group in control of
56 But a number of people have attempted to fill
in the gap between the two extremities with a humber of other types,

community decisions.”

Rossi distinguished four types of power model depending on the style of
political life to be found in the commnity; pyramidal, caucus rule,
polylith and amorphous. o1 Walton 58 in his examination of thirty three
community power studies, employed a similar categorisation; he called his
types pyramidal, factional, coalitio¢nal, and amorphous., In the pyramidal
type he puts Hunter's Regional City and Miller's Pacific City in both of
which there i1s some kind of cohesive leadership group. In the factional
type there are two or more groups contending for influence on the
decision-making process over a period of time, The prime example of this
is Schultze's Cibola, Here the commnity had been run in the past by an
economic elite but the growth of absentee-ownership had allowed a new group
of middle class businessmen and professionals to secure an .influential
position in overt commnity leadership, The power structure was therefore

'bifurcated’.

In the coalitional type the issue under discussion determines who
will occupy leadership positions. There will be fluid coalitions of
interested individuals and groups. Walton places Dahl's New Haven and
Iiller's English City in this category, We have already seen what Dahl
found in New Haven; in English City Miller found comparatively specialised
elite groups with union, governmental, educational, business and political

leaders occupying the stage at different times and on different issues,
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Finally the amorphous type concerns the situation where there are no
persistent patterns of influence and leadership. In this category could
be placed Klapp and Yadgett's study of Tijuana where "a reputational
study.... shows an elite to be composed mainly of businessmen, though no
single group runs things; local governmént is weak, and the major sources
of power are outside the community.... the elite is poorly integrated....
there seems to be a gseries of interconnectéd games with little unified

o 59

leadership responsible for the entire community and its welfare.

Although he includes one more category than Walton or Rossi, Miller
probably is more restrictive in his typology. He suggests that there is
evidence that a number of variables should be considered in drawing up a
system of power-models; he mentions ecological variations, the extent of
diversification in the economic base of the community, the political
homgeneity of the commmnity, and the size of the community, 60 Miller's
first type, which he cails Model A is a pyramidal structure centred on:
one person. In effect the local population are vassals under a feudal
overlord., In Miller's opinion this is more likely to arise in a company

towmn,

Model B is also a pyramidal structure but this time based on a small
cohesive group of individuals. DMiller suggests that Lynd's Middletown
is an example of this type. It differs from Model A in that there is
scope for the development of rival factions and independent political

initiatives.,

Model C isg a stratified pyramidal structure where the leaders are
drawn largely from the business class, Decisgions are made at the top and
then funnelled down to a lower tier bureaucracy for implementation,

Miller assigns Hunter's Regional City to this category., He thinks it is
usually associated with older, stable communities where "the social
system has been congenial to the growth of a social aristocracy and where

61
business control has a history of hereditary growth.,™

The next type, Model D, is a cone or ring structure and is, in Miller's
opinion, the most characteristic of modern communities., Its three major
qualities are (1) increasing heterogeneity of interests within the business
sector, (2) the rise of new power structures, and (3) growing autonomy in all
institutionalised sectors. The leaders in this type of situation play

a nunber of different roles depending on the issue under discussion,
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Miller considers his &nglish City to be an example of this typs.
Representatives of both the political parties, trade unions, business,
education, religion, and civic orgapisations all play a part in the decision-
making process., “There is no single cohesive elite structure and no

hierarchical fominance based on one institutional sector.” 62

PFinally we have lModel E which consists of segmented power pyramids,
The simplest exemple of this is where there are two or more political parties
in a community making all the major decisions and where everything is done

along party lines,

Another way of approaching the categorisation of community power
structures is by way of the characteristics of leadership., FProbably the
best example of this approach is that of Bonjean and Olson 063 They
suggested four characteristics that were Zmportant in identifying the two
ideal=-type leadership structures and so anything in between, Firstly, there
is legitimacy. If the community leaders hold of'ficial positions in public
and private organisations then the leadership structure is also an
authority structure. The legitimacy of a leadership structure could be

measured by the proportion of leaders holding official positions.

Secondly there is visibility, If all the leaders in a community
were office holders then the chance that they are visible would be high,
But this is not clearly the case if the leadership is ‘'illegitimate', By
uging the reputational technique it is possible to measure to some extent
the degree of visibility of certain leaders, DBonjean and Olson suggest
that by comparing the opinions of the general public and other leaders it is
possible to discover three kinds of leaders: visible (those recognised
by both the genersl public and the other leaders), concealed (those
recognised by the other leaders but not by the general public), and
symbolic (those recognised by the general public but not by the other
leaders)., The degree of visibility of leadership in the community is the

proportion of visible leaders in the total number of leaders,

Thirdly, there is the scope of influence of the leaders. By using
either the decisional or the reputational technique it should be possible
to discover whether lesders tend to concentrate their attention in particular

areas of policy or whether they tend to exercise general leadership.
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Finally there is the question of cohesiveness of the leaders as a
group., This can be measured by the extent to which the leaders nominate
each other or by other sociometric methods such as acquaintanceship scales.
It is also necessary to have some idea of the values and attitudes of the
leaders. By using such methods it should be possible to identify unitary,
bifactional, multifactional, and amorphous patterns,

On the basis of these variables, Bonjean and Olson suggest a typology
of community power structures which has five categories. At one extreme
would be a Covert Power ©lite in which the leaders do not hold office, they
are not recognised by the community as a whole as being decision-mekers, they
are active in a wide range of decision areas, and they work together as a group.
At the other extreme would be a system of Legitimate Pluralism in which
the leaders hold office, they are recognised to be decision-mskers by
the community, they concern themselves with specific issues related to
their official positions, and there is not necessarily any cohesive group
structure, Between these two extremes there would be Independent
Sovereignities with covert sub-groupings concerned with a few decision
areas; Rival Sovereignities where visible but illegitimate sub-groupings
compete over a wide range of decision areas; and Interest Groqps where
leaders hold organigational but not political office, concern themselves

with specific issues and sre recognised by the community.

In conclusion it should be s tressed that a number of iuaportant
changes have taken place in recent years in the approach to the study of
conmunity power, There has been a decided shift from the positional
to the reputational to the decisional method and it is now recognised
that a combination of the three provides the most fruitful research
strategy. It has also been recognised that no one leadership structure
is applicable to different communities at different times, As a result
more attention is being paid to comparative analysis in the hope that the
important determining wvsriables can be isolated. We should always bear

in mind the advice of backenzie:

"Study your community in a4 matched pair or matched group of
comminities, corresponding closely except in the deviant
characteristics in which you are interested. Use all three

of the now classic power study methods, reputation, institutions,
and decisions: and add a strong element of Verstehen as well.
Follow the example of Banfield.... and consider carefully the
element of 'political time', bhe span over which the game is

played."” Ol
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CHAFTER THIERE

METHODOIOGY A'D RIZWARCE SETTILG

Having looked at the conceptual and theoretical background we must
now examine the actual wethodology used in this study of leadership and
decision making on Tyneside and say something about the setting of the

research,

Following the now generally accepted view, as stated by liackenzie
the methodology used was eclectic, involving elements of the instituticnal,
the reputational and the decisional approaches, The various approaches
were used in combination on the assumption that the strengths of one would

make up for the failings of another.

The purpose of the research was to investigate how declsions were made
on Tyneside, who made them, and why. To achieve this aim a number of
research strategies were employed, although these could be grouped into
two main areas, Because of the seeming utility of the decisional approach
to commnity power studies it was decided that the main emphasis of the
research should be on a detailed study of a numbey of important issues
which have affected Tyneside in recent years. This immediately raised

three main problems:

1. How many issues were to be considered?
2. What criteria were to be used in deciding on the importance
of an issug?

3, What sort of time span was to be used?

The decision on the number of issues to be examined was to some extent
an arbitrary one. However, there were a number of guidelines available,
There had to be a sufficiently large number to ensure a wide coverage of
different kinds of issues, but small enough to ensure that suf'ficient
attention could be paid tu each issue. A preliminary investigation of the

field threw up 11 potential issues but on closer study this was reduced to 7.

In judging the importance of issues it was again rather difficult

to lay down any mecasurable parameters, Obvicusly factors such as the
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amount of money to be spent, the number of people to be affected, and
the extent of change brought about, had to be considered. It was
satisfying to discover that the choice finally made corresponded quite
closely to the views of the individuals actually involved in the

decision-making process,

The problem of the time span involved essentially two gquestions,
If issues were examined in which the decision-making process had reached
completion then the investigation was of a situation as it was at a time
in the past and not necessarily what it is at present. But if issues were
examined which we still not settled then the study would be a drama
without a climax, It was decided that in this case compromise was the only
solution and so some of the issues studied were complete while others were
still in process. All the issues were, however, to some extent live in

the five years previous to the time of the research.
The issues finally selected for study were as follows:

1. The re-organisation of local government areas on
Tyneside.

2., The development of Newcastle Airport.

3. The establishment of the Port of Tyne Authority.

4. The re-organisation of police areas in Northumberland
and Durhai,

5., The merger of the shipbuilding interests on the Tyne.

6. The establishment of the Tyneside Passenger Transport
Authority.

7. The building of the Tyne tuwinel,

The first thing to be noticed is that virtually all these are
'onesand for all' issues. It was considered that the operation of
the 'power structure' would be more evident in such issues than in
routine decision-making, But it i1s also important to realise that this
study is concerned with decision-msking over an area which has no formalised
decision-making structure and therefore routine decision-malking would have
been impossible anywsy, unless atténtion had been concentrated on certain

sectors of the area as a whole,

It is perhaps possible to make certain criticisms of the range of
issues studied. For example it can be seen thet 3 or 4 of them are in

the field of transportation, or that most cf them are concerned with

processes Of rationalisation in particular fields. The merger of the
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shipbuilding interests is also a rather exceptional case in that it is
essentially a private matter while all the others ave in the public sector,
But because of the importance of the industry for the life of the area

it was considered %to be worthy of inclusion. Furthermore it would serve
as a test case for the amount of interest that local government shows

in the private sector,

The techniques of investigation used on the issues were conventional,
Yreliminary data was gathered from published sources, especially newspapers

3

and council minutes, This also generated a list of names of individuals
who appeared to be concerned with the issues., These individuals were
then sent a postal questionnaire which elicited further information about
their participation in the issues and their opinions on the importance of
other participents. Finally personal interviews were held with those

individuals who geemed to occupy key positions in the various issue areas.

The second main area of research was a study of leadership on Tyneside,
This involved the use of a postal guestionnaire which was sent to a whole
range of potential leaders, This is described in more detail later, in the
chapter on the survey and the gquestionnaire. It not only helped to
provide additional information about the issues under consideration but
also was used to experiment with the idea of asking respondents to nominate
people who were thought to be generally influential on Tyneside, people
who were thought to have been influential on the particular issues, and
people who were thought to have influence with the Governiment and the
Civil Service. As a result of this it was possible to compare to some extent
the reputational and the decisional methods, It also meant that it was
possible to divide the leaders into different categories on the basis of
their differing reputations, Primarily this allowed a division into

4

'top leaders' and the rest.

Research Setting

The arena of the research was, of course, Tyneside., But this bald
statement in fact begs more questions than it answers, for there is
considerable doubt as to what exactly Tyneside is, There is no question
that, in the minds of many people, it exists as a community but its
boundaries may be regarded as variable, For the purpose of this study,
Tyneside was taken to comprise all those local suthority asreas that fell
wholly within the Tyneside Special Review Area as laid down by the 1958

Local Government Act. It , therefore, includes the county boroughs of
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Gateshead, Newcastle,; South Shields and Tynemouth, the municipal boroughs
of Jarrow, Wallsend and Thitley Bay, and the urban districts of Blaydon,
Boldon, Pelling, Gosforth, Hebburn, Longbenton, Newburn, Ryton and
Whickham, The main reason for confining the area of study to these 16
local authorities was that much of the available published data was in
terms of the individual local authority area, To have included parts of
surrounding local authority areas would have meant that information was not

available for parts of the study area.

It might be useful at this point to look at some of the data relevant
to the area, It is basically the lower valley of the River Tyne and so
is divided into two by the river, 5 In fact there is a great deal of
local argument about what effect the river has on the unity of the area,
Some people regard it as a spine holding the area together, while others
regard it as a barrier with the result that the north and south banks are
in some ways different communities. This controversy in fact had its

effect on some: of the issues under consideration,

The area is, of course, one of the oldest industrial regions in the
country and so its economy is in process of changing from reliance on the
traditional industries of shipbuilding, heavy engineering and coal-mining.
Nevertheless, the influence of these industi#ies is still very much in
evidence, not only in economic terms, but also in regard to social relations
and political argument. So for examples in some of the local authorities
the local councils are dominated by miners although their position is now
being challenged by other groups, especially professionals like teachers and

Journalists,

Tyneside is, of course, one of the strongholds of the Labour Party
in Britain, Of the 11 parlismentary constituencies in the area only 2
(Tynemouth and Newcastle North) had Conservative liFs at the time of the
research. This remained the position after the 1970 General Election
despite the swing to the Conservatives., In many of the other

constituencies the Labour majority runs into five figures.

The position in local p8litics is rather more complicated. This is

primarily because the main opposition to Labour has taken different names
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in different places. Thus, for example, in Cateshead they are called
Rent and Ratepayers, in South Shields Progressives, and in Tynemouth
Independents. If we assume that these various groupings can be equated
with the Conservatives (which is not always the case) we find that the
Conservatives do rather better in local elections than in parliamentary
elections, Of the 16 local councilsin the area, in May 1969 the
Conservatives and their allies controlled five (Newcastle, South Shields,
Tynemouth, Whitley Bay and Gosforth). We should remember, however, that
1969 was an exceptional year for the Conservatives and normally we

would not éxpect them to control South Shields or even perhaps Newcastle,
What is-perhaps noticeable is the overwhelming position of the Labour
Party in most of the smaller authorities in the area, with Ryton being
the most extreme example having a council with 100% Labour membership,
This dominance is of long standing and this has led to a feeling in many
parts of the area that Labour control is part of the natural order of
things, 6

The population of Tyneside is about a million and Newcastle is
responsible for slightly over one quarter of this. Both Gateshead and
South Shields have over 100,000 inhabitants and with Tynemouth having
over 70,000, it means that the four county boroughs have a greater combined
population than the other 12 local authorities put together. Seven of
the authorities in fact have less than 30,000 inhabitants and together with
the relative poverty of many of these authorities,; this has led to a feeling
that they are +too smsll to adequately perform the functions entrusted to
them,

Another notable feature of life on Tyneside is the very high percentage
of council houses in many of the local authorities., In Felling, Jarrow
and Longbenton there is a majority of council tenants, while only two
authorities (Whitley Bay and Gosforth) have a majority of owner occupiers.
As we would expect from these facts the social class distribution of the
area is generally biased towards the lower end of the scale, Only Gosforth
and ¥hitley Bay for example have more than 25% of their population in the
Registrar General's Class 1 and 2,

To sum up, therefore, we can see that Tyneside is a generally well-
established working class community with a traditional loyalty to the Labour

Party. Unlike many other conurbations there is little doubt that it is an
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homogeneous whole, Perhaps this is best exemplified by a quotation from

the Local Government Commission for England:

"It is much more difficult to describe a community than to
describe its physical setting, yet one word must be said
about the inhabitants of Tyneside.,

"The Geordies form as distinctive a group as can be found
anywhere in Britain., Their characteristic speech and
independent spirit - Blaydon Races and Newcastle United -
things of this kind belong peculiarly to the people of
Tyneside and mark them off not only from the people of
distant parts of Zngland, but also from their neighbours

the miners and farmers of Durham and Noprthumberland.® !
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Notes.

1. See above Chapter 2, p 52,

2o This relationship between the private and the public sector is
examined by Clements, op cit.

3. One of the factors that has in the past been taken jinto account
in defining soclo-geographical communities has been local
newspaper circulation. In the case cf Tyneside both the
Newcastle Journal and the fvening Chronicle, aithough

published in Newcastle, can be regarded as conurbation newspapers.

4. See chapter on Top Leaders.

5 See map in Appendix.

6, See appendix for full details of election results.

7. Local Government Commission for “ngland, 1962-63%, Report Mo, 5.

Tyneside Special teview 4rea.
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PART TV O: THE ISSUESDS

CHAPTER FOUR

FREVIEW (F THE ISSUES

In discussing the methodology of the research, mention has already been
made of the reasons for selecting the seven particular issues to be studied.
Although they varied in content they all had one thing in common - in each case
there was no single institutionalised decision-making process in existence
and so new forms had to be created. Much of the interest in the various
issues stems from this search to find an acceptable and workable mode of
operations. But this does present the outside investigator with one great
disadvantage; much of the discussion and decision-making takes place in
ad hoc bodies or even on an informal, personal basis which makes it
difficult to discover the t rue facts. A great deal of reliance therefore,
has to be placed on the testimonies of the participants in the various
decisions who will naturally tend to exaggerate their own contribution and
minimise that of others. This distortion can be reduced somewhat by taking
as wide a sample as possible, Thus, for example, in the case of the airport,

14 people who had been concerned in some way with the issue were interviewed,

Most of the issues are, of course, in some wWay connected with local
gbvernment and so we would expect local councils to be closely concerned,
But also in many cases the outcome of the issue has some relevance for the
central government with the result that the views of the government may be
pre-eminent, So, for example, in the case of the airport the financial
support of the Government was the crucial factor, while the re-organisation
of the police could only be carried through by the Home Secretary.
Egentially, therefore, we have two types of decision-making process. The
first is by the establishment of some kind of joint committee of local
authorities which then makes decisions on behalf of the local authorities,
This is most clearly shown in the cases of the airport and the tunnel, The
second is where the local authorities and other interests concerned are
unable to agree and so the issue is shifted to a higher level of authority,
viz, the central government, To some extent the shipbuilding merger is an
exception but it is possible to regard it as being a rather special case of

the former with the various shipbuilding firms replacing the local authorities.
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Because there is no clear decision-making process it is rather diff'icult
to say what is the exact source of authorisation for the various decisions,
This is perhaps possible in only one issue, that of local government
reorganisation, where the final decision lay with the Yovernment. In all
others,; although the government was involved to a greater or lesser extent,
the focus of decision-making was variable, In the case of the tunnel the
decision was largely dependent on the views of the two county councils.

.On the airport the support of the various local authorities was necessary.
The creation of the Port of Tyne Puthority involved not only the Yovernment
but also the local authorities and variousshipping interests on the river,
The reorganisation of police areas basically arose out of tripartite
negotiations between the Government, the county boroughs and the county
councils, The shipbuilding merger was stimulated by the Yovernment but was
brough about by discussions within the industry itself, Finally the
creation of the Passenger lransport Authority arose out of a political
commitment of the Government, but its form was dependent on the pressures

exerted by local authorities and various transport interests in the area,

One very interesting problem associated with studies of decision-making is
the extent to which there is duplication of personnel from one issue to
another, It has already been noted that there is some degree of overlap in
the field of concern of some of the issues, e.g. the tunnel, the airport, and
the passenger transport authority. fe would perhaps expect, therefore,
that the same individuals would be concerned with different issues, Of course
not only would this overlap tend to occur but also the fact that most of the
issues concern local authorities would suggest that certain individuals
like leaders of councils and town clerks would be concerned with more than
one issue., Something that must be looked at, therefore, is the extent
to which certain individuals are multi-issue orientated while others are

orientated to a single issue, and the reasonsg for this situation.
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CHAFTER FIVE

THE REORGANTSATION OF LOCAL GOVERNLENT AREAS

The pattern of local government areas on Tyneside is, like that in
most other parts of the country, a relic of the 19th century, With the
increasing complexity of local government, the problems that face many local
authorities cannot be solved solely within the context of that local
authority, As a result neighbouring authorities have been forced into
co-operation in many fields of mutual interest, But many people have
argued that the Wbest way to improve the operation of local government is

to enlarge the areas of each local authority by a process of amalgamation.

This process of amalgamation is not new but has been going on in a
piecemeal fashion for many years. However, there have been occasional
attempts to reorganise the whole system of local government or at least
substantial parts of it. Tyneside has been a prime target in many of these

proposals,

As early as the 1920's Jarrow tried to absorb the neighbouring authority
of Hebburn but was told by the Sovernment to wait, as a wholesale feorganisation
was imminent, Captain Ewen Wallace toured Tyneside and recommendéd
reorganisation while the local Chamber of Commerce sponsored a study of the
local government structure on Tyneside, In 1935 a Royal Commission on
Local Government in the Tyneside Area was set up and it reported in 1937, !
The Majority report recommended that a new ‘regional area' be estdblished
including the whole of the geographical county of Northumberland plus certain
areas on the south bank of the Tyne, and that a new manicipal borough of
Newcastle-upon-Tyneside, incorporating most of Tyneside, be included in
this regional area. The minority report proposed a new county borough
of Newcastle-on-Tyneside which would include Newcastle, Gateshead, Wallsend,
Jarrow, Gosforth, Hebburn, Felling and Newburn. However the Government of
the day was not prepared to take action on the report and, as no local

authority was prepared to sponsor a Parliamentary Bill, nothing was done,

In 1945 the Local Government (Boundary Commission) Act established
the Boundary Commission, In its report in 1947 2 the Boundary Commission
recommended that each bank of the river should be considered in conjunction
with its own geographical country and that, with the exception of an
enlarged Newcastle which would become a new one-tier county, the county
boroughs on Tyneside would become most purpose authorities within the counties
of Northumberland and Durham, But the Boundary Commission was wound up in
1949 and nothing further was done,
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Throughout the early 50's Newcastle made continual attempts to extend
its boundaries in order to acquire more land for its housing programme.,
B, they were always frustrated by the Government who said they were
considering a new local government bill., In July 1956 a White Paper
on the areas and status of local authorities in England and Wales with
special reference to the conurbations was presented to Parliament, 2
In the light of this Vhite Paper the Parliamentary and General Purposes
Committee of Newcastle Council recommended that the creation of a single
all-embracing county borough in the conurbation was not desirable or
practicable and that the formation of a group of county boroughs covering
the whole area of the conurbation was the best solution to the problem
arising. However, the meeting of the whole council reversed this policy

L

and came out in favour of a single county borough, This more than anything
strengthened the opinion of many of tiie other local authorities on Tyneside
that Newcastle was not to be trusted. In tact many of their argument can

be traced to this fear and mistrust of Newcastle,

Under the Local Government Act of 1958 Tyneside was declared a Special
Review Area, The Local Government Commbssion began work on Tyneside in
January 1960 and published its draft proposals in February 1962, It had
considered five different forms of organisation, namely 1,a single county
borough; 2. a mid-Tyne county borough; 3. four or five county boroughs;

L4, a two-tier system under the existing county councils; and 5. a
continuous county, It concluded that the most appropriate form for
Tyneside would be a combination of 5 and 5; in other words a continuous

county within which would be incorporatea four county boroughs,

These draft proposals were discussed at a three day hearing in Newcastle
in July 1962, The Chairman, Sir Henry Drummond Hancock, summed up the
situation by saying “The areas of difference between the affected parties
run deeper than in some other places, Indéed, they obviously run very deep

in some cases,"

Although the draft propossals were opposed by the two county councils
and the four county boroughs, the Gommission adhered very largely to its
original ideas when it published its final report in July 1963, The
reactions were naturally hostile from most of tie local authorities on

Tyneside, [

Because of the objections made to tle lLinister of Mousing and
Local Government, a Public Enquiry, under the chairmanship of Sir Edward Ritson,
was held in Newcastle from kiarch 24th to ray 13th, 1964, The position was
enormously complicated by the fact that there was so little agreement

between the interested parties. Thus the two county councils supported,
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subject to certain variations, by some of the county districts, proposed
the two county scheme under wnich the two proposed boroughs on the north
bank of the river would beceme part of Northumberland, and the two on the
south bank part of Co. Durhanm. Newcastle on the other hand proposed that
there should be one county borough for the whole conurbatiorn, Gateshead,
South Shields, and Tynemouth, supported by sowe of the county districts,
proposed that there be four county boroughs without a continuous county,
Pinally Blaydon proposed that there should be five and not four county
boroughs,

The position was further complicated by tne change of Goverrnment in
1964, The new Minister, Anthony Crosland, rejected the Commission's
report and instead announced that he favoured the single county borough
scheme., This ideas was supported in turn by his successor, Richard Bfossman,
who met representatives of the local authorities in October 1965 to try and
hamner out some sort of agreement, However, emotions were now running rather

high and no compromise was possible,

As a result a second enquiry was held in JunQ/July 1966 under the

chairmanship of Sir Frederick Armer. The line up now was:

Support for Minister's proposals - Newcastle
Ryton
Whickham

Support for four county boroughs -  Gateshead

South Shields
Tynemouth
Jarrow
Whitley Bay
Hebburn
Support for two counties - Co. Durham
Northumberland
Newburn
Suprort for Local Government
Comrission's proposals - Wallsend
Blaydon
Gosforth
In favour of deferment to a
Royal Conmission - Telling

Longbenton.,

As it turned out the position adopted by Felling and Longbenton was to
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be the one that was taken by the CGovernment, The ¥oyal Commission on
Local Government in Sngland was established in 1966 with instructions to

"consider the structure of Local Government in England,

outside Greater London, in relation to its existing

functions; and to make recommendations for authoritieg

and boundaries, and for functions and their division,

having regard to tie size and character of areas in whicl

these can be most effectively exercised and the need to

sustain a viable syste.s of local democracy.”

This provided an opvortunity for some of the authorities who were afrasid of
Newcastle's empire-building to press for a defernent of a decision on the
reorganisation of local government areas on Tyneside, Both the county
councils tock this view as did the so-called Group of Six (Gateshead,

South Shields, Tynemouth, Whitley Bay, Hebburn and Jarrow) and a number of
the local M.P's. 10

It so happened that at this particular point in time Crossman was
replaced as Minister by Anthony Greenwood who was thought to be less
enthusiastic about pressing ahead with the reorganisation., As anticipated,
in W¥ay 1967, Greenwood aﬁnounced that he was postpomning a decision until
after he had received the report of the Royal Commission, His decision
had a mixed reception, being condemmed by among others Newcastle, the Tyneside
Chanber of Commerce, The 'Hewcastle Journal', and the Labour Party, while it

wag supported by South Shields, Gateshead, the Conservatives and the Liberals,

The work of the Royal Commission took rather longer than anticipated and
it was not until June 1969 that its report was finally published. The
majority recommendation was that the whole of the Tyneside conurbation,
extended somewhat from the old Special Review area, should form shat was to
be called a 'unitary authority' which was to be the normal pattern for the
rest of the country., This would be responsible for most of the functions
of local government, Below this there would be a series of local councils,
corresponding to the existing local authorities wiiich would act as mobilisers
of local opinion in its dealings with the unitary authorities. Above tle
unitary authority of Tyneside would be a North East provincial council which
would be indirectly elected and would be responsible for a strategic plan

for the future development of the province.

The publication of the report let loose a storm of protest, especially
from the counties which were to disappear entirely. The chief srgument

used against the proposals -as that they had sacrificed local democracy in the

P



7C.

interests of efficiency. However, it is likely that the nmain reason why
many local councils opposed the report was that it would nean their
disappearance as local authorities., The position of a local politicel leader
who has won his way to the top of his own little power structure iz something

about which all potential reforuwers have to be very much aware,

After some consideration the Government accepted the basic idea of the
Royal Commission in regerd to Tyneside, 12 but the issue was thrown back
into the melting pot with the defeat of the Labour Party in the General
Election of June 1570. The new Conservative Government had not committed
itself one way or another on local government reorganisation prior to the
election and 80 a good deal of consultation was thought appropriate before
any declaration of intent was made,  Bventually, however, in February 1971
it issued a White Paper setting out its ideas which it proposed to implement

13

in subsequent legislation,

Briefly the Conservatives proposed to base their new local government
system on the counties which to a large extent would tske over all the
other local authorities within their geographical territories. But again
exceptions were to be made in the conurbations. In the case of Tyneside
it was proposed that it be amalgamated with neighbouring Wearside to form
a metropolitan area within which there would be a second tier of district
councils, So it would seem that the final decision on the reorganisation
of local government on Tyneside will be to produce a structure which virtually

no one had suggested.

Analysis of the Issue as a Decision-making Process.

We have already seen that many of the issues discussed in this study were
closely connected in some way with t he present and future structure of local
government, In many ways, therefore, this is the most important of the
issues considered. It has involved a great number of people and organisations

over a considerable period of time.

The essential conflicts were between the various local authorities
concerned, with various coalitions being formed as circumstances changed.
Party political considerations were invoked from time to time but the issue
was Just as likely to cause intra-party as inter-party feuds. The only way
to understand how and why decisions were taken or not taken is, therefore, to

14

look at the attitudes of the various local authorities.
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The dominant role was, of course, played by Newcastle., For centuries
the city has provoked a fear and dislike on the part of many of the surrounding
areas. Not only has it made continual efforts to extend its territories
but has also attempted to subvert some of the activities of other authorities,
especially the boroughs. For example, in medieval times Newcastle was able
to achieve 2 monopoly of right to hold markets and to take a large share of
the revenue from the shipping trade on the river, As a result, the
inhabitants of places like Tynemouth and South Shields had a dislike of
Newcastle bred into their bones. Any scheme originating in or having the

support of Newcastle was immediately suspect.

However, over the years the demands of the situation had led to ad hoc
arrangements for dealing with common inter-authorities problems. By the
late 1950's, largely due to efforts of Dan Smith and his friends, ad hoc
committees had extended to the regional field. More and more people began
to realise the necessity for a radical reconstruction of local government

in the area,

Newcastle has changed its views a number of times over the ¥ears. At
one time it seemed that the city would be satisfied with incorporating
the neighbouring authorities of Gosforth, Newburn and Longbenton, with which
it had many close links. Then came the suggestion that it should extend
across the river +to include Gatehead with which it was linked in a number
of ad hoc schemes. Later this was supplanted by the idea of four county
boroughs for the whole of Tyneside, either with or without some kind of
overall coordinating body. As we have seen this was indeed suggested
by the Parliamentary and General Purposes Committee of the city council
only to be rejected by the whole council. Many people saw the hand of
Dan Smith in this but it also received the support of a wide cross-section
of Newcastle life. PEven though the Conservatives opposed the one authority
scheme many people thought that this was merely for the sake of opposition
as many of the Conservative leaders were known to be sympathetic to the idea.
This became clear when they took over control of the local council in 1967,
The local government officials were also in favour of t he one authority
scheme, partly bedause of arguments of efficiency and partly because of the
improved career prospects that the new authority would offer. As the
negotiations proceeded more and more influential opinion swung behind the

conurbation authority scheme,
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The attitudes of the two political party groups on the city council
were certainly influenced by the possible effects on party strength in the
area. When the Labour Party was in control it obviously expected to be
able to gain control of the proposed new authority, On the other hand it
was possible that a system of four new authorities would mean two for the
Labowr Party and two for the Conservatives and their allies, The return of
the Conservatives to control in Newcastle and the possibility of the same
happening elsewhere on Tyneside meant that not only did the Conservatives
gee a chance of winning control of the new conurbation authority, but it
also set the Labour Party pondering on whether they should be now thinking
in terms of some even wider authority which would include the strong Lebour
mining areas in Durham and Northumberland. It has been suggested, therefore,
that opinion in the Labour Party hierarchy in the area began to switch into
support for some kind of regional authority and that this was one of the
reasons why pressure was put on the Government to delay reorganisation until
after the report of the Royal Commission on Local $overnment had been
published, 15

The attitudes of the three other county boroughs were remarkably
consistent in view of the differing controlling groups. In Gateshead,
where the Labour Party was in overwhelming control, the councillors of both
groups were united with the officials in their view that Gateshead should be
extended to become a county borough of about 200,000 people, 16 The only
opposition came from two Labour councillors who had close links with the

Newcastle Labour Party and were in favour of a single conurbation authority,

In Tynemouth which was controlled by a loose Independent Group, there

1
was likewise virtually unanimous support for a system of four county bcroughs°8

The councll sponsored a series of meetings addressed by councillors concermed
in the negotiations; to explain the position to the people of Tynemouth and
to enlist their support. The Town Clerk of Tynemouth, Fred Egner, took on
the job of coordinating the opposition to the one authority scheme, He
considered that a local authority of about 200,000 was not only the1§ost

efficient but also possessed the greatest potential for democracy.

The situation in South Shields was complicated by a split in the local
Labouwr Party. The Labour group on the council was dominated by old party
faithfulsg who considered their prime loyalty to be to the town and not to
the party., Their preoccupation with council work meant that a group of
younger mén, many of whom were teachers and therefore regarded with
suspicion by the old guard, had been able to take control of the local party,

These "Young Turks' had soon got themselves onto the local council and

17
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there formed a faction which on occasions rebelled against the rule of
the '0ld guard', One of the issues which caused a rebellion was that of
local government reorganisation, The rebels wanted to see a conurbation
authority which was anathema to those people brought up in the tradition
of opposition to Newcastle., However, the opposition Progressive group

rallied behind the Labour group and gradually the rebels either lost their
seats or their interest,

The two county councils were hostile to both the four county borough
scheme and the conurbation authority, for in both cases they would be the
losers., This was particularly the case with Northumberland for a large
part of the rateable value of the county comes from that section bordering
on the river, The counties proposals were, therefore, that they should
take over those authorities that fell within their geographical areas, Again
there was a high degree of unanimity on these views, This was, perhaps,
not surprising in the case of Northumberland which has a reputation for
non-partisanship, but was rather surprising in County Durham in the light
of the often bitter party feuding in that authority.

The views of the other smaller authorities varied depending on their
embitions and their relations with their neighboure . Wallsend for
example has for a long time had hopes of becoming a county borough and indeed
pressed its case in the early stages of the discussions., But later it
supported amalgamation with Tynemouth to form one of the four county boroughs.,
Blaydon also had ambitions of taking over some of the surrounding authorities
and forming a fifth county borough, but this was really a non-starter.
While many of the councillors in the smaller authorities were anxious to
preserve their own little empires, it was becoming more and more cbvious
that they were incapable of providing services of a sufficiently high
standard. The presence of a considerable number of county councillors in
the ranks of the county district councillors, meant that there was
considerable pressure in favour of the two-county scheme. But developments
in various ad hoc bodies meant that a skeleton authority was already in
being in the conmurbation or in parts of it, and moat of the smaller local
authorities fell in with sither the:four county borough scheme or the
conurbation authority. It was these authorities who had probably most to
lose by any long delay in reorganisation for they were finding it increasingly
difficult to attract staff to fill posts that could soon disappear,
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Cutside the local authorities a number of organisations took an
interest in the issue. The political parties were, of course, represented
at the inquiries and many of the professional organisations with interests
in local government also made their views known. The Tyneside Chamber of
Commerce set up a special committee to look into the whole question and
the trade unions were, of course, interested in the future of their members
employed in local government., But the overwhelming impression is that it
was essentially a political and administrative issue and the local
authorities were the dominating actors. In the end, however, it was the
Government who had to make the final decisions., The local authorities could
give evidence to committees of inguiry until the cows came home but if the
Government was not convinced one way or the other then nothing would be done.
There is evidence that the disagreement between the dif ferent authorities
on Tyneside persuaded the Government that the best decision was to refer
the whole thing to a Royal Commission, 2 This meent that a change at
the Ministry of Housing and Local Government was imperative for Crossman
was detdrmined that a decision should be made to set up a conurbation
authority and quickly. Indeed it has been suggested that if he had
remained in office for a day or two longer then Tyneside would have followed
Teesside in getting a unified authority. 22 In the end Crossman was
replaced by Greenwood who was less convinced of the necessity for

immediate change.

There is another source of influence which should perhaps be mentioned.
The County Councils Association were naturally concerned at the precedent
that would be set if large chunks of counties were handed over to
conurbation authorities. They, therefore, did all they could at the
national level to press the case of Durham and Northwiberland. The
Association of Municipal Corporetiéns, representing the boroughs, also
opposed the conurbation authorities for a nunber of reasons. Besides the
obvious one or loss of status of some of their menbers, there was also a
rather less obvious one, The six largest members of the A.M.C, were
represented on all the permament committees and the creation of a greater
Tyneside would mean that the new authority would be one of these six,
In a great display of solidarity the existing six decided to try and prevent

this usurpation.

The actual policy-making within each of the local authorities was
usually along similaf lines, It was usually entrusted to an existing
committee such as the Parliamentary or General Purpose Committee, or a

special committee was established. The broad outlines of the policy were
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drawn up by this committee and then the officials were asked to prepare the
detailed evidence, In some authorities this was largely left to the Town
Clerk while in others all the chief officers were involved. Some
authorities sought views from groups outside the council such as trade unions,
welfare organisations, and business groups, It seems likely that in many
cases there was a good deal of cross influence both between local councillors
and local officials and between the councillors and outside organisations,
For example, one individual gave evidence at the first enquiry on behalf

of the Tyneside Junior Chamber of Commerce, but later found himself as a
spokesman for the Newcastle Conservative group, There wes a similar

duality between some Labour councillors and trade unions,

Many individuals were involved in the issue of local government
reorganisation. But a number of nemes reappear time and time again,
Leaving aside the Ministers directly concerned, another Minister, Ted Short,
was M.P, for Newcastle Central and so was very concerned with the issue,

A number of Labour councillors in the area also became M,P.'s and became
spokesmen within the Parlismentary Labour Party for théir local areas. This
could in fact lead to difficulties if their personal views conflicted with
those of the local party. From the local authorities the most important
names seem to be Dan Smith, Ald, Cunningham, Clr, Grey (Newcastle),

Clr, Abrshart (Newcastle), Ald. Crawshew (Tynemouth), Ald, Newman (South
Shields), Ald., Cellins (Gateshead), along with officials like Frank Harris
(Newcastle), Wilfred Burns (Newcastle), Fred Egner (Tynemouth) and R.S, Young
(South Shields). Perhaps we should also mention the local press, especially
the Newcastle Journal, which tried to stir up public interest in the issue,
with varying amounts of success. On the whole, however, the position of the
various individuals wag often only that of spokesmen for much wider groups

and organisatiens,
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CHAPTER SIX
THE TYNE TUNNEL

The river Tyne pas always been something of an emigma, AlthBugh
in a way it serves as a backbone to the surrounding area, it also provides
an effective barrier between the northern and southern parts of the region.
This question as to whether the river is a barrier or a spine is a

continuing one on Tyneside.

One of the recurring problems of Tyneside has been the necessity for
adequate crossings of the river, Besides fords, bridges were the obvious
solution, But as long ago as the 17th century there were plang for
building a tunnel under the river in order for the Royalists in the Civil
War to attack the Roundheads in Tynemouth Castle, Furthermore, during the
19th century the coalmines at Hebburn and Wallsend were linked under the

river,

In the early part of this century the lowest crossing on the river, apart
from the ferries, was nine miles from the sea. Congestion was gradually
building up in Newcestle and Geteshead where the main road to Scotland,
the A,1, crossed the river., The question of another crossing was raised in
1920 when the North Eastern Railway Company suggested building a bridge at
Pelaw., Although nothing came of this idea it did bring the issue into the
forefront of public concern, Eight years later e new bridge was built
but it only led from congested Gateshead to congested Newcastle.

However plans now began to flow in a quickening stream, 2 In 1926
the Ministry of Transport made a Provisional Order authoritising construction
of a tunnel between North and South Shields to carry a monorail, but because
of objections from Tynemouth the subsequent bill was defeated on second
reading. It did, however, raise a question which was to play a large part
in all subsequent discussions about additional crossing of the river -

would a tunnel or a bridge be most useful,

Throughout the 1930's schemes were put forward and either rejected or
ignored. In 1937, however, the process began which was only to be
completed (if indeed it was completed) in 1967. The two county coyncils of
Durham and Northumberland put forward a plan for building a tunnel between

their respective territories and established a Joint Committee to supervise it.



78,

The Government finally gave its approval in 1943 and the county councils
promoted a bill which became the Tyne Tunnel Act of 1946, Thig Act
provided for three tunnels - one for pedestrians, one for cycles, and one

for vehicles, Because of post-war financial restrictions however the
Ministry of Transport decided that work should only go ahead on the
pedestrian and cyclist tunnel, now combined as one unit, This was completed
in 1951,

Despite the appeals of the county councils, successive Ministers
refused to authorise construction of the vehicular tunnel, ' As a result
the county councils had to secure the passage of the Tyne Tunnel Act of 1956
in order to extend the provisions of the 1946 Act. The continual delays
lead to a re-assessment of the relative values of a tunnel and a bridge
with a majority probably still favouring a tumnel, However, the question
was settled by central government in co-operation with the shipping interests
on the river, It was argued that if a bridge were built it would have to
be very high so as not to interfere with shipping on the river, This would
mean, however, that because of the flatness of each bank of the river it would
completely dominate the swrrounding areas and could, therefore, be criticised
on aesthetic grounds. PFurthermore, a high bridge would need extensive
approach roads which would increase the cost markedly. A high bfidge
would also present certain wind problems. Another objection to a bridge
which was thoughtto weigh heavily in the Government's mind was that in the
event of war enemy bombing of the bridge would bottle up some of the most
important shipyards in the country. So a tunnel remained as the only

3

feagible alternative,

There was also the question of the exact location to be considered.
Newcastle was insistent that any additional crossing of the river should be
in its territory. It was thought that a further bridge between Newcastle
and Gateshead would present no great engineering problems and was
necessary to take some of the load off the existing bridges. The proponents
of the tunnel, however, werenot concerned solely with providing an additional
crossing for the river, Both county councils, but especially Northumberland,
were also interested in opening up isolated parts of their territory. With
the development of the new towns of Washington in Co., Durham and Killingworth
and Cramlington in Northumberland, the necessity for quick communications
became that much more urgent. On the Government's gide it was hoped to fit
the tunnel into an improved road system which would take through traffic

away from the congested areas of Newcastle and Gateshead.
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The question of how a tunnel wouldd be financed also gave rise to
controversy., In 1957 the bhinister stated that a tunnel would have to pay
for itself and therefore tolls would have to be charged. This suggestion was
not at all acceptable to the county councils who had gradually been removing
all charges on river crossings, Despite their protests, supported by the
A.A, and the R.A.C., the WMinister insisted that it was a case of 'no tolls,
no tunnel! b When the county councils reluctantly accepted the inevitable

the dinister announced in karch 1958 that work on the tunnel should begin.

It was not until 1961 that construction of the tunnel began and because
of delays caused by a shortage of skilled manpower, was not completed until
1967, gven the opening caused some controversy. The Tyne Tunnel
Joint Committee, which comprised six representatives from each of the two
counfy councils, was attacked by Jarrow council for not keeping them informed
of the proceedings. They were Jjoined by 7allsend in demanding that they, as
tie authorities on whose lana the tunnel was built, should be the official
hosts and not the county councils. The mayor of Jarrow went so far as to
claim that if it were not for Jarrow council tlhe tunnsl would never have

been built, >

Analysis of the Issue as a Decision-laking frocess,

The building of the Tyne Tunnel was almost entirely a matter for the
two county councils and the Goverrment, Indeed the issue is very nearly

an example of local authority non-co-operation,

The discussions surrounding the building of a tunnel under the Tyne
have .been so protracted that it is difficult to isolate particular decisive
initiatives. Ever since the 1930's detailed plans have been put forward
and it is perhaps interesting to note that many of those most closely
concerned with the project have been in local government for marny years.

One could, perhaps, be excused from regarding the building of the tunnel as

virtually a hangover from a past era,

The fact that the lowest briding point on the river was nine miles from
the sea meant that north-east Durham and south-east Northumberland were
isolated from the main line of communications through the region. There
was a ferry at the moutn of the river but this could not be regarded as an
effective crossing point for anything but purely local personal travel, The
county boroughs of Tynemouth and South Shields would have liked a tunnel
under the river in place of the ferry but they were not prepéred to foot the

bill for such an undertaking,
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The county councils were in a much better position, With greater
resources than the boroughs and with a higher probability of receiving
Government assistance, they were able to contemplate a tunnel. Not only
would a tunnel down-river from Newcastle open up the isolated parts of their
territory but the diversion of the main north-south route through the tunnel
would tend to change the centre of gravity of Tyneside, drawing it away from

Newcastle,

Once the question of tunnel or bridge had been settled, the r eal
problem for the county councils was to interest the Government sufficiently
for it to provide a greater share of the cost of the project. Although
this was achiswdin the end the county councils had to pay the price of allowing
tolls to be charged which they considered would put the whole scheme in
jeopardy by driving awsy potential traffic., They obvioualy considered
that the economic benefits of the tunnel were of greater importance than the
financial benefits of a system of tells. As it turned out the tunnel has
been much more successful than was anticipated and the tolls will be used to
pay off the substantial capital debts, which amount to over two million
pounds in the case of the county councils and over six million pounds in the

7

case of the Government,

Apart from the county councils and the Govermment there was little local
involvement in the project. Although the tumnel would affect a large
variety of interests the Tyne Tunnel Joint Committee was confined to six
members each from the two county councils, The attitude of Newcastle:
varied between opposition and complete indifference, They would have
preferred another bridge within the city limits so that the traffic load
could have been eased on the existing bfidges. A traffic survey conducted
for them by Newcastle University suggested that much of the traffic entering
Newcastle from the south had Newcastle as its destination and that, therefore,

a scheme which sought to provide a by-pass was irrelevant to the city's needs,

The only other local authorities to take any interest were Tynemouth
and South Shileds who, when they realised that a tunnel was going to be
built up-river, were chiefly concerned with its effect on the ferry service,
This service was, in fact, going to appear in a number of the issues
considered in this study. Jarrow and Wallsend, in whose territpry the tunnel
was built, appear not to have taken a very active part except in the arguments
over the official &pening.
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As far as local industry was concerned, it does not appear to have made
its presence felt, Indeed it would appear that far from industry actively
working to get the tunnel, the existence of the tunnel has served as bait
to atitract industry to the area; particularly to the newly established
Tyne Tunnel Trading Fstate. However, this is not to say that the tunnel has
ﬁot proved useful to local industry, This is especially true of the
shipbuilding industry after its reorganisation when there was a need for

continual travel between the yards on either side of the river.

It would appear that there was little opposition to the building of the
tunnel, There was some opposition from property owners at either end of
the tunnel, although much of the land on the northern bank of the river was
owned by the Duke of Northumberland who was sympathetic to the project.

The general feeling seemed to be more one of apathy or a feeling that the
tunnel was too small or in the wrong place. Regarding the question of size,
the manager of the Tunnel, Harry Allenby, has argued that those responsible
for the tunnel were aware of this objection but it was more economical

to build two small tumnels rather than one large one, If the need arises a

1
new tunnel can easily be added. !

The chief participants in the building of the Tyne Tunnel were the
menbers of the Joint Committee, the officials of the Ministry of Transpert,
and a number of technical experts. In terms of personalities the evidence
would suggest that pride of place be given to Ald. Dan Dawson, from
Northumberland, who was on the Joint Conmittee for over twenty years and
was Chairman over the crucial period, Harry Allenby, the manager of the tunnel,
who was formerly an employee of Newcastle corporation, C.W. Gair, the
divisional road engineer from the Ministry of Transport, Ald, Coates from
Co. Durham who was Dawson's predecessor as chairman, and Ald. Sir Nicholas

Garrow, for many years chairman of Northumberland County Council.
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Financial Times Supplement 19.10.67

For details see the brochure published by the Tyne Tunnel Joint
Conmittee to commemorate the opening 15,10.67.

These arguments against a bridge were spelt out in interviews with
the manager of the tunnel and the chairman of the Joint Committee.

See commemorative opening brochure,

Northern Echo 11.10.67,

Interviews with representatives from %ynemoath and South Shields.

Daily Telegraph 6.12.59. ‘

Interview with former leader of Newcastle City Council,

See for example Northern EBcho 17,3.67

The Chairmsn of the Swan Hunter Group called it a 'godsend’.

Interview with author.
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CHAFTER SEVEN

THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE ATRPCRT

Any town or city which is intent on attracting its full share of new
industries or even in mainteining those that already exist must possess good
communications with other parts of the country. The development of the
motorway system is evidence of this continual need. But alongside the means
of rapid transit for heaﬁy freight there must exist facilities for the movement

of people. Increasingly in recent years this has meant air travel,

In its role as the chief city of the North East of England, Newcastle
has become more and more conscious of the need for a modern, well-equipped
airport. The story of how this need was satisfied provides am interesting
ingight into many aspects of local politics.,

It is in fact a long story. 1, We can, perhaps, trace its beginning
to March 1929 when Newcastle City Council decided to appoint a Special
Committee to report on the advisability of an airport. The committee
investigated 18 possible sites but finally recommended a site at High
House Farm, Woolsington, Frotracted negotiations followed with the Air
Ministry and the Ministry of Health and it was not until October 4th, 1933
that the purchase of the site was authorised, The following year the City
Council approved the establishment of an airport on about a third of the
land purchased thus allowing considerable scope for future expansion,

It was officially opened on July 26th, 1935 by Sir Philip Cunliffe-Lister,
the then Secretary of State for Air,

The direction and management of all services at the airport were handed
over to the Newcastle-upon-Tyne Aero Club with the result that little
consideration was given to the commercial development of the airport. On
the outbreak of war it was requisitioned by the R.A.F. but this had little
effect on the facilities of the site for when it was handed back tc the
local authority in 1946 it still consisted of a grass runway and a number
of huts., As such it fell far behind many of the other municipal airports

in the country,

Very little was done until the early 1950's when James Denyer was
appointed to be Chief Flying Instructor of the Aero “lub and later, in 1952,
Commandant of the airport., He was aware that the airport was rapidly
becoming a laughing stock in the aviation world and so he determined to try
and improve the situation, 2 Largely due to his efforts, together with
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those of Ald. DMNould-Graham, Chairman of tlie Airport Committee, Newcastle
City Council set up a special committee under the Ghairmanship of Ald. Sword
to investigate possible development of the airport, The committee reported
in October 1954 and concluded:

"The Committee are of the 8pinion that steps should be taken
in the near future to bring the airport up to the standard
whlch is required by the public for an airport serving such a

large and important abea as the North East of England." 5

In moving the report Ald, Sword said "I am sure that in two or three years
time, if we cearry the developments outlined, the committee and Newcastle will
have something of which we can be proud,” b His confidence was to be

somewhat misplaced.

Opposition was building up from two main quarters. On the one hand
there was the feeling prevalent among many of the economy-minded Progressive
councillors in the city that the cost of development would be prohibitive and
that the authors of the report of the special committee were deliberately
migleading the council in underestimating the cost., Later events were to
Justify this charge of underestimation. One of the suggestions put forward
at the time by Ald. Charlton Curry, a former M.P, for Bishop Auckland, was
that Newcastle should approach other local authorities likely to benefit
from the development of the airport and also to try and secure financial
assistance from the Government, 2 These two questions were to reappear
time and time again in the future.

On the other hand there were those who supported the idea of some kind
of regional airport but were opposed to the particular site at Woolsington.
These people, who included in their number Dan Smith, later to play a major
part in many of the important issues facing the region, argued that it was
a mistake to build an airport, ostensibly to serve the region as a whole,
which would be a considersble distance from the chief growth area of the
region, namely Teesside, However, there were other less objective reasons
for opposition to the development of Woolsington., Many of the surrounding
local authorities saw it as simply another case of Newcastle's 'empire-
building', The chief alternative site suggested was at White Mare Pool,
Boldon, and the Government even went so far as to secure the establishment
of a North East Airport Joint Committee under the chairmanship of a South
Shields councillor to investigate the feasibility of building an international
airport on this site. But for technical and climatic reasons and because
of the pressure brought to bear by Newcastle this came to nothing and the
Committee was disbanded in 1955, 6
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An impasse had now been reached., iost people accepted the necessity
for a regional airport and Woolsington was the generally accepted site,
The problem was finsnce. Newcastle had apirocached the Govermnment for
financial assistance but had been told that this would only be forthcoming
if Newcastle could secure the co-operation of the other local authorities in
the area. 7 The local authorities for their part were loath to commit
themselves without first receiving a promise of Government financial

assistance, There the matter rested for the time being,

As time passed the need for action became more and more eviaento
Scheduled flights were now being run from Newcastle, first by Hunting Air
Transport and later by B.K.S. Ltd. More advanced aircraft were gradually
coming into use and of necessity they required improved facilities at the
airport. When Denyer asked the Newcastle Airport Committee for additional
tefminal accommodation he received another wooden hut, 8 This was not
because the Committee did not consider the development of the airport as
important but because there was simply no money available, Complaints
about the facilities at Woolsington became more and more frequent and the
city was able to use these as ammunition in its fight to secure Government
assistance, But although sympathetic to the idea of a regional airport
in the North East the Government was insistent on its denand for the airport

to be a Jjoint venture between all the local authorities in the area,

This situation persisted until 1963, The other local authorities
were very suspicious of Newcastle's motives and it was generally felt that
control of the airport would remain in the handz of the city even though
the burden of supporting the finances of the airport would increasingly
fall on them, 9 Some firm action was needed if any progress was to be made.
This was forthcoming when Newcastle City Council Labour Group convened a
meeting of other Labour Groups in the area and hammered out a political deal,
The chief actors in this affair were Dan Smith, the leader of the Labour
Group in Newcastle, and Ald. Andrew Cunningham, leader of the Labour Group
on Durham County Council. Under the terms of this deal the County Council
was prepared to provide a large part of the cost of the development in
return for the Chairmanship of the proposed new airport authority, Once
the decision had been made on the political level it was brought intc the
open and made official. PFrom then on the obstacles tended to be technical
rather than political and administrative,
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In April 1963 a meeting was held in Newcastle attended by representatives
from Newcastle, Northumberland County Council, Durham County Council,
Gateshead and South Shields Borough Councils, which finally set up a consortium
to run the airport at Woolsington which in future would be the legal
property of all of the authorities participating. The new airport comm¥ttee
was to consist of six representatives from Durham County Council, three
each from Newcastle and Northumberland, and two each from Gateshead and
South Shields. The cost of running the airport was to be shared on the

following basis:

Durham 45%
Northumberland 23%
Newcastle 22%
Gateshead 5%
South Shields 5%

The consortium was later to be Jjoined by Tynemouth and Sunderland who were
each allocated two seats on the new authority. The chairmanship of the
new authority went as agreed to Andrew Cunningham and he has remained in

office ever since,

The Government had often stated in previous negotiations that if the
local authorities would get together it would be willing to help towards
the costs of development. In fact the Government jumped the gun somewhat
for after a visit to the airport in 1962 and a talk with the Commandant
the Minister of Aviation, Thorneycroft, made available a grant of £100,000,
So the consortium was able to begin operations with money already in the
bank., Not only that but with the establishment of the consortium the

grant was raised to £} million.

The new North East Regional Airport Committee now began drawing up
plans for the development of the airport and it appointed Consulting Engineers,
architects, and building contractors. It was intended that the development
should take place in two stages, first the improvement of the runway, and
fhen the construction of new terminal buildings. The original estimate of
the cost was £1% million, But, as often happens in such circumstances, a

number of factors, foreseen and unforeseen, presented difficulties.

Firstly, the building contractors found themselves in financial
difficulties and were unable to complete their contract, One of the first
actions of the newly appointed city manager of Newcastle, Frank Harris, was to

1
dismiss the original contractors and appoint new ones. © As a result of
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the changeover the cost of the development went up sharply. H A further
congequence was that the two phases of the development were condensed into
one in order to avoid the dangers of congestion that would arise if the
terminal buildings were not adequate to cope with the increased traffic

made possible by the extended runways,

A second problem arose when it was pointed out that there were coal
mines under the runways which could lead to subsidence and possible tragedy.
After protracted negotiations with the National Coal Board,; it was decided
to sterilise the coal under the runway in return for which the N.C.B. were

13

to receive £% million in compensation.,

Az a result of the various delays the new runways were not opened until
April 1966 and the new terminal buildings until February 1967, By this

time the cost of the development had escalated to over £3 million,

Although the airport is not in itself financially profitable and has to
be supported out of the rates there is widespread agreement that the
development of the facilities and the way the airport is administered were
on the right lines, More and more traffic is being attracted and with
further extensions to the runway the airport is now capable to taking long-

haul jets, In many respects the airport is now the gateway to the North
Bagt,

Analysis of the Issue as a Decision~-Making Process,

In the beginning the airport was almost solely the congern of
Newcastle Corporation slthough, of course, its users were not solely
residents of Newcastle, The Government was socon drawn in however both
because of its position as a source of finance and as the authority for
civil aviation. The other chief participants were to be the surrounding

local authorities.

It might have been expected that local industry would have taken a deep
interest in the development of the airport as businessmen are prime users
of internal air transport. However, it would seem that local industry was
conspicuous by its absence in the discussions. The only commercial interests
closely concerned were, of course, the airlines, especially Hunting Clan
and B.K.5., Ltd., who began to operate scheduled flights from Newcastle and

therefore wanted adequate facilities.,
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The heart of the decision-making process was the relationship between
the local authorities on the one hand and the Government on the other,
Alongside this, however, was the conflict between Newcastle and the other
local authorities concerned. Indeed at times it becowmes difficult to

disentangle these two aspects of the problem,

We have already seen that there was some opposition to the development
of the airport within Newcastle itself. This was cnhiefly over the cost
of the project and involved not only many of the old Progressive councillors
but also many of the city's financial experts. It was left to a very small
group of councillors, including Dan Smith and Henry Russell, with the help
and guidance of James Denyer, to keep the issue in the forefront of

attention,

The attitudes of the other local authorities were somewhat mixed.
Northumberland, within whose physical territory the airport was situated,
wasg eager to improve communications to its new towns at Cramlington and
Killingworth, and was, therefore, prepared to welcome the development of
the airport. Co. Durhsm was in rather a difficult position, As the
largest local authority in the area it should naturally play a large part
in any inter-authority venture. However, it contained within its boundaries
Teesside airport which was a possible rival to Newcastle as the regional
airport. While the county would have liked to see the development of a
large airport somewhere within its territory, it was prepared to support
Newcastle provided it received adequate compensation, e As we have seen,
Newcastle wanted a large financial contribution from the county and so was

prepared to surrender overall control to get it.

The other three county boroughs on the Tyne were wvery suspicioué of
Newcastle's motives, They had often been the victims in the past of the
city's ambition and they .were not prepared to offer financial support to
something over which they would have no control, South Shields was
also somewhat bitter over what they considered to be Kewcastle's influence
in getting the White Mare Pool project shelved. Tynemouth originally did
not see any benefit in joining the consrtium. Indéed she had plans to

build her own airport, later scaled down to a heliport. 15

However, with
improved communications and the realisation that people from Tynemouth

were using Newcastle airport, it decided to go into the consortium.
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The menmbers of the Joint Airport Committee were very proud of the fact
that their consortium was the first of its kind in the country. VWhen it
was established most of the local authorities concerned were Labour controlled
and s0 it is likely that the Chairman, Cunningham, had little difficulty in
controlling the committee. However, Denyer insisted that politics be kept
out of the committee in any case ! and that decisions be based on technical
considerations only. Whether this situation can be maintained now that the
Conservatives control Northumberland, Newcastle, Tynemouth, Scuth Shields

and Sunderland is something that only time will reveal,

The position of Denyer as airport Director raises several interesting
points. Having occupied his present position since 1952 it is evident that
he hag the interests of the airport at heart. Having seen the airport grow
he was obviously concerned to see that nothing should hold up further
development, Commenting on his role, he argued that the airport was a
business and as such there are times when business procedures and not local

17

government procedures have toc be employed. At times, when a decision

was urgently required, he had by-passed the Committee and then presented them
with a falt-accomplit for ratification. On the other hand many of the
councillors on the committee argued that all important decisions were made

by the committee and people like Denyer were only there to give technical

advice,

The evidence from documentary sources and interviews suggests that the
development of the airport was chiefly a local authority concern with other
major roles being taken by the Government and various technical interests.

The two most important turning points were the Government's insistence that
the airport must be a combined venture and the political agreement reached

by the Labour groups in the area. If we had to name the chief participants
on the basis of the decisional method they would be Denyer, Smith, Cummingham,
Russell, Mould-Graham, and Sword, along with a number of #inisters, especially
Thorneycroft, and a number of technical specialisis like Frederick Snow,

the Consulting Engineer for the airport.
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Notes

See the Official Handbook of Newcasgtle Airport.

°

Interview with Denyer.

Newcastle City Council Minutes 6,10.54

Ditto 20.10.54

5e Ditto 20.10,54.

6. Evening Chronicle 28,5.55 and interviews with various participants,
7. Journal 21,12,61,

Interview with Denyer.
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9, See for example Newcastle Council Minutes 7.11.62,

10, Ihterview with Harris.

11, Journal 1.10.65.

.12, Journal 27.11.65.

13. Interviews with participants,

14, See for example Durham County Council iinutes 7.11.62,

15. Interview with Town Clerk,

16, In an interview with the author Denyer actually said in this
respect: "I wont have it, I told Andy Cunningham,”

17. Interview with author.

18. A contrasting case study of airport development in Sheffield is

provided in Hampton, op cit,
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CHAPTER EIGHT

THE PORT OF TYNE AUTHORITY

The estuary of the river Tyne has been an important port for
centuries but 1t was with the opening up of the coalfields of Durham and
Northunberland that it achieved national significaence, The demand by the
coal-shippers for better navigation on the river led in 1850 to the
establishment of the Tyne Improvement Commission which was a public trust
responsible for the maintenance of most of the port installations, for
conservancy and for lightering, However, alongside the T.1.C. there were
asbout ten other installations, the largest of which was Newcastle Corporation
Quay . Some of these were local authority undertakings while others were

in private hands,

The T.I.C. was the scene of a continuing struggle between the shipowners
and the local authorities which was to be one of the dominant themes in the
discussions over the future of the river as a port. The Commission had
36 members comprising twelve representing the payers of port dues, five
representing the National Coal Board, seventeen representing the local
authorities and two representing the Ministry of Transport. Despite the
numerical superiority of the local authorities, effective control was in
the hands of the port users because the local authorities frequently disagreed
amongst themselves, often over the influence of Newcawmtle,

The Commission as a result was not a particularly dynamic body. Until
guite recently its mimutes were written out in copper-plate handwriting, and
all major, and some not so pajor, management decisions had to be approved by
a general meeting., The Commission therefore, was in no position to deal with
the crisis of the declining trade of the port which was largely due to the
contraction of the cosl industry in the region. The facilities of the port
were allowed to run down and the Commission considered that there was little
point in increased capitel investment in the port until there was increased
demand, This was contrary to the views of many of the local authorities,
especially Newcastle, who argued that better facilities, particularly in
regard to container traffic and ore handling, would attract trade to the

river,

The necessity for some kind of reorganisation of the port became more

urgent with the rgport of the Eochdale Comxittee on the future of British
3

ports, Among its recommendations, included in the Harbours Act of 1961,

was the creation of a unified authority for the port of Tyne° The question

to be settled was what kind of authority and who was to run it.
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Because of the declining revenue from the port users, the local
authorities argued that if the new authority was to have a sound economic
base it would have to be subsidised out of locsl rates. In exchange for
this financial support the local authorities would expect a controlling
position on the new authority. Newcastle took the initiative by calling
a meeting of other riparian authorities - Gateshead, Tynemouth, South Shields,
Wallsend, Jarrow, Co. Durham, and Northumberland - to work out the attitude
of the local suthorities, The meeting set up a working party which worked
out a constitution for the proposed new authority. b It would have a board
of 15 members which would consist of one representative from each of the
eight local authorities concerned, one each from the shipowners, the ship-
builders, local industry, the N.C,B,, and the trade unions, and two from the
traders. Thus, assuming they agreed amongst themselves, the local

authorities would be in control.

Naturally the T.I.C. and the port users did not like this proposal,
In reply they suggested an authority of 17 menbers consisting of five from
the traders, four from the shipowners, two from the Ministry of Transport,
and one each from the N.C.B., the trade unions, Newcastle, Gateshead,
South Shields and Tynemouth. They also differed from the local authority
working party in wanting the new authority to take over the North Shields
Figh Quay which the local authorities wanted to remain in the hands of
Tynemouth corporation, One more source of disagreement was the Tyne
Pilotage Authority which the local authorities wanted within the new
authority while the T.I.C. wanted it to be left out, 2

The situation was further complicated, and a note of urgency introduced,
by a report of the National Ports Council which said that it could see no
Justification for any further development of the Tyne as a port. 6 This led
to a scramble among various interested parties, prominent among them being
the Tyneside Chanber of Commerce and the Northern Federation of Trade
Councils, to put forward plans to 'Save the Tyne'. It also meant that the
local authorities and the T.I.C. woitlld have to reach some sort of compromise
for otherwise a solution would be imposed on them by the Govermment which

would probably not be to their liking.

This threat of Government intervention was used by the local suthorities

when a meeting was held in May 1965 to try and work out a compromise,
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At the meeting the T.I.C., in the person of their chairman, C.B. Garrick,
argued that the port should be financed out of revenue from the operation
of the port and not out of the local authorities rates. This was clearly
unacceptable to the local authorities who felt that the port would never be
a going concern if it depended on the declining revenue of the port. So

a stalemate existed,

In an attempt to break the deadlock the National Ports Council now
stepped in. 8 It called a meeting in Newcastle for November 25th, 1965
under the chairmanship of Sir Eric Milbourne, the vice-chairman of the N.FP.C.
As a result of this meeting it was éecided that the new authority should
have 16 members, These woulé comprise five from the local authorities,
two each from the shipowners and the trade unions, three from the traders,
including one shipbuilder, three independent appointees of the Ministry of
Transport, and one ex-officio chief executive. The Tyne Filotage
Authority would be excluded from the new authority, but the North Shielcs
Fish Quay would be included. ?

Neither side in the dispute was particularly happy with the compromise,
but they reluctantly accepted that they could expect little more, 10
When the matter came before the Newcastle Trade and Commerce Committee only
one member opposed the Milbourne proposals on the grounds that the new
authority would be lacking in dynamism and would be no improvement on the

old T.I.C. In this opinion he was to prove to be correct, In the T.I.C.
the proposals were accepted by 16 votes to 6. The opposition was led by
Peter Dalgleish who argued that the shipowmers were under-represented and that

too much power was given to outsiders.

There was now a feeling that everyone should accept the Milbourne
proposals, stop arguing amongst themselves, and get down to working out the
details of the new authority. 2 As a result a six man steering committee
was set up which consisted of Ald. Collins (Gateshead), Clr. Harding (Newcastle)
and Ald, Crawshaw (Tynemouth), representing the local authorities, and
C.B. Garrick, J.N, Burrell and W.F, Blackadder. 13 Its first meeting was
held in April 1966 but a series of problems, especially that of the North
Shields Fish Quay 1
into existence until January 1st, 1968, and did not take full control until
August 1st, 1968,

meant that the new Port of Tyne Authority dié not come

A further possible cause of delay occured when the Conservatives took
control of Newcastle Council in May 1967. When the council ceme to discuss

the new authority approval was deferred by 4O votes to 34, 5 Despite
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appeals by Clr, Harding that any delays would be fatal, Clr., Arthur Grey,

the Conservative leader, said there were some aspects of the new authority
that demanded further consideration. However, two months later approvel

was given and Clr. Grey explained that he had been trying to secure

1
Newcastle two seals on the new authority but had now settled for one. 6

The new Port of Tyne Authority has not been the success it was hoped
it would be. Trade has continued to decline and attempts to attract new
sources of revenue have failed, It was hoped that the Tyne would be chosen
as the site of & new alumfnium smelter but the port of Blyth was chosen
instead. The Tees likewise was preferred to the Tyne as the site of an
ore importing installation for the Northern and Tubes Group of the British
Steel Corporation. The final blow came when a special committee of the
Northern Region Economic Flanning Council under the chairmanship of Don Edwards,
Secretary of the Confederation of Shipbuilding and Engineering Unions on
Tyneside, suggested that the north east could only support one port and that
this should be Teesport. The only possible reason for maintaining the
Tyne as a port was the existence of the shipbuilding industry on the river,
but it was thou%ht that this was not likely to be of sufficient importance
7

in the future,

The composition of the new authority confirmed the worst fears of the
local authorities. The Ministry sppointees were not independent in the
opinion of many of the local authorities., For example, one of them, who
was later nominated as chairman, was J.N, Burrell who is one of the leading
shipowners in the north east, As a result of the local authorities finding
themselves still in their old position vis-a-vis the port users, they

1
gradually lost interest and the port returned to its old lackadaisicel ways, 8

As a result, when the Minister of Transport announced in January 1969
that the Government intended to nationalise the ports, incldding the Tyne,
the opposition was not as vociferous as in sonmg other parts of the country.
Indeed many people who object to nationalisation in principle were prepared
to see the port taken over by the state in anticipation that this would mean
that the Tyne would be subsidised by other ports in the country. It is
possible, therefore, to see the establishment of the Port of Tyne Authority
as a mere holding operation to see that the port was run as efficiently as

possible while preparations were being made for nationalisation,
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Analysis of the Issue as a Decision-meking Process,

The issues we have loocked at already, local government reorganisation, the
airport and the Tyne Tunnel, were almost exclusively the concern of local and
central government, The establishment of the Port of Tyne Authority wmaw
a much greater involvement on the part of local business interests and thus a

new element is introduced into our analysis,

We have already seen that the old Tyne Improvement Commission had been
split between the representatives of the local authorities and representatives
of the shipowners and the port users, The local authorities considered that
the shipowners and the port users had no conception of the role of the port
in relation te the rest of Tymneside. The only pcople who could remedy this
situation were the local authorities themselves who could not only devebp
the port as an integral part of wider economic planning but also could
subsidise the port out of the rates. The shipownérs and the port users could
only improve the facilities of the port with the intention of attracting new
trade by raising the port dues. This was obviocusly self-defeating. So
there the matter rested with trade dwindling and the fafilities of the port
falling into disrepair,

It was obvious that if anything were to be done there would have to
be some dramatic action from powerful interests and people from ingide
Tyneside or direct intervention from central govermment., It so happened
that despite a superficial concern for the future of the Tyne, many of the
most important people in the area hed already decided that there was only
room for one large port in the north east and all the evidence suggested
that this should be Teesport. The onhly possible source of change was therefore

through Government intervention,

When the National Ports Council began its attempt to rationalise the
port of Tyne, it was faced by a considerable amouwrt of cross pressures.
The local authorities were insistent that they should have control of any
proposed new authority for they would be expected to provide a large part
of the financial support. They were not prepared to see the port users and the
shipowners in control for this would mean that the rates were being used to
support private industry and this was still important enough to influence
the thoughts of some Labour councillors. The National Ports Council had,
therefore to tread very warily and try to balance the conflicting interests
in the new controlling authority. But the local authorities were not
satisfied with this and when they realised that they were not going to get
any better terms, they gradually lost interest with the result that control

devolved once again onto the shipowners and the port users,
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Those local authorities that owned port facilities were in rather a
quandry about the right course of action that should be taken in regard to the
establishment of the new authority. On the one hend they were loath to lose
control of these facilities but on the other the new authority would take
over the debts, often substantial, incurred in the operation of these facilities
For example, Newcastle had one of the largest guays on the river but much of
its capacity was unused and it was estimated that it was costing Newcastle
about &70,000 a year. 19

Although the chief conflict on this issue was between the local
authorities and the shipping interests there were other smaller sources of
disagreement., The local authority working party was set up on the initiative
of Newcastle but a Gateshead political leader, Ald, Collins, was appointed
chairman mich to the disgust of the chairman of the Newcastle Trade and
Commerce Committee, Clr. E, Harding, who considered his claim had priority.
Newcagstle was further incensed by the fact that it received only one seat

on the new authority whereas it had had six on the Tyne Improvement Commission,

Another source of controversy was the position of the shipbuilding
industry on the river. With the declining import-export trade of the port
it became clear that in time the only reason for maintaining the port would
be for the use of the shipbuilders., Why, therefore, some people began to
ask, did not the shipbuilding industry assume a much greater responsibility
for the upkeep of the port, especially for such services as dredging,
lightering, and navigation, The difficulty was that the industry was in
desperate straits itself and could hardly afford the increased financial
burden implied in these suggestions. However, in the last report the
industry admitted that it might have to make itself responsible for keeping

the port in existence, 20

It would seem from the evidence that the chief actor in the setting up
of the Port of Tyne Authority was the Government, often acting through the
National Ports Council. #s such the issue can be seen as part of a much
wider movement towards rationslisation which the Labour Government pressed
forward with in many aspects of economic and administrative activity. We
shall be considering other aspects of this process in the discussion of
other issues. DBesides the Goverrment and the National Ports Council the
most active participants were the various shipping and fishing interests on
the river and the sppropriate committees of the various local authorities.
In terms of personalities we could perhaps single out Sir Eric Hilbourne,
Ald. Collins, Clr. Harding, Ald, Crewshaw (Tynemouth), J.N..Burrell, the
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chairman of the new Port of Tyne Authority, C.B, Carrick ard W.F. Blackadder,
both from the Tyne Improvement Commission, However, it is likely that in
this issue the views of national intgrests and national officials were
predominant and that local interests were fighting on the defensive for

most of the time,
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CHAFPTER NINE

THE RE-ORGANISATICN OF PCOLICE ARBAS

During the 19th century many local authorities in the country established
their own police forces. However, with the growing complexities of crime
prevention and detection it became evident that there were too many small
forces, Gradually these smaller forces were absorbed by their larger
neighbours, The process was quickened by the 1946 Police &ct which many
people saw as an attempt by the Government to establish a greater degree of
control over the local police forces, In 1962 a Royal Commission on the
Police recommended that forces with an establishment of less than 200 were
not viable and should be abolished and that forces with a strength of under
350 were of dubious value. ! These suggestions were accepted by the Homs
Office and the police themselves, '

The permanent officials at the Home Office and the Inspectors of
Constabulary had been in favour of large scale mergers for some time, and
they got their chance when Roy Jenkins became Home Secretary. 2 The result
was the Police Act of 1964 which removed a number of anomalies in police
administration which simplified the task of merging. Especially important
was the distinction between borough and county forces with the former being
supervised by a statutory Watch Committee and the latter by a standing joint
commnittee of councillors and J.P.'s . Previously, such matters as
promotion and discipline had been subject to ratification by the Watch
Committees in the boroughs and this had sometimes led to nepotism, 2 In
many cases, relationships between the police and the Watch Committee had
depended on the characters of the Chief Constable and the Chairman of the
Watch Committee. The 1964 Act put both borough and county forces on a

similar footing.

Tyneside was an obvious candidate for the re-organisation of police
areas, There were six different police authorities operating in the
conurbation (seven if we include thé river police), three on the north bank
of the river - Northumberland, Newcastle and Tynemouth - and three on the
south bank - County Durham, Gateshead, and South Shields. However, at the
time discussions were still going on about the re-organisation of the total
system of local government in the area, so it was decided to leave

re-organisation of the police areas until this had been finalised.

However, when the process of local govermment reform ran into the

sands of local rivalry the Home Secretary decided to go ahead with a police
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merger. There were a number of alternative schemes around. The Home
Office envisaging a system of about a dozen regional forces with possibly
the eventual creation of a national police force. However, local opinion
was on the whole opposed to this, Tpe county forcds wanted a system of
re-organisation that would consist of them taking over the borough forces
which fell within their geographical territories., There were precedents
for this in the case of the absorption of Sunderland and Hartlepools into
the County Durham force. The boroughs were of course opposed to this,

If they were in favour of any change at all it was likely to be in favour
of a conurbation force. They argued that the problems of the urban areas
of Tyneside were different from those of the neighbouring counties, especially
Northumberland, and they should, therefore, be left to a force concerned
entirely with urban problems. The difficulty with this was that legally
the Home Secretary could only merge existing forces., The creation of a

conurbation force would, therefore, have required new legislation,

In June 1967 the Home Secretary announced that re-organisation would
take place on the basis of two county forces., The counties were naturally
delighted - the chairman of the Lurham Police Authority called it ‘a great
step forward,' & The boroughs, especially Newcastle, were not,  However,
it was agreed to hold preliminary talks to discuss the ways and meang of
merging, The problems on the north bank of the river proved to be more
difficult to solve than those on the south bank.

Although Newcagtle wanted either a Tyneside force or a regicnal force,
it decided to enter into voluntary talks with Northumberland and Tynemouth,
The two important problems to be settled were the composition of the new
authority and the financial arrangements, Newcastle argued that the
incidence of crime and other police problems should be the basis for both
while Northumberland argued that population was the main criteria, In the
end, however, it was agreed that the costs of the new authority would be
arrarged in such a way that Northumberland would pay an extra £153,000,
Newcastle would pay £140,000 less, and Tynemouth would pay £512,000 less. ©
So it would appear that the two boroughs were being amply compensated for the
end of their independence in police matters, HNowever, ths situation was
agein thrown into the melting pot when James Callaghan became Home Secretary,
He allowed Hull and Bradford, both similar in many ways to Newcastle, to
withdraw from proposed mergers. As a result Newcastle Watch Committee met
and decided to send its chairman to visit the Home Secretéry to see if the
proposed merger arrangements could be altered. TheHome Secretary said that
if a merger could not be achieved voluntarily then he proposed to enforce

a merger. If this happened, the financial arrangements would be changed
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which would result in Northumberland contributing about £60,000 more. In
the light of this information, Newcastle decided to pull out of the voluntary
merger and wait for an enforced merger. Northumberland immediately
demanded an enquiry which resulted in the contributions to the new authority
being based on the respective rate products of the three contributing

local authorities., This did not appear to satisfy anyone, especially
Newcastle who considered that they had been misled by the Home Office,
Yorthumberland also argued that their contribution to the new authority would
put a brake on their plans for improvements in their social service
provisions, Tynemouth also found that they were paying about £7,000 more
for less policing.

The board of the new authority was to comprise 15 members from
Northumberland, 9 from Newcastle, and 3 from Tynemouth. The County used
this control to take all the top posts in the new authority, including that
of Chief Constable. So there was some compensation for the increased costs
it had to bear,

The merger in Co, Durham did not appear to create as much bitterness
as that north of the Tyne, The county force was much larger than those of
the two boroughs, However, local pride was still sufficient for Gateshead
and South Shields to raise objections, When the original proposals were
made South Shields decided to oppose them, But the chairman of the Yatch
Committee, Ald. E.W, Mackley, had seen the fight Sunderland had put up to
prevent its amalgamation into the county force and he decided that if South
Shields persisted in its opposition it would get worse terms than if it
bowed to the inevitable, Although the borough was toc pay about £30,000
more it was thought that this was the best that could be expected.

Similarly Gateshead would have preferred a conurbation f orce but
realised that the Home Office was insistent on its county scheme, However,
when Newcastle withdrew from the proposed msrger north of the Tyne, Gateshead
decided to withdraw as well. 9 This was not veryeffective as the Home
Office simply over-rode the objections. Gateshead also attempted to postpone
the merger until the whole system of local government had been changed 10
but the Home Office was insistent and so the merger came about. Again the
county took a dominant position in the new authority with both the

chairmanship and the post of Chief Constable going to their nominees,
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The question of relating the police areas re-organisation to the
re-organisations of local government as a whole is still under discussion,
With the report of the Royal Commission on Local “overnment in June 1969
and the Conservative Government's Proposals of 1971 a new complication was
added,because the system of police administration and the system of local
government would be out of alignment, The only possible solutions would
weem to be either to put the police under the control of the proposed new
authorities or to establish a national police force, As in so many other
aspects of local government it would seem that the interests of efficiency

will be given priority over those of democracy,

Analysis of the Issue as a Decision-Making Frocess.

The operation of the police service in Britain is one that may have a
profound effect on the lives of many people, but it is probably the least
open of all the local government services, If control has proved to be
difficult in small borough forces then we can perhaps sympathise with those
pecple who are concerned at the implications of wide-ranging mergers.
However the re-orgenisation on Tyneside did not cause much argument over the
correctness or otherwise of a merger; but rather over the precise form of

this merger,

Most local authorities, when threatened by the loss of one of their
most important services, will of course be resentful. There will be a
tendency for members of both the {atch or Police Committee and the police
force itself to fight to preserve their own little empires. However, the
criminal does not recognise local authority boundaries and this has meant
that in practice there has been increasing co-operation between neighbouring
police forces, Why not therefore recognise the problem, create larger

police areas, and make the police force more efficient?

The experts at the Home Office had long seen the need for larger and
more efficient police forces. This would allow greater specialisation and
the use of more efficient forms of policing. The introduction of Regional
Crime Squads was a step in this direction. Thus by the time that the
Labour Government came to power in 1964 the Home Office was thinking in
terms of regional police forceg and even ultimately of a national force,

A campaign was launched to convince the local authorities of the necessity

of this course of action,
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The violent opposition that was forthcoming from the local authority
organisations convinced the Home Cffice that they would have to proceed very
carefully, A compromise would have to be reached in each area between what
the Home Office wanted and what the local authorities would stand, As

usual in such cases the result was not likely to please anyone,

The twd particular problems facing police re-organisation in the
Tyneside area were the rivalry between the boroughs and the counties and the
existence of the river, The boroughsargued, with some justification, that
the problems facing the police in the urban areas were completely different
from those in the counties, As one local councillor in Newcastle said
'The only problems facing the Northumberland police force are foul pest and
sheep-stealing." " There was also a feeling that the police hierarchy
in the counties was, or thought it was, part of the ‘county set', while

the borough police chiefs were just ordinary 'coppers' doing a job of work.

There was considerable disagreement in the effect of +t he river on the
operation of police fofces° Some argued that the river was an effective
barrier to the criminal and it was relatively easy for the police to close
all the crossings on the river if necessary., Therefore the river should be
the boundary between two forces. Others arpgued, however, that crime in
the area was essentially an urban phenomenon and the rivsr made little
difference, The best solution was, therfore, a conurbation police force.
Still others argued that while the river was not a barrier the problems of
crime prevention and detection were much wider than the akea of the
conurbation and that, therefore, there should be a police force from the
Tees to the Tweed. Similar arguments were also used in relation to the

other great concern of modern police forces, traffic control.

The views of those who regarded the river as a boundary seem +to have
been given most weight. Thia was obviously to the benefit of the counties,
In this context it is interesting to note that the Chief Inspector of
Constabulary at the time, HEric St, Johnstone, was at one time Chief Constable
of County Durham, and that the regional Inspector of Constabulary, Alan
Scroggie, was a former Chief Constable of Northumberland, Indeed many
of the people most concerned with the issue in the boroughs considered these

two to be the villains of the piece as far as they were concerned.
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Those local authorities that opposed the Home Office scheme found
themselves rather short of allies, It might have been expected that the
local M,P.'s would have been concerned to see local autonomy preserved but
in fact this was not usually the case, It has been a continuing complaint
of many M,P.'s that questions concerning local police forces were often not
answered by the Home Secretary on the grounds that it was not within his
competence to do so, but the proposed merger did nothing to alleviate this

problem,

Two other possible sources of opposion were not really brought into
the picture, There was little public interest in the issue and little
attempt was made to stimulate it, Many people within the police force
itself felt that the public were not concerned about how the force was
administered but only that sufficient contact was maintained between the
public and the police through the local police station and the man on the
beat, 12 Some of the police themselves were rather apprehensive about the
merger but the general feeling was that it was better to be a little fish
in a big pool with the chance of becoming a big fish, rather than a big

fish in a little pool,

Of the six existing police forces it is evident that the chief gainers
were the two counties. It was generally recognised that the Tynemouth
force was too small and so opposition from this quarter was not particularly
strong. It is interesting to note, however, that the Tynemouth force was
surprised by the suddenness of the decision to go ahead with the
re-organisation for the force had been re-equipped only five years earlier,
The main opposition, therefore, came from South Shields, Gateshead, and

especially Newcastle,

The chief participant in this issue was clearly the Home Office with
other leading parts being played by the local Watch or Police Committees.,
In terms of personalities we can perhaps isolate Clr, Petty, chairman of
the Newcastle Watch Co,, Ald. Barnett, the chairman of the Northumberland
Police Co., Ald. Cunningham, the chairman of the Durham Police authority,
and the Chief Constables of the three largest forces, Muir from Durham,
Cooksley from Northumberland, and Gale from Newcastle, It should perhaps
be pointed out that Petty and Barnett work in the same solicitor's office
and it has been suggested that many of the details of the merger were hammered

out here,
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In the light of the recent proposals on local government reform it
is likely that the re-organisation will be only temporary. It seems
inconsistent to first reorganise on the basis of county forces and then
to change the local authority boundaries. Unless the Home Office intends to
organise its police into forces that cut across local authority boundaries,
it is not beyond the bounds of possibility that we will see a national

police force before very long,
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CHATTER TEN

THE SHIPBUTTDING MERGER

The Tyne is one of the main shipbuilding areas of Britain, However
like many others it has found it difficult to maintain its share of world
markets largely due to methods which compare badly with those in use in
other shipbuilding countries like Sweden and Japan. The problem was
complicated by the fact that there were a number of separate yards on the
river each of which was in many cases fighting for the same orders. As
one of the chief sources of employment in the conurbation the future of the
shipbuilding industry was of profound importance for everyone concerned with

the area,

O TFollowing the Plowden report on the aircraft industry it was decided
that a similar study should be made of the shipbuilding industry in Britain,
An inquiry committee under the chairmanship of A.R.M. Geddes was set up by
the Government whose terms of réference were 'to establish what changes are
necessary in organisation, in the methods of production and any other
factors affectihg costs to make the shipbuilding industry competitive in
world markets; to establish what changes in organisation and methods of
production would reduce costs of manufacture of large main engines of ships
to the lowest level; and to recommend what action should be taken by

employers, trade unions and government to bring about these changes,"

Ag part of its inquiry, the Geddes Committee studied the four largest
yards on the Tyne, Thesw were Vickers Ltd. (Shipbuilding Group) which
during the period Jamuary 1st, 1960 to VYecember 31st, 1965 built over
250,000 tons of shipping, Swan Hunter and Wigham Richardson Ltd., (over
500,000 tons), Hawthorne Leslie (ShipbuiBing) Ltd. (over 220,000 tons),
and John Redhead & Sons Ltd. (over 100,000 tons). Much of the evidence
that the Committee received suggested some kind of grouping of yards which

shared the same river and this is what the Committee recommended for the Tyne,

‘Even before the Geddes Report was published there had been discussions
about rationalisation of the industry aleng the river, The largest firm,
Swan Hunters, had entered into negotiations with Smiths Yock Ltd,, one of
the largest repair yards on the river, with a view to a nerger, g After the
publication of the report an additional impetus was given to the process
although it was felt that there might be difficulties with some of the

smaller private firms, especially Redheads. 3 However, the creation of the
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Shipbuilding Industry Board as recommended by the Geddei Report, with power

to encourage mergers, helped to maintain the pressure,

Most opinion on the river was in favour of some kind of rationalisation.
Both the Tyne Shipbuilders Association and the Tyne District Committee of the
Confederation of Shipbuilding and Engineering Unions met in June 1966 to
discuss the implementation of the report. 5 The employers had to be very
discreet as any advance indication of their intentions would lead to a
reaction on the Stock Exchange which might possibly have jeopardised the
negotiations, However, they knew that they had the support of the unions
for a meeting of 250 shop stewards had unanimously accepted the recommendations
contained in the Geddes Report, 6 Ag a result on June 14th, 1967 the
four shipbuilding yards were able to announce their intention of merging
their shipbuilding interests into a new combine, The new group , in which
Swan Hunters were to have a majority interest and which was to be led by
Sir John Hunter, would be the biggest in the country, accounting for about
20% of the merchant shipping built. A working party consisting of two
representatives from each of the component firms was set up to work out
the details of the merger., - At the same time the trade unions also set up an
advisory committee of two representatives from each of the yards to help

7

the work of the firms' commdittee.

The progress of the merger was expedited by the decision of Swan
Hunters to take oved Redheads. S This takeover, masterminded by Barings,
was to solve the difficulties raised by Redheads status as a private company,
Further difficulties were presented by the fact that Vickers were concerned
with other forms of engineering besides shipbuilding., This problem was
put on one side with Vickers hanging on to its other interests including its

ship repairing business.

Although the unions had been generally in favour of the merger when
it was first announced they later began to have doubts. Lack of information
from the management about the labour prospects under the new regime and
especially the threat of redundancies led the shop stewards to demand a
meeting with the management. As a result in June 1968 Sir John Hunter faced
250 shop stewards at a meeting in Wallsend which made it clear that the
enthusiasm generated when the consortium was set up had now evaporated.
The meeting seemed to clear the air for in October an agreement was signed
between the management and the Eénfederation of Shipbuilding and Engineering

11
Unions which laid down the basis for what was called s shipyard workers' charter.
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One of the main points of the charter was that wage rates were standardised

t0 such an extent that where there had been over 100 before there were now
1

only 3 or 4, 2

The problems of the rationalisation were, of course, complicated by
the fact that the industry was in a serious position. The management was,
therefore, in a position to blackmail the unions by arguing that if the
merger was not a success then 10,000 people might find themselves out of work.
As it turned out the new consortium was able to attract a good number of orders
including several % million ton tankers. Although the position is satisfactory
at the moment, therefore, the future is not particularly bright. Sir John
Hunter has already expressed his fears that mounting price of steel will soon
eradicate all the advantages gained by the rationalisation, 13 If this

should happen then Tyneside will be in serious economic trouble,

Analysis of the Issue as a Decision-Making Frocess.

This is the only issue considered that is not a direct concern of the
local authorities, However, the position of the shipbuilding industry in:
the economy of Tyneside means that its future will affect many aspects of
the life of the area, Although the local authorities were not consulted
in the negotiations surréunding the merger they all gave their blessing.,
There had in fact been quite close contacts between the industry and some of
the local authorities, In Tynemouth the local authority had facilitated
the expansion of the Smiths Dock site and in Wallsend, the home of Swan

Hunters, many of the local councillors were shipyard workers.

The issue was essentially a three-sided affair involving the Government,
the management of the industry and the trade unions, Because Britain is so
dependent &n foreign trade for her livelihood the future of the shipbuilding
industry is of profound concern to the Govermment, Increasingly in recent
years the ties between private industry and the Sovernment have been
tightened with the Government in some cases buying their way into large
industrial enterprises, The shipbuilding industry seemed an obvious
candidate for this sort of treatment,

The structure of the industry was in a hopeless mess. A number of
family firms had grown up in the past and these often proved incapable of
adapting to modern conditions. The shipbuilding families were extremely

loath to accept any kind of Government interference in the industry and it
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gradually became evident that the only way this could be avoided was to make
themselves more efficient by voluntary mergers., As a result when the
Geddes Committee sat down to consider the future of the industry, the more
far-sighted shipbuilders put forward suggestions for mergers in the various

shipbuilding regions of the country.

Although there were a number of firms on the Tyne the dominant position
was occupied by the Swan Hunter group and the chairman of the group, Sir
Jéhn Hunter, was the accepted spokesman for the industry. The Geddes
Committee had no shipbuilders among its members and was, therefore, dependent
to a large extent on the information fed to it by the shipbuilders. As a
result Sir John Hunter was later able to claim that the Geddes Report followed
closely the evidence he had given and where it deviated was to be the source

of most of the later troubles, 14

The reactionas of some of the o6ther shipbuilding firms to be included in
the merger were not quite as enthusiastic as those of Swan Hunters. A firm
like Redheads waz extremely proud of its history and its independence and it
required some skilful wooing before thne match was made. It was here that the
role of an outsider was important in trying to reach a compromise. The case
of Vickers was also interesting for the merger allowed them to unload onto

the new group one of the less-profitable parts of their business,

When mergers have taken place in many industries the trade unions have

usually been extremely concerned about the possible effects on employment
opportunities., The shipbuilding industry is traditionally a labour-
intensive industry so it was likely that rationalisation would lead to
redundancy., However, the unions found themselves in rather an invidious
position, The earea as a whole is one of high unemployment and the threat
of the complete shut-down of the shipbuilding industry was an extremely
potent one, All the unions could do, therefore, was to try and obtain the
best terms possible, Both employers and unions were careful to see that
communications were kept open between them. However, as the negotiations
dragged on many of the rank and file began to grow restless with the feeling
that the union leadership and the management were making agreements above
their heads. But their fears were allayed somewhat by the steady stream of

orders that began to flow into the new consortium,

In owr consideration of other issues we have found that the participation
of local industry in communal affairs has been extremely limited. In the

case of an industrial issue the participation of the local authorities seems
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to be virtuslly nil. On the level of Tyneside, therefore, the degree of
interdependence between government and industry seems to be fairly low,
This is not to say, however, that interdependence is not higher at other

levels of government particularly at the national level,

In the issue of the shipbuilding re-organisation the principal
participants appear to have been the Government, the management of the
ghipbuilding firms concerned, and certain of the trade unions. In terms of
personalities, the figure of Sir John Hunter seems to stand out above all
others, with Mr., Reay Geddes; Don Edwards, Secretary of the Tyne Confederation
of Shipbuilding and Engineering Unions, and Dan McGarvey, the Fresident of
the Poilermakers Society, as supporting figures,
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CHAPTER ELEVEN

THE TYNESIDE PASSENGER TRANSPORT AUTHCORITY

The possibility that the life of many of our towns will be strangled
by the ever increasing volume of road traffic has lead to a great deal of
discussion on how best to organise transport. In the case of Tyneside
this means dealing with not only the private smotorist, but also the local rail
services, the bus undertskings of two local authorities, Newcastle and Zouth

Shields, and a nunber of private bus operators.

When the Labour Goverrment came to power in 1464 one of the measures
that it promised was a Transport Act which would include plans for integrating
the passenger transport undertakings in a number of conurbations throughout
the country. This scheme had been under discussion for some time and had
involved a number of the locsl Labour Party leaders on Tyneside. In fact
a policy comnmittee of the wegional Labour - Farty had prepared a plan which
became the basis for the subsequent Government proposals, The idea was

also discussed by the regional Economic Flanning Council,

The plans for the Passenger Transport Authorities were thought to be
most suitable for the areas around Birmingham, Liverpool, Manchester and
Newcastle, When the plans were first announced the Labour Yarty was in
centrol of the local council in each of these areas, It was, therefore,
assumed that there would be little opposition from the local authorities
who would be losing control of their transport undertakings. However, in
subsequent municipal elections the Conservatives took control of all these

councils and a bitter fight secemed imminent.

The Conservatives in Newcastle were already angry about the exclusion
of the city from the Northern Regional Transport Co-ordinating Committee. .
Viith the help of Conservative councillors from the other conurbations and a
number of Conservative M.P.'s the Conservatives in Newcaslle, led by
Clr. Neville Trotter, began a campaign to defeat the P.T.A. plans, 2 In
this they were joined by the local private bus operators who in October
1967 had formed a branch of the Passenger Transport Vehicle Cperator's

Independence Committee.

The Congervatives' argument was that the local conditions on Tyneside
were not amenable to a systein of iutegrated transport as suggested by the

Government, They also felt that Newcastle shoula be sllowed to keep control
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of its own transport undertakingso that operation and finance would be under
the control of the same body. However, their appeal to this effect was
turned down by the kfinister of Transport. This was taken as clear evidence
that the plan was based purely on doctrinaire grounds and paid no attention
at all to the particular conditions of Tyneside. Trotter, in his capacity

as chairman of the Transport Committee of Newcastle Council, made an intensive
study of the transport needs of Tyneside and presented his findings to the
Minister, In February 1968 he led a delegation from Newcastle which tried

to persuade the Minister to change his plans, but without success.

The opponents of the plans thought they had achieved a victory of sorts
when the Minister announced that the plan for the P.T.A.'s to take over the
pfivate bus companies in the area had been dropped. However this was because
the publicly-owned National Bus Company was paying £35 million for the bus
interests of British Electric Traction which would mean that 90% of Britain's
buses would be in public ownership of one kind and another, This did mean,
howefer, that the proposed P.T.A. on Tyneside would now operate only the
municipal bus fleets of Newcastle and South Shields as well as the local
commuiter rail services., In the opinion of the opponents of the plans this
would mean that either fares would have to be increased or the services would
have to be subsidised out of the rates, & Any hope of providing an

integrated service was also considerably diminished.

Throughout 1968 Trotter persisted in his fight to halt the plans.
In July he visited the Minister and suggested that the setting up of the
proposed authority be delayed for a year to allow more time for the proposals
to be worked out, He seems by this time to have accepted the need for some
kKind of integrated system but was unhappy about the form it would take,
He suggested that there be an overall body to take major policy decisions
but that the day to day running of the transport undertakings be run by
subsidiaty bodies under the control of the local councils. However, the
Minister was not interested. He wrote back to Trotter saying that the
change could not be delayed because otherwise there would be a long period of
uncertainty, He added that the new authority would be set up on April ist,
1969 and would take over the municipal bus fleets on July 1st, 2

So the campaign to prevent the setting up of the autherity failed.
Attention now turned to the question of the form of the new authority and its

membership. The original proposals had suggested that the new authority
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be run by a board consisting of representatives of the local authorities

plus nominees of the Minister. It was assumed that the chairmanship of the
new authority would go to a representative of the largest participating local
authority, namely Newcestle., Because of his position as chairman of the
Newcastle Transport Committee and his dominant role in the discussions that
had taken place, it was widely assumed, even by some of his political
opponents, that Trotter would be the natural choice, However at the
inaugural meeting of the new authority on 21st April, 1969, it was announced
that the Minister had appointed as his nominees on the new authority, two
trade unionists. This would give the Labour Farty a clear majority on

the new authority even though the two local councils most concerned were now
controlled by the Conservatives or their allies. The Conservatives attacked
these nominations as it meant that Andrew Cunningham, one of the trade
unionists concerned and alsc a leading figure in the Labour Party in the north
east, was elected Chairman, despite his admission that he did not know very
much about transport, Their criticisms were answered by the Labour Party
who claimed that it was necegsary that the people who were running the new
authority should have faith in its aims and purposes. Further fuel was
added to the fire when it was discovered that there would be no Newcastle
representative on the eight man committee set up to appoint the professional
head of the new authority. As a result the five Conservative representatives
from Newcastle on the new authority called a specisl meeting of the City
Council to ask the Minister not to confirm Cunningham's appointment.,

The special meeting was held a week later and was boycotted by the Labour
group, Ald., Grey, the leader of the Conservative group said that Tyneside
was the only area where a representative of the largest authority had not
been elected chairman. He also accused the Labour Party of gerrymandering
the allocation of seats to the new authority by putting Conservative areas
together with slightly larger Labour areas, However the Conservatives

were on rather dangerous ground here as they had taken all the seats allocated
to Newcastle,

The new authority got Bff to a bad start therefore. There have been
demands that it should be dissolved on the grounds that the political
squabbling will: make it incapable of performing its function of providing an
adequate transport system for the public, 8 The area which it covers is not
related to any other area of planning or related topics.,” With the report
of the Royal Commissién on local “overnment and the Conservatives proposals
of 1971 it is 1likely that wihhin the not too distant future the new transport

authority will become obsolete,
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Analysis of the Issue as a Decision-Making Process.,

Of all the issues considered in this study, the establishment of the
Passenger Transport Authority was the one that aroused the most partisan
feelings on the part of the Labour and Conservative parties. In a number
of other issues parochial loyalties were strong enough to outweigh party
loyalties but as only two local authorities were directly concerned in this

case the political arguement were allowed to predominate,

The issue had quite a long history but it was only with the return of the
Labour Yovernment that the controversy came into the opeh. The Labour
party had worked out plans for the future of conurbstion transport in close
consultation with the local Labour parties in the areas concerned, With the
Labour Party in control of most of the local suthorities who would be affected
by the changes, it was not envisaged that there would be mach difficulty from
this guarter, The greatest opposition was expected to come from the private
bus companies who would find themselves under the control of an authority
dominated by Labour councillors and Government nominees, This opposition
was forthcoming but was soon undermined by the action of the Ministry of
Transport in setting up the National Bus Company which managed to acquire a
large part of private bus fleetson scheduled services. From now on,
therefore, Opposition became concentrated in tie Conservative Party at both
national and local level.

On Tyneside, this opposition was centred around the person of Clr. Neville
Trotter, the Chairman of the Newcastle Transport Committee. When the
Conservatives took control &f the city council they took steps to rationalise
the committee system, The first new committee to become operational was the
Transport Committee so Trotter was able to get down to serious consideration
of the issue from an early date. Even his opponents agreed that Trotter
made himself thoroughly familiar with the problems of transport on Tyneside
but there was considerable disagreement about his motives, Some of his
Labour opponents argued that the Conservatives owe a considerable debt to
private transport interests in the country and that opposition to the passenger
trangport authorities was part of the pay-off. It is possible, however,
that another consideration that weighed heavily was that the Newcastle
Transport undertakings were profitable, If they were not then the
Conservatives might not have been so keen in their opposition to the t ake-

over,
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Trotter was very critical of the Government over a number of

9

congiderations, He thought that the Government's White Paper which first
outlined the future of conurbation transportation identified many of the
problenms, But it was written by a theorist who was not aware of many of the
practical problems involved, especially in the case of Tymeside. Trotter
even went so far as to take a Ministry official up in an aeroplane to show
him what Tyneside really looked like, One of his chief objections to the
proposed authority was that it would be concerned with operations, This
Trptter considered should have been left to sowme lower level of administration
and the PuT,A., if established, should concern itself solely with licensing and
overall planning, Many of his opponents, however, regarded this as merely
a wrecking tactic designed to allow Newcastle to retain control of its buses.
The fears of the Conservatives tlat the issue was being considered in party
political rather than in efficient transport terms were, in their eyes,
Jjustified when the passenier transport authority was established and the
menbers appointed. In the other conurbations the leading positions had gone
to the representatives of the chief authorities and the Conservatives had
expected that the same would apply to Tyneside, But their Labour ppponents
were able to use their own arguement that Tyneside was different, by

pointing out that Newcastle did not occupy the dominant position that
Manchester and Birmingham did in their conurbations. There was no real
reason, therefore, why the chairmanship of the new authority should go to a

Newcastle representative,

This issue is an example of Government imposition of accepted party
policy against strong local opposition, On Tyneside the Government was able
to call on a good deal of support, however, from both local Labour councils
and from trade unionsl The growth of Conservative influence in the area
complicated the issue. It did, however, mean that the Labour Government
had an additional reason for setting up the authority for it would mean that
an important local service was being taken out of the hands of Conservative
local councils and given to a body over which the Government had a considerable
degree of control, How the existence of such bodies as the passenger transport
authority can be reconciled with the proposed re-organisation of local
government is a question which will have to be answered in the near future,

As a conurbation enterprise it is possible that the administration of the
transport authority will be handed over to the proposed Tyneside authority.,
However, there have already been demands that the area covered by the transport

authority should be widened to include some of the surrounding rural areas,
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This would seem to be reasonable especially with the growth of commting
in the area, The answer may be to make a provincial authority responsible
for the overall planning of transport in the area but leave the operational

side to the main local government authorities,

The principal actor in this issue was undoubtedly the Government.
Supporting roles were taken by Newcastle City Council and the wvarious private
bus companies in the area, The personality most often appearing was Trotter,
who the leader of the Conservative group on Newcastle City Council said did
all the thinking for the group, 10 A somewhat enigmatic role was played
by Ald. Cunningham who claimed publicly to have little interest in the issue
but who ended up as chairman of the new authority. One problem that may arise
is that Cunningham's union, the General and Municipal Workers has menbers
who will be employed by the transport authority. Cunningham may, therefore,
find hinself in the future on both s ides of t he negotiation table, Minor
parts in the issue were played by Ald. Grey, Frank Taylor, the Newcastle
Transport manager, and James Forster, the chairman of the local branch of

the Passenger Transport Vehicle Operator's Independence Committee,
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CHAPTER TWELVE

SUMMARY OF THE ISSUES

Having looked at each of the issues in turn it msy now be possible to

draw out some of the main features,

The first thing to be said is that contrary to the position in the
United States decisions appear to be made by people who occupy formal
decision-making offices, While we cannot ignore the pressures that may be
applied behind the scenes, in each case the final decision or decisions was
made either by the Government or by the local councils. In this sense,
therefore, it seems that the decision-making process in the British situation
is more formalised than in the American, even when a decision-making
structure has to be created, One congsequence of this is that the chief
participants in the decision-making process are not businessmen or media-men
but local or national politicians and local officials. VWhether these
individuals are any more responsive to the wishes of the population as a whole
is, however, another question, At the very least they must claim to be

acting in the name of the people.

As has been noted previously, the role of the central govermment appears
to be of crucial importance in most issues, This again is in contrast to
most American findings where it is generally assumed that the local commnity
is completely isolated from its social and political environment. Whenever
local authorities cannot égree amongst themselves, as in the case of local
government re-organisation, then the central government is virtually forced
to intervene and impose its own solution, assuming that the issue is
considered to be important. TEven if the local authorities do agree, the
central government may feel that it must have some say in the issue under
discussion., The relationshiips between local and central government are, of
course, a constant source of controversy and the evidence from Tyneside would
suggest that it is the central government which ususlly gets its own way.

The dangers this has for local autonomy are obvious and indeed it was one of
the constant complaints of the issue participants that the Government was
often not in a position to make informed decisimns on what were purely local
problems,

Examination of the seven issues allowe us to some extent +to isolate two
kinds of issue participants. Firstly there are the single issue participants

who may be of crucial importance on one issue but of no importance whatever

on the others. 1In most cases this arises from the nature of the role they
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perform, Thus for example Dawson owed his influence on the Tyne Tunnel to
his chairmanship of the Tyne Tunnel Joint Committee which arose out of his
chairmanship of the Northumberland Highways Committee, Similarly Barnett
and Petty owed their importance on the police re-organisation to their
cheirmanship of the Police Committee in Northumberland and the Watch
Committee in Newcastle respectively., On the airport Denyer owed his

importance to his position as Commandant of Newcastle Airport,

Secondly there are the multi-issue participants, Once again their
importance is due to the roles they perform., So for example Smith owed
his importance to his chairmanship of the regional economic planning council
and his previous leadership of Newcastle City Council, a position now held
by Grey. Cunningham's importance stems from his former chairmanship of
Durham County Council, his position on the National £xecutive of the Labour

Party, and his office in the General and Municipal Workers Union,

What is noticeable about this situation is that an individual's
importance stems from his official position and not from his innate abilities,
Thus, for example, when the political control of Newcastle City Council
changed from Labour to Conservative, Grey took over the important role
previously played by men like Smith, Butterfield and Abrahart. In other
words it would seem that it is the institution which is important rather than
~the personnel, Any discussion of the importance of individuals therefore

should first discover their institutional background,
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PART THREE: THE LEADERS

CHAPTER THIRTEEN

THE SURVEY AND THE QUESTICNNAIRE

Having examined & number of issues which have affected Tyneside in
recent years it is now necessary to move on to a study of the personnel
who actually participated in these issues, This was achieved to some
extent by direct personal interviews with some of the more active decision-

makers, but mostly be means of a postal questionnaire,

An investigation of the characteristics of local leaders immediately
involves the danger of prejudging the issue of who is a local leader, As
we have already seen the fundamental problem facing students of community
power and commnity decision-making is how to identify those people who can
be considered leaders without making untenable assumptiohs., It was felt
necessary in this case, therefore, to throw the sampling net as wide as

rossible so as to encompass the optimum number of potential leaders,

For the purpose of compiling a list of potential leaders it was assumed
that they would fall into one or more of three categories - institutional
leaders, decisional leaders and social leaders. These were the basic
original groupings, therefore, although, of course, an individual could be

classified in terms of any combination of these categories.

A person was considered to be an institutional leader if he occupied
a certain office in a relevant organisation. Sone element of judgment was,
of course, requibed in this case but an attempt was made to include the
widest possible range of organisations, including not only the political but
also the economic, the cultural, the social, and the religious. Thus, for
example the final list included, amongst others, the leaders of the party
groups on each of the local councils in the area, the chairmen of the local
council finance committees, the chairmen and managing directors of the
largest local companies, the local secretaries of the largest trade unionsy
the chief officers of the local authorities, the local bishops, and the
Vice-Chancellor of Newcastle Univerfity.
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Decisional leaders were considered to be those whose names appeared in
the preliminary analysis of the seven issues under consideration, In fact
sone of these could not be considered leaders, but at this stage of the
investigation there was no way of telling who were the important figures in

each issue,

Social legders were a much more difficult category to define but in
view of the importance attached to such people in many studies of community
politics it was considered essential to include them. For an outsider it is
virtually impossible to determine with any accuracy who is socially prominent
within a community and when the community in question is as large as Tyneside
it is quite likely that it is impossible for an insider as well, Any
method used to determine the local social elite, therefore, is almost bound
to be subject to gquestion, It was finally decided that the most
appropriate method in this case was to examine the frequency with which an
individual's photograph appeared in the pages of a local magazine which
purported to concern itself with the activities of top people in the area,
Copies of the magazine for the past three years were examined and any
individual whose photograph appeared three or more times in that period was
considered to be a social leader. While recogrnising that this is a very
rough and ready method, subsequent inquiries suggested that it produced a

reagsonable approximation to the social elite of Tyneside,

It was possible, therefore, to build up a list of potential local leaders
from these three different angles, Altogether a total of 503 names were
revealed which was made up of 59 social only leaders, 250 institutional only,
45 institutional and decisional, 5 social and decisionsal, and 7 social,
institutional and decisional. On investigation it would found that not all
the 503 were contactable, mainly because of death. As a result the potential
leadership pool was reduced to 469,

A copy of the postal questionnaire was then sent to each of these
individuals together with a letter explaining the purpose of the inguiry.
Despite follow-up letters the response was very disappointing and only 193
completed questionnaires and were available for analysis, In terms of the
original groupings these were made up as follows: 17 social only, 96
institutional only, 45 decisional only, 8 social and institutional, 21
institutional and decisional, 2 social and decisional, and 4 social,
institutional and decisional, In the final sample, therefore, social only

leaders accounted for 8,8% of the total (as compared to 11,7% in the sample
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population), institutional only for L49,.7% (490T%), decisional only for
23.% (24.%%), social and institutional for &4.1% (3.0%), institutional
and decisional for 10.9% (8.9%), social and decisional for 1.1% (1.0%),
and social, institutional and decisional for 2.1% (1.4%).

Of the 276 people who did not complete the questionnaire only 90
reported their decision not to do so, Of these 90, 28 gave no particular reasor
for their refusal, Of the others, 23 said they were not involved in local
affairs, 6 said they had no useful information to give, 11 said they were too
busy, 10 said their position made it impossible to reply, and 12 gave various
other reasons for refusal, Although t hese refusals are disappointing,
some of them were in fact quite illuminating., Of particular significance
was the relatively high number of individuals concerned with trade and
industry who claimed to have little to do with local government and polities,
As we have seen with the shipbuilding controversy this seems to be a fairly
typical attitude, It mway, in fact, be the case that the disappointing
response was at least in part due to the very low level of interest in and
knowledge of local government that is found not only on Tyneside but also in
the country as a whole,

When all the 193 completed questiomnnaires had been received the results
were coded and transferred to punched cards for analysis. In some cases,
however, information from the questionnaires could not be coded and this was

analysed directly.

The questionnaire that was used in the survey was gquite a short one,
comprising only 36 questions (see Appendix 2), It had three main purposes,
Firstly it sought to discover the characteristices of the leaders including
not only basic socio-economic data such as age, place of birth, occupation,
and education, but also information regerding a person's organisational
memberships and political background. Secondly the questionnaire attempted
to uncover details of the individuals involvement in the decision-making
processes surrounding the seven issues under discussion as well as their
attitudes to the outcome of the issues. Thirdly an attempt was made to
discover who the leaders thought were the influential people not only in the
specific issues concerned but also in general. TFinally there were a few
questions on specific problems such as whether respondents preferred dealing
with Government departments in Whitehall or with their regional offices in
Newcastle, and whether they thought the Government and Whitehall were

concerned about the problems of Tyneside,
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There was a mixture of closed- and open~ended gquestions which meant
that some informstion was capable of being quantified and some was not. In
certain cases, however, information from open-ended guestions was of a kind

that allowed some degree of quantification but did not allow cross-tabulation,
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CHAPTER FOURTHEN

THE CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SURVEYED LEADERS

As we have seen the survey yielded a total sample of 193 leaders.
It is now necessary to examine the characteristics of these people as
revealed by their answers to the questionnaire,

As we might expect, males heavily outnumber females (Table 1),

Table 1, Sex of Surveyed Leaders

No, Percentage
Male 179 92.7
Female 1)4- 703

The bias would have been even more emphatic were it not for the inclusion
of a number of female social leaders,

In terms of age distribution the sample is heavily biased towards the

older groups with over a third being over 60, (Table 2)

Table 2., _ Apge Distribution of Surveyed lLeaders.

No. Percentage
21-30 years 0 0
31-40 " 15 7.8
41-50 " 42 21.8
51-60 " 62 32,1
61-65 " 32 16.5
Over 65 " L2 21,8

In contrast there is no representative of the under 30's.

Approximately two thirds of the leaders were locally born with slightly
over one third being born within Tyneside itself. (Table 3).

Table 3, Place of Birth of Surveyed Leaders.

No. Percentage
Tyneside 75 38,9
Rest of Northumberland 29 15.0
Rest of Co., Durham 22 1.4
Rest of Britain 6l 33,2

Abroad 3 1.5
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Just over three quarters of the leaders now live on Tyneside, but probably
the most interest feature is the marked popularity of Northumberland as a

place of residence as compared to County Durham, (Table 4).

Table 4., Present Residence of Surveyed Leaders

No. Percentage
Tyneside 148 76.7
Rest of Northumberland 30 15,5
Rest of Co., Durham 10 5.2
Rest of Pritein 5 2.6

Of the leaders who live in the rest of Britain the majority are in fact

businessmen,

An examination of the occupational position of the leaders reveals a

very interesting feature, This is the very high percentage of self-employed.
(Table 5).

Table 5, tmployment Position of Surveyed Leaders
No. Percentage
Self-employed L3 22,5
Not self-employed 108 56.0
Not employed L2 21.7

Clearly this would be a useful factor in allowing people to participate in

conmunity activities.

Using the Registrar-General's classification of occupations it was
possible to assign the leaders surveyed to slightly modified class groupings.
There is a very marked bias towards the middle class even in such a

predominantly working class as Tyneside. (Table 6),

Table 6. Objective Social Class of Surveyed Leaders.
' KNo. Percentage
Class 1 79 L0.9
Class 2 57 29,5
Class 3 (non-manual) 31 16.1
Class 3 (manual) 23 1.9
Class 4 2 1.0

Class 5 1 0.6
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By looking at the respondents father's occupation and assigning them

to social classes, we see that a large percentage of the leaders came from
a middle class background. (Table 7) '

Table 7,  Social Class of Father of Surveyed Leaders.

No., Percentage
Class 1 L3 22.4
Class 2 Sl 17.7
Class 3 (non-mamial) 20 10,4
Class 3 (manual) 50 26,0
Class 4 15 7.8
Class 5 8 L2
Not answered or Don't Know 22 1.5
N.B., There was one rejected card,
However this background is not as markedly middle class as the present

gsituation of the leaders, although there is still a shortage of representatives

who came from the lowest social groupings,

The educational background of the leaders shows quite a remarkable
variation, (Tables 8 and 9).

Table 8,  Terminal Age of Bducation of Surveyed Leaders

No. Percentage
11-14 68 35.2
15 7 5.7
16 23 1.9
17 12 6,2
18+ 83 43.0

Table 9, Type of Terminal Education of Surveyed Leaders.

No. Percentage
Elementary 58 30.1
Secondary 12 6.1
Grammay 32 16,6
Public 15 7.8
University 59 30.6

Other higher education 17 8.8
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Over one third of the leaders left school at the age of 14 or under, while over
AQ% carried on their education past their 18th birthday. Tie re were almost
exactly equal numbers with university and elementary only education, This

is, of course, due to the age distribution of the sample and the fact that

many of the leaders completed their education before the Second World War

and the 1944 Education Act., As time passes the educational E vel of the
leaders will no doubt improve with the elementary only group shrinking in

size and the secondary and grammar groups increasing. ¥hether this will
extend through the higher education groupings is difficult to say because they
are already pretty large.

The predominant middle class status of the leadership group means, of
course, that there is a very high percentage of people owning their own

homes, (Table 10),

Table 10, Type of Dwelling of Surveyved Leaders.

No. Percentage
Own House 148 76.7
Hotel 1 0.5
Council house 28 4.5
Privately rented 11 5.7
Other 5 2,6

What is also very noticeable is the particularly low number of people living

in privately rented accommodation,

The result of asking the leaders to state to which social class they
think they belong is rather interesting, As we have seen they are
objectively very middle class but subjectively they are very much less so,
(Table 11),

Table 11,  Subjective Class Position of Surveyed Leaders.

No. Percentage
Upper 14 7.5
Middle 97 52.2
Working 69 37.1
Not answered 6 3.2

N, B, There were 7 rejected cards,
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The fairly significant working class representation is possibly due partly
to the family background of some individuals and partly due to the pressuires
of the social environment in which their leadership is exercised, In fact
one of the respondents who claimed working class status was a peer of the
realm! If we compare objective and subjective class we find that more
middle class respondents claim working class membership than vice-versa.
(Table 12).

Table 12, Subjective and Objective Class Position of Surveved Leaders.

(Percentages)
Ob jective Class Sub jective Class

Upper Middle VWorking Not Answered
Class 1 93 5l 12 50
Class 2 7 3k 26 50
Class 3 (non-manual) - 8 30 -
Class 3 (manual) - L 28 -
Class &4 - - 3 -
Class 5 - - 1 -
No. of Cases W 97 69 6

N,B., There were 7 rejected cards.
Also all those who refused to classify themselves were middle class.

About half the surveyed leaders were sitting local councillors, but
this was, of course, partly a result of the selection of the original
leadership pool which included institutional leaders such as leaders of
party council groups and chairmen of finance committees (Table 13)  What
is perhaps interesting is that of the 86 councillors, 13 had dual
membership, almost entirely on one of the county councils of Northumberland
and Durham and on one of the urban districts or municipal boroughs. This
dual membership may possibly have important consequences for a leader's
loyalties when faced by issues which camse conflict between local

authorities.

As we would expect many of the councillors had served on their local
council for a considerable length of time. (Table 14) Thus over one third

of them had served for 20 years or more,
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Table 13, Present Local Council Memberghip of Surveyed Leaders.

Council No.
Co. Durham 9
Northumberland
Gateshead

— -
oo o

Newcastle
South Shields
Tynemouth

WO

Jarrow
Wallsend
Whitley Bay
Blaydon
Boldon
Felling
Gosforth
Hebburn
Longbenton

Newburn

NN W N e U

Ryton

Whickham
Others 11
None 107

——

N.B, There are 13 cases of dual membership,eg county council and
urban district council, Therefore there are 86 councillors and

107 non-councillors,

Table 14, Length of Council Service of Surveyed Leaders.

No, Percentage
0-5 years 16 18,6
6=-10 ™ 19 22,1
=15 ™ 10 11,6
16-20 " 11 12,8
Over 20 " 30 .9

N,Bo'In the case of dual membership, the longer period of service
has been taken.,

Besides sitting councillers there were a number of respondents who had
experience of council membership, (Table 15) 28 of the respondents claimed

to have sat on councils which they had now left, However these included



Table 15, Previous Council lMembership of Surveyed Teaders.

Council No.
Northumberland L
Gateshead 2
Newcastle 10
South Shields 2
Jarrow 1
Blaydon 1
Newburn 1
Others 8

N.B., 28 respondents had previously been on a council including
one who had dual membership.
There were no respondents who had served previously on

the other local counclls on Tyneside, e.g. Tynemouth, Tallsend, etc.

a number of people who were still local councillors but were now sitting on
different local councils than previously. In fact only 7 of the 28 no
longer sat on a locsl council which meant that of the 193 leaders 114 had

some council experience,

It is a reasonable assumption that people wio can be regarded as leaders
in a2 community are likely to be actlively involved with organisations in that
commumity., As we might expect, therefore, over 80 of the respondents
claimed membership of organisations which were concerned with public affairs.
at either the national or the local level. (Table 16),

Table 16, Public Affairs Organisational Membership of Surveyed Leaders.

No, Percentage
Political Farty 91 Yy
Trade Union 41 21,9
Rent & Ratepayer Association L 2.1
Trade or Profegsional Assoc. 52 27 .1
Parent-Teacher Association 3 1.6
Religious 10 5.2
Other 41 244
Hone 57 19.53

N,B, There was one rejected card. Due to multiple responses the

total is more than 100k
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More often than not this was a political party but trade unions and trade
and professional associations were also well represented. Again, to some
extent, we would expect this because of the method of selecting the

leadership pool. What is significant, however; is the very high level of

office-holding in these organisations, (Table 17)

Table 17, Public Affairs Organisational Office-holding of Surveyed Leaders,

No. Percentage
Yes 110 71.0
No L5 29.0

N.B, There was one rejected card.

It was also thought possible that leaders were likely to be members

of organisations which are not directly concerned with public affairs, (Table 18)

Table 18,  Non-public &ffairs Organisational Membership of Surveyed Leaders.

No, Percentage
Charity 22 1.4
Rotary 14 7.3
Cultural 23 1.9
Sport 26 13.5
Social 41 21.2
Trade or Professiocnal Assoc. 36 18.7
Religious 9 .7
Other 25 13,0
None 72 37.3

(The decision as to whether the organisation was or was not concerned with
public affairs was left to the respondent), However there is a slightly
higher proportion of people not involved than in the case of public affairs
organigations, and the proportion of office holders is also less, Clearly

the leaders know to which organisations they should belong,

Turning now to the political background of the leaders we find that
despite their middle class bias they are clearly Labour-inclined., (Tables 19,
20 and 21), It is interesting that at the time of the survey the opinion
polls were showing a massive Conservative lead, but this was clearly not
evident amongst Tyneside leaders who seem very politically committed. What
is also noticeable is the very high proportion who claim to have voted in
both national and local elections, In the case of the last local elections,
at least 70% claimed to have voted which is approximately twice the annual

turnout,
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Table 19, Voting Behaviour of Surveyed Leaders at last Geieral Election,

Labour
Congervative
Liberal
Other

None

Not answered

No. Percentage
8l 435.5

69 35.8

4 2,0

0 0
10 5.2

26 13.5

Table 20, Voting Iptention of Surveyed Leaders at next General Election

Labour
Consgervative
Liberal
Other

None

Dont Know

Not answered

No. Fercentage
82 L2.5
69 35.8
5 2,6
0 0
3.0
2,6
26 13.5

Table 21, Voting Behaviour of Surveyed Leaders at last Local Elections.

Labour
Conservative
Liberal

Other

Progressive

Rent and Ratepayers
None

Not answered

No, Perdentage
76 39.4
45 22,5

1 0.5

0 0]

4 2,1

4 2.1

33 17.1

22 1.3

One further consideration thet can be looked at is the geograprhical

power base of the leaders,

In some cases this is very easy to determine

but there are obvicusly a large number of poeple whose influence cannot

be confined to any one area,

So, for example, trade union leaders, the

local bishops, and many businessmen are likely to be concerned with the whole

conurbation. However it is possible to allocate the leaders as follows:

General 300 1%
Newcastle 16, 1%
Gateshead 7o 3%

Tynemouth 3,1%

South Shields b 1%
Co. Durham 14, 0%
Northurberland  25,3%
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Probably the most noticeable feature of these figures is the relative

importance of the leaders from Northumberland. Although this could be
partly due to a bias in the sample it is probably true to say that there
are a number of factors which could also have their effect. For exanple
the county council meets in Newcastle and in general the centre of gravity

of the county is much hearer Tyneside than is the case with Co, Durham,
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CHAPTER FIFTEEN

THE LEADERSHIP GROUPINGS

As we have seen the original leadership pool was built up on the basis
of three possible types of leader - decisional, institution2l, and social,
In some respects this was a rather crude dividion and so when the survey was
complete the respondents were reclassified into groups according to their
main feature relevant to participation in decision-making. The first group
were called economic dominants and consisted of chairmen and managing
directors of some of the largest firms on Tyneside, The second group were
union leaders who were generslly at the area secretary level, The tlhird
group were public officials who were normally local government officers of
various kinds but also included a number of regional civil servants. The
fourth group were private officials which included a rather wide range of
individuals such as people from churches, interest groups, newspapers,
political parties, etc. The fifth group were the politicians who were
mostly local councillors but alsc included a number of Kembers of Parliament,
The sixth and seventh groups were residual categories made up of those
original social or decisional leaders who could not be put into any of the
other groupsl The leadership sample was now redistributed into these new
groups. (Table 22),

Table 22,  The New Leadership Sroupings

No, Percentage
Economic Donimants 19 9.8
Union Leader 10 5.2
Public Official 30 15.5
Private Official 2l 12.4
Social only leader 14 1.3
Decisional only leader 6 3.1
Politician _9%0 L6.6
195

It may be interesting to see how these new groupings compare with
the original, (Table 23). To some extent this shows the inadequacy of
the original groupings and the fact that individuals may have different
claims to leadership. For exsmple we find one decisional leader and one

social leader turning up as an economic dominant, However only the



Table 23, The New and the Original Leadership Groupings

(percentages)

£.D. U.L. P.0. PR.O, sS.0.L, D,0L, Pol,
Decisional 5 - 20 8 = 100 33
Social 5 - - - 100 - 2
%nstitutional 58 90 63 76 - - INN
S.I. 16 - 7 8 - -
S.D. = - - = - -
I.D, 11 10 10 8 - - 15
31 2 - - - - - )
No, of cases 19 10 30 24 Ay 6 90

politicians group had representatives from all the original groupsings and
it is noteworthy that this group was responsible for providing three out

of the four socia]/institutional/decisional repondents.

One other preliminary exercise is to look at the representation of each

new group in the final survey. (Table 24)

Table 24, _Comparative Representation of New Leadership Groupings
BE:D. U.L. P.0. FR.O., S.0.L. D.CL., Pol,

No, surveyed 19 10 30 2l 1 6 90
Percentage of

each category 30,2 50 39,5 46,1 26,9 30 L84
surveyed

Total no,in each

category as %age

of total 13.4  ho3 16,2 11,4 11,1 Lo3 39.6
population of

leaders

This shows that economic dominants, social only and decisional only leaders
were most reluctant to take part. In the final survey the politicians
were most over-represented and economic dominants and social only leaders

most under-represented,

Wle can now proceed to examine how the new categories of leaders differ
from one another in terms of the variables investigated by the q;iestionnaire°
We have already seen that women are very much under-represented amongst
Tyneside leaders and we can now see in what fields we are Likely to find
those that there are. (Table 25)
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Table 25,  Sex of New Leadership Groupings. (Percentage)

Male Female No., of Cases
Bconomic Dominant 100 - 19
Union Leader 100 - 10
Public Official 100 - 30
Private Official 96 L 24
Social only Leader 7 29 14
Decisional only Leader 100 - 6
Politician 90 10 90

It is quite clear that if a woman wants to become a local leader the ohly
possible channels open to her at present are social life or party politics.,

But even here the women are still overwhelmingly dominated by men.

Turning to the ages of the leaders it would seem that different types
of leaders tend to be important at different periods in their life. (Table 26)

Table 26, Age of New Leadership Groupings. (Percentage)
E.D, U.L, P,0, PR.O, S.0.L. D.0.L. Pol,

21-30 - - - - - - -
31=40 - 10 3 8 - - 12
41-50 16 20 37 13 36 33 18
51-60 L2 40 33 Sle 29 50 22
61-65 16 30 24 17 14 17 14
Qver 65 26 = 3 8 21 - A
No. of Cases 19 10 30 24 14 6 90

In most cases 51 to 60 is the dominant period but for public officials and
social leaders it is 41 to 50 and for politicans it is over 65, If we work
out the average age of the various types of leader (taking 70 as the mid-point
for the 65+ group) we find that economic dominants have the highest mean age
at 58.6. They are followed by the politicians (57.2), social only leaders
(56.1), private officials (55.0), union leaders (53.6), and finally public
officials and decisional only leaders (53.3 each). In other words a public
official is likely to achieve a leadership position at an earlier age than an

economic dominant or a politician,

An examination of the birth places of the leaders yields some guite
interesting results, In the case of politicians and union leaders, local
birth seems to be predominant, while officials and social leaders are likely

to be immigrants to the area. (1ab1e 27)°
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Table 27, Place of Birth of New Leadership Groupings. (Percentage)
E.D, U.L, P.0, FrR.O, S5.0.L, D.O. L. Pol,

Tyneside 36 50 20 29 29 17 50
Elsewhere in

Northumberland 16 20 7 13 7 17 15
Elsewhere in

Co. Durham 16 - i b 7 - 13
Elsewhere in

Britain 32 30 53 50 50 66 18
Abroad - = 3 L 7 - -
No. of Cases 19 10 30 2l b 6 90

We should remember, of course, that amongst the social leaders there is a
fairly high proportion of women, some of whom are likely to be strangers
who have married locally born husbhgnds. Overall, probably the most
important finding is that politicians tend to be overwhelmingly locally
born, assuming that Northumberland and County Durham are considered to be
local,

The feSidence patterms of the leadership groups are of considerable
interest. Although all groups except one have a majority of menbers living
within Tyneside, the attractions of Northumberland are pretty clear, especially

for economic dominants and social leaders. (Table 28).

Table 28, Place of Residence of New Leadership Groupings. (Percentage)
EGDQ UoLo PoOo P’RaCa So OALu D.O.L. POl.

Tyneside 47 80 63 96 74 100 82
Elsewhere in

Northumberland 52 10 7 b 23 - 14
Elsewhere in

Co. Durham 5 10 1 - - - 5
Elsewhere in

Britain 16 - 5 - - - L
Abroad - - - - - - -
No. of Cases 19 10 30 2l 1), 6 90

It also seems to be the case that politicians tend to live within the
administrative srea which conerns them, This is brought eut by looking
at maps of the actual residences of the various types of leaders, (Maps
in Appendiz 1).
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In the case of economic dominants we can see that only three of the
local authority areas within Tyneside contain economic dominents, and of
those Gosforth and Newcastle are clearly the most popular. A majority
of economic dominants live outside Tyneside - 6 in Northumberland, 1 in

County Durham, and 3 in other parts of Britain,

The union leaders tend to be rather more scattered than the economic
dominants but even so it is noticeable that middle-class Gosforth has its

attractions for the official representatives of the workers.

It might have been expected that like the politicians the public
officials would live within the administrative area that concerns them.
However this does not seem to be the case, as they tend to congregate in
certain areas, noticeably Gosforth and Whitley Bay., It is interesting
that Whitley Bay seems to have an attraction for public officials, No other
leadership group except the politicians have a representative in this

autharity area,

Private officials have a very high proportion of Tyneside residents
and they ternd to be spread fairly widely over the whole area, although there

is a concentration in Newcastle.

The pattern of residence of social leaders is guite remarkable with
half of them living in Gosforth. Apart from two in Newcastle the rest live

well away from the centre of the conurbation,

The politiciang are the only grouping which has repregentatives in all
the local authority areas. To some extent there is a direct relationship
between the size of the local authority and the number of politicians who
live there, but there are exceptions like Gosforth and to some extent
Whitley Bay, There is also a marked difference in the representation
of Northumberland and County Durham, We should remember that at the time
of the research it was possible for an individual to live in one local
authority and serve on the council of another, provided he owned property
in that authority.

Altogether 150 out of the sample of 193 live within the Tyneside
area (Table 29). Altogether Gosforth is easily the most favoured residential
area, but four other local authority areas have more than their share of
leaders (Table 30), We could have anticipated the position of Whitley Bay
on the grounds of socio-economic status, but not perhaps the positions of

Ryton and Jarrow. It may be that it was simply due to peculiarities in the
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Table 29, Residence of Leaders living in Tyneside., (Percentage)

Local Area E,D, U.L., P.O0. FRO. 8S.0.L. D.0.L. Pol, Total Total
Leaders pop.

Newcastle oy 12,5 21,1 28,6 20..0 60,0 20,5 24..0 29,4
Tynemouth 11,1 - - 4.3 - - 9.0 1.3 7.6
Gateshead - - 10,5 9.5 - - 10,3 8.0 1.2
South Shields - 12,5 - 9.5 - 20.0 9.0 ) 1.9
Wallsend - - - 4,8 - - 6.4 4.0 5.4
Whitley Bay - - 211 - - - 9.0 7.3 4,0
Jarrow - - 5.3 9.5 - - 5.1 L7 3.1
Newburn - 12,5 - 4.8 - - 3.8 3.3 3.0
Longbenton - 12,5 5.3 - - - 3.8 3.3 5.0
Gosforth byl 37.5 26,1 9.5 70,0 20.0 9.0 19.3 2.9
Ryton - = 53 9.5 - - 3.8 4.0 1.5
Blaydon - - - - - - 2.6 1.3 3.5
Whickham - 12,5 5.3 = - - 1.3 2,0 2,7
Felling - - - - - - 2.6 1.3 3.9
Hebburn - - - - - - 1.3 0.7 2,7
Boldon - - - - 10,0 - 2,6 2,0 2,4
No, of Cases 9 8 19 21 10 5 78 150 921,826

Table 30, Deviation of Number of Leaders resident in Local Authority
Areas from Expected Number Based on Percentage of Total

Population,
Local Authority Area Percentage Deviation
Gosforth + 565,5
Ryton + 166,7
Whitley Bay + 82,5
Jaxrrow + 51,6
Newburn + 10.0
Tynemouth - 4,0
Boldon - 16,7
Newcastle : - 19,4
Wallsend - 25,9
Whickham = 25.9
Gateshead - 28,6
Longbenton - 4.0
South Shields - 38.7
Blaydon - 60,6
Felling - 66,7

Hebburn = ThoA
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sample e.g., both Ryton and Jarrow had 2 private officials resident in their

areas and, of course, the small number of cases involved,

We noticed earlier the comparatively high proportion of self-employed
individuals amongst the sample of leaders. There are, however, significant

variations between the different types of leaders, (Table 31)

Table 31, Employment Status of New Leadership Groupings (Percentage)
E.D. U.L. F.0, PR.O. S5.0.L. D.0.L. Pol,

Self-employed 36 - - 21 50 33 2
Not Self-employed 6l 100 100 67 21 67 38
No. of Cases 19 10 29 21 10 6 56

Quite a number of respondents did not answer this guestion, They
are probably people who are not employed (e.g. retired). Percentages
therefore total less than 100,

As we might expect the proportion of self-employed is greatest among social
leaders and economic dominants but there is also a significant group of
politiciang who are selfszemployed. What is probably most noticeable,
however, is the number of politicians who are not employed, most of whom

are retired,

The social class characteristics of the various types of leaders are

mich as expected. (Table 32).

Table 32, Objective Social Class of New Leadership Groupings (Percentage)
E.D. U.L. P.O0. PFR.O, S,0.L., D.,0.L. Pol,

Class 1 100 - L3 33 100 50 2L
Class 2 - 22 57 33 - 33 30
Class 3 (Non-manual) - 67 - 25 - - 21
Class 3 (Manual) - 11 - 9 - 17 21
Class 4 - - - - - - 3
Class 5 - - - - - - 1
No, of Cases 19 9 20 2y 14 6 90

N.B. There was qne reject amongst the union leaders.

Economic dominants and social leaders come exclusively from Class 1 and the

union leaders come lowest on the social ladder. e can also note the fact

that a majority of public officials fall into Class 2 and that politicians
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are the only group to be spread over all classes, although there is still
great under-representation at the lower levels, Uf course we should
remenber that the classificiation is according to occupation and so groups
like public officials tend to be allocated to one particular class,

The family background of the leaders is also much as expected, (Table 33).

Table 35, Objective Social Class of Fathers of New Leadership Yroupings

(Percentage)

E.D., U.,L. ¥ 0C. PR.C. 5.0.L. D.0.L. Pol.
Class 1 68 - 4 21 50 20 11
Class 2 16 10 46 8 21 20 14
Class 3 (Non-manual) - 30 8 1% 8 - 12
Class 3 (Manual) - 40 25 29 - 40 3l
Class & - - L N - - 1
Class 5 - 20 - 8 - - 5
DOQAEg%?@ﬁ or not 16 - 13 17 21 20 10
No. of Cages 19 10 30 2l 1 5 90

N.B. There was one reject amongst the decisional only leaders,

The social class of thie father tends to be lower than that of the respondent
which implies that many of the present-day leaders are upwardly mobile,

What is particularly intevesting is the background of the public officials
with nearly half of them having Class 2 fathers.  Although Class 2 is a
rather vague grouping, this seems to suggest that there is something like

a bureaucratic class with son following father into similar official positions,

In the case of the subjective class of the leaders we have already seen
that there is gquite a readiness for them to consider themselves as working
class, In fact union leaders and politicians are more likely to consider

themselves as working class than middle class. (Table 34).

Table 34, Sub jective Class of New Leadership “roupings. (Perdentage,)
L.b. U.L. P.0. PR.C. 8.0,L. D.,O,L, Pol,

Upper 26 - N 9 36 - 1
Middle 58 30 85 43 57 67 L,
Working 1 70 4 L3 7 33 53
Not Answered 5 - 1 5 - = 2
No. of Cases 19 10 27 2% 14 6 87

N.B. There were 3 rejects in public official grouping, one in private

official grouping, and 3 in politicians grouping,
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As we might expect social leaders are most likely to consider themselves as
upper class, together with economic dominants, The public officials are
again an interesting case and they are ocbviocusly the middle class group

'par excellance'.

The educational background of the leaders shows some marked
differences, (Table 35),

Table 35, Terminal Age of Fducation of New Leadership Groupings
(Percentage)

E.D., U.L. P.0. PFR.O0, 8.0.L., D.C.L. Pol.
11-14 - 70 - 29 (L 50 55
15 - - 3 8 - 17 3
16 5 10 13 17 21 - 11
17 16 - 7 - 29 - 3
18+ 79 20 71 46 36 33 28
No, of Cases 19 10 30 2l . 6 90

Union leaders and politicians are clearly less well educated. than the
other categories (or at least their period of schooling was shorter),
Economic dominants and public officials are also clearly the best educated
The type of education received is quite. clearly associated with the social
class of the leader. (Table 36).

Table 36, Type of Terminal Education of New Leadership Groupings

(Percentage)

B,D. U.L. P.0. PR.O, S.0.L. D.O.L. Pol.

Elementary - 60 - 20 8 50 L8
Secondary - 20 - 13 - 17 7
Grammar - - 21 25 37 - 17
Public 32 - 3 4 32 - 3
University 63 10 76 25 15 33 15
Other Higher 5 10 - 13 8 - 10
19 10 29 2y 13 6 30

N.B. There was one reject in both P.0., and S.0.L.

This is particularly noticeable in the percentage of economic dominantg and
social leaders who attended public school. Also of interest is the very
high percentage of public officials who had attended university. The figures

for social leaders are rather remarkable with the high percentage terminating

at grammar school or public school and the relatively low number of
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university products. This may, in fact, be due to some extent to the

number of women in the group.

The housing situation of the leaders is much as expected with the

politicians being nearest to the population as a whole. (Table 37)

Table 37,  Type of Dwelling of New Leadership Groupings. (Percentage)
EuDo UnLo Pooe PRoO° SnO.Lo DaOoIJo POl,

Owner Occupier 89 70 94 75 100 83 66
Hotel etc. - - - - - - 1
Council Rented - 20 - 13 - 17 2L
Private Rented 11 - 3 L - - 8
Other - 10 3 8 - - 1
No, of Cases 19 10 30 2l 1 6 90

When we look at the length of residence of the leaders (Table 38)
we find that the most noticeable features are the long residence of the
politicians, the fairly short residence of the public officials and the
remarkable mobility of the decisional only leaders (although in this case

the numbers are far too small to draw any significant conclusions).

Table 38, Length of Residence of New Leadership Groupings. (Percentage)
E.D, U.L. P.0. PR.O0. 8.0,L. D.0.L. Pol,

0-1 years 5 10 3 - - 50 3
1-5 © 26 30 28 21 28 33 19
5-10 22 10 38 33 22 - 18
Over 10 " L7 50 %1 L6 50 17 60
No, of Cases 19 10 29 2l 14 6 89

N.B. There was one reject in P.0, and one in Pol.

In terms of council membership the politicians are, of course, responsible
for the vast majority. (Table 39,) TPive individuals whose main clsim to
leadership lies outside the council chamber are local councillors but of these
only one site on a council within the Tyneside area, However, a number of
other leaders have had council experience, (Table 40). In fact at least

one member of every group has had some experience on local sgouncils,



Table %9, Loecal Council Memberships of New Leadership Groupings
%D, UL, P.0, PR.O0. 8.0.,L. D.0.L., Pol,

Durham - - - - - - 9
Northunberland - - - - - - 24
Gateshead - - - - - - 9
Newcastle - - - 1 - - 11
South Shields - - - - - - 6
Tynemouth - - - - - - 4
Jarrow - - - - - - 3
allsend - - - - - - 5
Whitley Bay - - - - - - 4
Blaydon - - - - - - 2
Bolden = = - - - - 1
Felling - - - - - - 2
Gosforth - - - - - - 3
Hebburn - - - - - - 1
Longbenton - - - - - - 2
Newburn - - = - - - 3
Ryton - - - - - - 2
Whickham - - - - - - 1
Other 2 1 1 - 1 - 7
Total 1 1 1 1 1 0 99

N,B, There sre some dual council memberships
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Former Council Iiembershivs of Hew Leadershis Sroupings

Durham
Northunherleand
Gateshead
Newcastle
South Shields
Tynemouth
Jarrow
Jallsend
Whitley Bay
Blaydon
Bolden
Felling
Gosforth
Hebburn
Longbenton
Newburn
Eyton
Whickham
Other

Total

B.

D.

U.

L,

.G, PR.O,

3

0. L,

1

-

Y. 0.1,

1

-

Pol,

oW

The organisational

Table 41,

memberships of the
number of difficulties., (Table 41),

lesders

appears

to present a

Public Affairs Organisational Memberships of New Leadership

Political Party
Trade Union

Rent or Ratepayer
Association

Trade or Professional
Association

Parent Teacher Assoc,
Religious

Other

HNone

No., of Cases

Groupings. (Percentage)

E.D. U.L. P.0, PR.O. 8.0.L. D.0.L. Pol,
5 60 - 28 28 50 77
- 80 1% 8 - 17 29
- - - - 7 - k
79 10 50 29 14 17 12
- - - - - 17
- 10 3 8 7 17
26 40 3 12 36 17 2
16 10 37 25 36 17 11
19 10 30 p 2 6 90

47,

N.B. The total percentage for each grouping may be more than 100 because

of multiple answers.



148,

Thus, for example, there appears to be a union leader who is not a member of
a trade union., This is also certainly a question of faulty questionnaire
completion. Another rather surprising finding is that only 77% of the
politicians claim to be members of a political party. It is probably the
case that the other 23% are Independent, Progressi&e, Moderate, or Rent and
Ratepayer local councillors. As we would expect no public officlal claimed
to be a member of a political party and this is probably the reason why
public officials have the highest proportion of respondents without any

public affairs organisation membership.

Political party membership amongst economic aominants and union leaders
is also rather unexpected. Only one economic dominant is a member of a
political party while four union leaders claim not to be. However, as we
shall see the traditiocnal alliance between business and the Conservatives

and the unions and Labour is re-asserted in leaders' voting patterns,

If we look at the actual number of organisations to which leaders
claim to be affiliated, we find that over half belong to one or two. (Table
42),

Table 42, Number of Organisational Memberships of New Leadership Groupings

No, of Organisational

Nemberships No, of Leaders Percentage of Leaders
0 7 4
1 -2 102 53
3 -4 63 32
Over 4 21 11
No. of Cases 193

Some of the leaders who claimed an organisational membership greater than 4
were actually members of many more, Thus one respondent claimed membership
of the Labour Farty, the Fabian Society, the United Nations Association,

the Workers Educational Association, the Town and Country Planning Association
the National Trust, the Ramblers Association, the Civic Trust, and the
Clerical and Administrative Workers Association, and said this was only a

selection,

When we look at office holding in organisations we find a clear preference
for public affairs organisations., (Table 43). In fact only social leaders

appear to be more involved in non-public affairs organisations than in public

affairs organisations, although economic dominants approach that situation.



149,

Table 43, Organisational Office Holding of New Leadership Groupings.
B, D, U,L. P.0., PR.C0, S.0,L, D.0 L. Pol,

Office Holding in
organisations active 63 90 37 75 50 83 57
in public affairs

Office holding in
other organisations

63 10 27 33 57 0 40

Thits role of the social leader is even more visible if we look at the

nonspublic affairs organisational memberships of the different groups. (Table Ll

Table 44, Non-Public Affairs Organisational Memberships of New Leadership

Groupings.

E.D. U.L. P.0, PR.O. 8.0.L. D.0.L. Pol,
Charity - 10 3 17 28 - 14
Rotary 5 - 10 8 1l 17
Cultural 11 20 13 8 36 - 9
Sport, Recreational - - 7 - 36 - 22
Social 16 - 10 4 28 - 34
Trade, Frofessional 58 - 27 21 36 17 7
Religious - 10 - - 7 - 8
Other 11 10 1 17 = 3% 2.
No, of Cases 19 10 30 24 14 6 87

N.B. There were 3 rejects in Pol.

In virtually every category of organisation the percentage menbership is

greatest among the social leaders.

On the question of preference for dealing with the Government centrally
or regicnally, all groups appear to prefer dealing with the regional offices.
(Table 45),

Table

E.D. U.L. P.C. Pr.0, 3.,0.L. D.O.L. Pol

Regional Office 37 70 37 61 64 50 46
Whitehall 37 10 30 17 1 17 3l
Don't Know 26 20 33 22 22 33 20
No, of Cases 19 10 30 23 1 6 90

N.B. There was one reject in FR.O,

It is perhaps significant, however, that quite a number of economic dominants,

public officials, and politicians seem to suggest that they know their way
around Whitehall,
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Turning now to the voting patterns of the leaders we find the results
much as we might expect. (Table 46),

Table 46, Voting at Last General Election of New Leadership Groupings
E.D, U, L. P.O. PR.O0. S.0,L. D.0.L. Pol,

Labour 5 100 17 47 7 66 58
Conservative 58 - 20 33 79 = 37
Liberal 5 - - 4 - 17 1
Other - - - - - - -
None 11 - 17 8 - 17 -
N.A. 21 - 46 8 14 - L
No, of Uases 19 10 30 2l 1 6 90

The relationghip between the leadership grouping and voting behaviour is quite
striking in the cases of union leaders, social leaders, and economic
dominants, We could also have expected the reluctance of public officials

to declare themselves, There also appears to be great stability in voting
patterns amongst the leaders, (Table 47).

Table 47, Intended votink

at next General Election of New Leadership Sroupings
E,D. U.,L. P,0. PR.C. 8.0.L. D.OL. Pol.

Labour 5 100 14 43 7 66 58
Conservative 6l - 20 33 79 177 35
Liberai 5 - 3 4 - - 2
Uther - - - - - - -
None - - 10 8 - 17 1
Don't Know 5 - 7 4 - - -
N.A, 21 = Lb 8 14 - 4
No, of Cases 19 10 30 2 U 6 90

There are very few cases of potential changes in allegiance and what there

are tend not to be between the two major parties,

The voting patterns of the various groups are maintained at local level,
although not tothe same extent. (Table 48). #hat is perhaps most interesting
is the &ifferential turnout of the various types—of leaders. As we might
expect the politicians claim the highest turnout rate, but rather surprising
perhaps;, the economic dominants claim the lowest. However, the claimed
turnout of the economic dominants is still above the actual turnout in

local elections,




Table 48, Voting at Last Local Elections of New Leadership Groupings.
E.D. U.L. PO, PR.O. 8,0,L., D.,0,L. Pol,

Labour - 90 10 38 7 66 56
Conservative 26 - 20 17 57 - 22
Liberal - - - - - 17 =
Independent 5 - - 8 7 - 7
Progressive 5 - - 8 - - 1
Rent & Ratepayer - - - 4 - - 3
Cther - - - - - - -
None 48 10 2l 21 22 17 8
N.A. 16 =46 L 1 SN I
No, of Cases 19 10 30 24 14 6 90

The information in this chapter would seem to suggest that talk of a
cohesive leadership group on Tyneside is misleading. Although in some
ways the different leading groupings may be similar, e.g. in their high
class position or their relatively high membership of organisations, the
general impression is of variety. This is a topic that will be considered

again at é later stage,
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CHAPT®R SIXTEEN

REPUTATIONAL LEADERS AMD LONDON INFLUENTIALS

e

While recognising that the reputational method by itself is not
sufficient in uncovering the leadership structure of a cosumunity, it was
nevertheless thought to be a useful supplement to the study of particular
issues, By means of the questionnaire survey it was in fact possible to
differentiate between three different kinds of leaders, viz. decisional
reputationals, general reputationals, and London influentials, The names
of decisional reputations were generated by asking respondents to nominate
people who they thought had been important in each of the issues under
consideration, General reputationals arose out of answers to the question
about who should be involved in any overall Tyneside project. Finally
London influentials were those who were considered to have most influence

with the Government and Whitehall.

The decisional reputations will be examined later in the context of
the separate issues., For the moment, therefore, it is proposed to combine
them with the general reputationals to form a new category of reputational

leaders and to compere these with the London influentials,

It was decided that an individual should be congidered a reputational
leader if he was nominated as influential four or more times on either a
particular issue or on a general Tyneside project. Altbgether 47 people
were nominated as being general reputational leaders but of these only 9
received 4 or more nominations. Of these §, 5 received 4 or more nominations
on particulsr issues and so were included twice over, Un the basis of
noninations on issues 21mre names were added to the list of reputational
leaders. There was thus a total of 30 reputational leaders and of these

17 ‘returned cémpleted questionnaires.

On the question of London influentials 16 individuals received 4 or more
nominations and of these 7 returned completed questionnaires, In the
analysis which follows therefore it is necessary to bear in mind that we

are dealing with a very small number of cases.,

One other problem of methodology should also be mentioned, The decision
to use 4 as the cut off point was purely arbitrary. It was felt, however,
that a higher number would have left a very small group which almost
certainly would not have included some individuals who were important, while
any lower number would run the yisk of including individuals whose importance

would be exaggerated.
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Before looking in detail at some of the characteristics of the
surveyed reputational leaders and London influentials it may be as well
to look at which individuals were actually included in the various
categories, The 9 people nominated as general reputationals were Smith,
Grey, Hunter, Short, Viscount Ridley, Newman, Cunningham, Abrahart and
Elliott. Of these Smith, Grey, Hunter, Newman and Cunningham also

received 4 or more nominations in at least one of the issue areas.,

The 16 individuals nominated as London influentials were Smith, Grey,
Hunter, Short, Viscount Ridley, Cunningham, Abrahart, Elliott, Rhodes,
McGarvey, Duke of Northunberland, Harris, Ward, Garrett, Forster, and Brown,
Of these Smith, Grey, Hunter, Cunningham, McGarvey and Harris received 4
or more nominations in at least one of the issue areas. The complete

picture is summarised in Table 49.

It may also be useful to examine the total number of nominations
received by various individuals, This total is built up from nominations
received on the 7 issues, on the genersl Tyneside project, and on London

influence, Leaders can then be ranked as in Table 50,

A number of points must be made about these figures. Not 2ll the
individuals named can be considered as Tyneside leaders but their names have
been included because they were considered important in a perticular issue,
For example in a number of issues the name of the appropriate Minister was
sometimes given and this accounts for people like Crossman, Greenwood,
Castle and Jenkins, There were also cases where an individual was
responsible for helping to create a situation in the country as a whole

within which the particular issue on Tyneside was set, e,g. Geddes, Rochdale,

The figures do not show whether a particular individual was involved in
one issue or more than one, To take an example, Crawshaw and Trotter both
received 10 nominations for involvement in an issue, but Crawshaw's were

gl
spread over a number of issues while all irotter's were for one issue,

What the figures do show quite clearly is the overwhelming importance
of Smith, Only Hunter approaches his total of nominations but this is
largely because of Hunter's overwhelming position in one issue for which he

received 71 nominations,



Table 49,

Summary of Influential Nominations

Name

Smith
Crossman
Newman
Harris
Crawshaw
Grey
Greenwood
Mackley
Butterfield
Egner
Collins
Cunningham
Russell
Denyer
Hunter
Ibison
McGarvey
Geddes
Dawson D,
Garrow
Burrell
Rochdale
Harding
Jenkins
Barnett
Petty
Muir
Cagtle
Trotter
Short
Rhodes
Ridley
Northumberland
Ward
Garrett
Abrahart
Forster
Elliott

Brown

Nominated as
Decisional
Reputational

X

PAMPE B4 B4 b4 B B o Bd B P OPd B4 Bd B P4 P B PE P4 Pd B P4 PB4 PSP P

Nominated as
General
Reputational

X

Nominated as
London
Influential

X
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Table 50. Total Number of Influence Nominations.

Rank  Name No, of Issue No. of General No.of London Total No, of
Nominations Project Nominations  Nominations
Nominations

1 Smith 58 38 80 176
2 Hunter 72 9 2l 105
3 Cunningham L5 6 18 69
4 Dawson D, 25 0 2 27
5 Grey 8 13 5 26
6 Short 5 18 24
7 Ridley 5 8 10 23
8 Castle 21 0 0 21
9 Collins 14 2 0 16
10 Newman 9 A 1 U
McGarvey 6 1 7 1

12 Russell 12 0 1 13
13 Harris 5 2 5 12
Trotter 10 1 1 12
Abrahart 4 L 4 12

16 Crawshaw 10 0 0 10
17 Crossman 9 0 0 9
Garrow 7 0 2 9
Burrell 9 6] 0 9
Rhodes 1 3 5 9

21 Ibison 8 0 0 8
Elliott 0 L L 8

23  Mackley 7 0 0 7
Egner 7 0 0 1
Rochdale 7 0] 0 7
Jenkins 7 0 0 7
Northumberland 0 0 7 7
Forster 0] 3 L 7
Brown 1 2 4L 7

30 Butterfield 5 0 1 6
Denyer 6 0 0 6

Ward 0 1 5 6

33 Harding 9 0 0 5
Barnett 5 0 0 5
Petty 5 0 0 5
Garrett 0 1 4 5

37 Greerwood 4 0 0 4
Geddes L 0 0 4

Muir L 0 0 L
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By using the various categories of reputational leader 1t is possible
to suggest a typology for local leadership. This would include 7 types:
decigional only ieader, London influential only, general project reputational
only, London influential and general project reputational, decisional and
London influential, decisional and general project reputational, and a
conbination of all three groups, We could perhaps call these types of
leaders the decision-makers, the London influentials, the local motivators,
the general motivators, the specific influentials, the specific motivators,
and the generals, We can then allocate the individual leaders to these

categories, (Table 51),

Table 5i. Allocation of Leaders according to Influential Type.

Decision= London Local General
Makers Influentials Motivators Motivators
Dawson D Rhodes - Short
Castle Northumberland Elliott
Collins Forster
Russell Brown
Trotter Ward
Crawshaw Garrett
Crossman
Garrow
Burrell
Ibison
Mackley
Egner
Rochdale
Jenkins
Butterfield
Denyer
Harding
Barnett
Petty
Greenwood
Geddes
Specific Specific Generals
Influentials  Motivators
McGarvey Newman Smith
Harris Hunter
Cunniingham
Grey
Ridley

Abrahart
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This allocation is based on the regquirement of receiving 4 nominations in
the various categories, e.g. Harris received more than 4 nominations in both
issues and London influence and so is allocated to the specific influential

type.

A nunber of interesting features are revealed by tiiis typology allocation.
Of the 6 generals, 5 are or have been leaders of important local councils,

while the other is probably the most important industrialist in the area,

Of the 6 local iP's amongst the total of leaders, 4 are London
influentials and 2 are general motivators. In other words none of them
were considered important in any of the decisions under consideration. This
clearly shows that despite the protestations of many MP's their importance
is as a channel of communications to the national level rather than in

participating in the local declsion-meking Drocess.

The absence of any local motivators suggests that it is virtually
impossible to be considered as being important for the success of a local
project unless the individual concerned has proved himself important on a
particular local issue or has a reputation for having influence in London.

On reflection this is what we might expect.

So far we have been concerned with nominations for leadership from the
whole sample of 193 leaders. It may be of interest to examine for a moment
the nominations for leadership from the top leaders we have been considering
above, Altogether 19 ton leaders completed questionnaires and of these 13
were prepared to nominate people or institutions as being either important

for a Tyneside project or as having influence in London.
in the case of project influentials only 6 individusls received
nominations from other top leaders. The figures re-emphasise the importance

of Smith, (Table 52)

Table 52, Project Influential Nominationg from Cther Top Leaders.

Name No. of Nominations from Top Leaders
Smith 4
Grey 1
Hunter i
Short 1
Ridley 1
Cunningham 1
Chetwynd 1
Harper 1

Dawson 7, 1
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Table 5L, Original Groupings of Reputational Leaders and London Influentials.

Reputational Leaders London Influentials
Decisional 4 -
Social - -
Institutional - 1
S.I1, - -
5.D. € -
I.D. 35 57
3.I1.D. 18 . 29
No. of Cases 17 7

One possible explanation for this may be that reputational leaders owe their
position to some extent to the fact that their names appesr in the mass media,

while London influentials are those people who occupy certain off'ices.

Une frequent source of interest to students of local government is the
relationship between 'locals' and ‘comers-in', It is rather interesting,
therefore, to ook at the reputational leaders and the London influentials in
terms of their birthplace, (Table 55),

Table 55, Birthplace of Heputational Leaders and London Influentials.

Reputational Leaders Londen Influentials
Project Area Iy 29
Elsewhere in Northumberland 18 14
Elsewhere in Co, Durham - -
Elsewhere in Britain L1 57
Abroad - -
No, of Cages 17 1

Although the evidence is by no means clearcut there appears to be a tendency
for reputational leaders to be locally born while London influentials are
more likely to be ‘comers-in'. Part of the explanation for this is likely
to be the fact that some of the MPs amongst the london influentials came

into the areas seeking a parliamentary seat,

More significantly, one of the prime reasons for inclusiocn as a
reputational leader or London influential seems to be membership of a
local council, Out of the 17 reputational leaders 13 were local councillors -
4 from Newcastle, 4 from Northumberland, 2 from South Shields, and one each
from Gateshead, Tynemouth, and a council outside Tyneside, Of the 7 London

influentials 4 were local councillors - 2 from Newczstle, and one each from
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Northumberland and a council outside Tyneside,

One final'point of interest is in the political background of the
reputational leaders and London influentials,  Particularly noticeable is

the low percentage of Conservatives, (Table 56).

Table 56, Voting Behaviour at Last General “lection of Reputational
Leaders and London Influentials,

Reputational Leaders Liondon Influentials
Labour 59 72
Conservative /N 14
Liberal - -
Cther - -
None - =
N.A. 17 14
No, of Cases 17 i

It is significant that London influentials are more Labour inclined than
the reputational leaders and this suggests that one of the main factors
affecting reputations for influence is the political complexion of the
national government. At the time of the survey a Labowr government was in

power and hence additional importance was attached to local Labour M¥Ps and

local Labour Party leaders generally.

So far we have been concerned with the reputational leaders and London
influentials chiefly as individuals. It might be useful to examine the
nominations for both support for a Tyneside project and for London influence
including this time both personal and non-personal nominations, As has been
mentioned earlier some respondents when asked to make nominations gave
institutions as well as or instead of individuals, In regard to the
proposed Tyneside project the actual distribution of nominations was as shown
in Table 57, We can in fact re-tasbulate the personal nominations according
to the institution to which the individual hominated principally belongs.

We then obtain the figures shown in Table 58. This clearly brings out
the importance attached to local councils, local councillors, and local

officials,

Turrdng now to the purely institutional nominations we find this

emphasis on local authorities agein (Table 59).




Table 57, Nominations for Project Influentials

No. Percentage

Respondent gave name or names only 21 11
Respondent gave both personal and

non-personal nominations 25 13
Respondent gave non-personal

nominations only 88 L6
Respondent said it depends on

the project 28 14
Other answer 8 4
No answer 235 e
No. of Cases. 193 100

Table 58, Personal Nominations for Project Influence re-tabulated
according to group to which individual nominated
principally belongs

No. Percentage
Government, etc. ) 2
Local authorities, councillors 45 30
Local officids, regional civil servants 45 30
MPs, political parties, ete, 19 12
Industry 25 16
Trade unions 6 N
Miscellaneous 9 6
No. of Cases 152 100

Table 59, Non-personal Nominations for Project Influence,

No, Percentage
Local authorities, councillors 73 27
Local officials, regional civil servants 65 2l
MPs, political parties, etc, 40 15
Industry L1 15
Trade unions 25 9
Miscellaneous 2l 9.
No. of Cases 268 100

Easily the most popular single nomination was local authorities with 57
followed by the regional economic planning council or board with 39,
industry with 25, and the trade unions with 24. %he actual list of

nominations is shown in Table 60,



Table 60, Actual Non-personal Nominations for Project Influence

Category No. of Nominations
Local authorities | 57
Local councillors 3
Durham C.C, 5
Northumberland C.C, 5
Newcastle ¢,B.C. 2
Local planning officers 6
Local government officers 4
Mayor of Newcastle 1
Political parties 6
Dominant political party 11
Local Labour party leaders 2
Labour Party 1
Principal ratepayers 1
The people 5
Local government electors 1
Tyneside Labour MPs L
MPs 14
Prime Minister 1
Chancellor of Excheguer 1
People who control finance 2
Gnomes of Zurich 1
C.B.I. 1
Industry and industrislists 25
Chamber of Commerce ‘
Employers 7
Employees 1
Trade Unions 24
North East Development Council 21
Northern “conomic Flanning Board 18
Government departments 15
Minister for North East 1
Press 7
The 'Journal’ 1
Televigion 2
Universities 1
Miners 1
Churches 2
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If we combine the personal and non-personal nominations we obtain the

results seen in Table 61,

Table 61, Combined Personal and Non-personal Nominations for Project

Influence
No, Percentage

Government, etc. 3 1
Local authorities, councillors 118 28
Local officials, rdgional civil

servants etc. 110 26
MPg, political parties 59 14
Industry 66 16
Trade unions 3 7
liigcellaneous 33 o}
No, of Cases, 420 100

@learly then in any Tyneside project the support of the local authorities is

congidered to be of the greatest importance.

It is possible, of course, that because of the large number of local
councillors in the leadership sample there is an undue bias attached to
these figures, However if we look at the institutional base of the nominator
as well as the nominee we find that 21l groups except industry give priority
to local authorities, and even in the case of industry first place is given
to local officials. (Table 62).

Table 62, Nominations for Project Influence by Institutional Group of
Nominator (Fercentages)

Govt, Council Offic. Polit., Ind, Unions Misc,

Government 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Council 7 29 23 15 11 6
Official 9 31 2 7 17 9 2
Political 13 20 17 20 17 13 0
Industry 10 19 26 3 23 1% 6
Union 0 25 8 17 25 17 8
Miscellaneous L 28 14 10 22 10 12
No. of Cases 23 8L, 63 59 21 33 19

It is also interesting that in every case with the obvious exception of the
Government , the nominations for the nominator's own group are greater than

average.,
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A retabulation of the noninations of individuals with London influence
according to the institution with which they are most closely connected gives

great importance to local officials. (Table 63).

Table 63, Personal Nominations for London Influence re-tabulated according
to the Group to which the individual nominated principally

belongs
No. Percerntage

Government 1 =
Local authorities, councillors L9 18
Local officials, regional civil

servants 107 LO
MPs, political parties, etc. 50 18
Industry 35 13
Trade Unions 11 4
liiscellaneous 18 1
No. of Cases. 271 100

However, this is largely due to the large number (80) of nominations given
to Smith. If we look at non-personal nominations we find, in fact, that

MPs and political parties replace local officials as most important. (Table 64)

Table 6l Non-personal Nominations for london Influence,

No, Fercentage

Local authorities, councillors 23 14
Local officials, regional civil

servants {2 25
MPg, political parties, etc 53 31
Industry 22 13
Trade Unions 19 11
iliscellaneous 10 6
No. of Cases. 169 100

Examining the actual nominations we can see that local MPs were the most
popular single nominations, followed by the regional economic planning council
or board, trade unionists and indstrialists. (Table 65) Coubining the
personal and non-personal figures we get the results shown in Table 66,
Compared to the nominations for project influentials there is a larger role

for local officials and MPs and a smaller role for local councillors.




Table 65,

Actual Non-personal Nominations for London Influence.

Category

Local authorities

Local councillors

County councils

Newcastle C.B.C.

Logal government officers
Regional civil servants

Local Board of lrade officials
Regional officer, Ministry of Housing
Education officials

Minister for North &ast

Local #Ps

Local Labour MPs

Local Labour parties

Governing party politicians
House of Lords

The Lords Spiritual

The Establishment

North East Development Council
Northern Economic Planning Board
Industry

C.B.I.

Trade Unions

T7.U.C. Regional Advisory Co,
Chamber of Commerce

Shipbuilders

Vice-Chancellors of Universities
Editors

JPs

liners

The general public

Those who shout loudest
Northern regional council of Labour Farty
Tynemouth

Chairmen of local authorities

No. of Hominations

14
1

- \n

N W~

S =

Y G C A S A T \\

14
11
16

17

RN = N
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Table 606, Combined Persons) and Non-personal Nominstions for London Influence

Mo, Percentage

Govermment 1 X
Local Authorities, councillors 72 16
Local officials, regional civil

sefvants, etc. 149 2l
IPs, political parties 103 75
Industry 57 1%
Trade Unicns Z0 7
liscellaneous 28 65
lo, of Cases. 140 100

Again if we look at the institutional b=zclkground of tie nominatore

we find that all groups without exception give priority to local officials
(Table 67).

Table 67. Nominations for London Influence by Institutional Group of
Nominator., __ (Percentages)

Govt, Council Offic. Polit, Ind. Unions Misc,

Government 0 0] 0 0 0 0 0
Council 1 22 32 25 8 9 N
Official 6 11 Lz 17 11 6 8
Political 0 16 28 28 12 8 8
Industry N 0 31 2l 2l 10 7
Union 1, 15 23 15 15 23 L
iiscellaneous 2 10 28 21 19 6 1%
No. of Cases 1 L7 9l 69 38 28 19

But also in every case with the exception of the Government, the nominations

for the respondent's own group are greater than average.
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CHAPTER __SEVENTEEN

THE ISSUES AID THE LEADERS

Having locked at the characteristics of the various kinds of leaders,
we can 1now proceed to an examination of the involvement of these leaders

in the wvarious issues under consideration and their attitudes to them.

To begin with we can look at the claims made by all leaders for

involvement in the various issues, {(Table 68),

Table 68, Total Claims for Involvement in Issues

Issue No, Percentage
Local Government Re-organisation 126 65
Tyne Tunnel L4 29
Airport 5L .28
Port of Tyne 41 21
Police Re-organisation L6 2l
Shipbuilding o5 13
Passenger Transport Authority 60 31
None 40 21

As expected, all the decisional only leaders claimed involvement in at least

one issue, as did most politicians and public officials. (Table 69).

Table 69. Claims for Involvement in Issues of Leadership Categories
(Percentages)

EuDo UeLo P.O. ;PR.O. S.G.L' DeoeLc POlo Repe LQIA

Local Government 114 40 77 Sl 24 83 8k 9% 100
Tunnel 11 20 27 12 7 17 27 29 28
Airport 26 10 37 17 14 33 32 53 71
Port of Tyne 11 20 23 17 - 67 2h 47 57
Police 11 - 23 12 - 17 36 71 7
Shipbuilding 31 20 3 17 14 - 12 18 57
Passenger Transport 5 40 40 33 - 17 37 59 I
None 31 40 10 38 ol - P - -

No, of Cases 19 10 30

n
=
o
O
(@)

14 17 Z

]

Rep.
LoIo

Reputational leader

London influential

i}
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The other categories, especially the social leaders, had quite a high

proportion of non-involved menbers,

Local government re-organisation was easily the issue in which most
people claimed involvement, with the primary roles being played by politicians,
decisional only leaders and public officials. These categories also claimed
the greatest involvement in the Tyne Tunnel, the airport, the port of Tyne,
and the police re-organisation., On the shipbuilding issue the economic
dominants and the union leaders were predominant as we would expect, while
passenger transport attracted involvement pretty much across the board.
Al]l reputational leaders and London influentials claimed involvenent in at
least one issue, and many in several. The London influentials appeared to
be more involved than the reputational leaders, espscially in shipbuilding and

the airport.
Local government re-organisation was not only the issue in which most
leaders claimed involvement but it was also usually regarded as being the

most important., (Table 70).

Table 70, Leaders Conception of the Importance of the Issues.

Issue : No, Percentage
Local Government 116 60
Tunnel 14 7
Airport 16

Port of Tyne L5

Police 1 X
Shipbuilding 27 14
Passenger Transport 0 0
Don't Know 25 13

x = less than 1%

The ohly categories who deviated from this norm were the economic dominants
and the social leaders who favoured either the airport or the shipbuilding
re-organisation. (Table 71).  The Tyne Tunnel was the only other issue
to secure some support from all categories of leader. The reputational
leaders and London influentials had gquite a high proportion of members
unprepared to chose the most important issue, but those that did usually

chose local government re-organisation or the tunnel.
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Table 71. Importance of Issue according to various Leadership Categories.
(Percentages)

. D. U.L. P.0. PR.O0., 8.0.L., D.0.L., Pol, Rep, L.I,

Local Government 26 70 87 58 21 100 61 53 71
Tyne Tunnel 11 20 27 12 7 17 27 29 28
Airport 31 - 3 b4 L3 - L - -
Port of Tyne 5 - 3 - 7 - 2 I -
Police - - - - - - 1 - -
Shipbuilding 31 20 7 21 21 - 12 4 14
Pagsenger Transport - - - - - - - - -
Don't Know 39 10 10 8 yi - 15 29 28
No. of Cases 19 10 30 2 1l 6 90 17 7

. One factor which might be expected to have some influence on whether an
individual is involved in an issue or not is organisstional membership., The

evidence seems to bear out this expectation., (Table 72)

Table 72,  Involvement in Issue by Orpanisational Membership (Percentage)

Political Trade R.& R, Trade/ P.T.A, Rel, Oth. None
Party Union Assoc. Prof,

Org.
Local Government 86 8% 75 58 67 60 63 38
Tunnel 22 2l 25 23 67 30 17 22
Airport 32 22 50 40 67 40 27 22
Fort of Tyne 22 32 - 25 67 30 2l 22
Police ' 26 2l 25 17 - 30 27 32
Shipbuilding 9 20 - 15 - - 20 14
Passenger Transport 36 49 25 25 33 50 29 11
None 11 10 50 15 3% 30 24 38
No. of Cases 91- % b 52 3 10 41 37

There was one reject in R.& R, Assoc,

In most cases the percentage of non-organisad leaders involved in issues is
legs than the percentage of organised leaders, expecially in regard to local
government re-organisation and passenger transport. Furthermore, of the
leaders not claiming organisational membership, the largest group were not
involved in any issue. For all organisational memberships local government
re-organisation was still the issue which secured the greatest claimed

involvement,

It may be interesting to look at the total claimed involvement of the

various categories of leaders. (Table 73).




171,

Table 73, Total Claimed Involvement in Issues by Organisational Membership

(Percentages)
Total number Nunber of Average numher of
of active Individuals Involvementsper head
involvements Concerned
Political Party 212 91 2.3
Trade Union 104 L1 2.5
R. & R. Assoc 8 L 2.0
Trade & Professional
Crganisation 106 52 2.0
Farent -Teachers 9 3 3.0
Religious 2k 10 2ob
Other 85 41 2.1
None 59 37 1.6

If we ignore members of Hent and Ratepayer associations and Parent-Teacher
associations because of the small numbers involved, we find that trade unionists
appear to have the greatest spread of involvements, followed by membersof
religious groups and political party meubers. As expected, at the bottom

of the list we find those leaders with no organisational membership.

We can also look at the relative involvement in issues of top leaders

and other leaders. (Table 74).

Table 74, Relative Involvement in Issues of Top Leaders and Other Leaders,

_(Percentages)
No, of Issues in Top Leaders Other Leaders
which involved
0 0 22
1 5 27
2 16 2
3 21 10
& 26 7
5 21 6
6 5 3
7 5 X
No. of Cases 19 ATk

Mean number of issues top leaders involved in = 3.8

Mean number of issues other leaders involved in = 1.8

&
This clearly shows a much greater degree of involvement on the part of the top
1eaders but this is partly to be expected because reputed involvement in

issues is one of the eriteria for selection as a top leader. However, the

difference in the mean number of issue involvements is statistically significant
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A factor which may affect a person's Jjudgment of the importance of an
issue is whether he was adtually personally involved in that issue or not,
Presumably in some cases involvement arises simply because of the importance

attached to a particular issue. The figures seem to bear this out, (Table 75)

Table 75, Most Tmportant Issue by Involvement in Issues, (Percentaggl

Most important Local Tunnel Airport P.0.T. Pol. Ship. P.T. D.K.
issue Govt,

Involvement in

Issue
Local Government 76 57 31 20 100 63 -x 52
Tunnel 17 36 25 40 - 30 - 2
Airport 29 29 31 20 100 15 - 28
Port of Tyne N iR 13 20 - 15 - 2
Police 23 29 19 20 100 19 - 32
8hipbuilding 9 7 6 20 - 37 - 12
Passenger transport 36 29 25 20 - 26 - 28
- None 16 36 31 20 - 22 - 32
No, of Cases 116 14 16 5 1 27 0 25

N.B. The one person who thought that the police re-organisation was
the most lmportant issue was also involved in local government and the

airport, That is what column Pol. means.

In nearly every case the percentage of people nominating an issue as
important and being involved in that issue is above average. The only

major exception is the passenger transport issue which nobody regarded as

being most important.

Because of the particular character of some of the issues, we would
expect that there would be dif ferential involvement of local councillors
from different local authorities, The figures for each individual local
authority are really too small to be meaningful but we can combine them
according to the type of local authority, (Table 76) This bears out
something of what we already know about the issues. For example local
government re-organisation affected all types of local council menbers, the
tunnel wasg primarily a county council responsibility and the port mostly the
concern of the county boroughs, Overall it would seem that county borough
councillors were most involved in the issues and the urban district

councillors the least,
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Table 76, Involvement in Issues by Type of Present Council Membership

{Percentage)
County County Iunicipal Urban Others
Borough Borough District
Local Government 89 87 92 82 64
Tunnel 57 6 L2 24 27
Airport 36 39 17 12 55
Fort of Tyne 11 L5 25 12 18
Police L3 55 17 - 55
Shipbuilding 11 3 17 - -
Passenger l‘ransport L3 52 25 29 45
None 14 6 8 18 18
No, of Cases 28 31 12 17 11

So far we have been concerned with an individual's own claims for
involverent in issues. Now we must move on to ook at nowinations for
involvement received from other leaders., It would seem appropriate to
examine these issue by issue, but first a number of general points can be

raised,

When we looked at nominations for London influence and for involvenent
in a general Tyneside project, we found they could be either personal or
non-personal, A similar Teature is found in nominations for involvement
in particular issues and so we will have a look at personal nominations,
non-personal nominations and combined nominations in each case, The
combined nominations involve allocating nominated individuals to a group

with which they are most closely associated.

The difficulty that we face is that a large percentage of respondents

were not prepared to make any nominations on most of the issues., (Table 77)

Table 77, Nominations for Involvement in Issues, (Percentages)

Respondents Respondents  Respondents Respondents

giving name giving both giving non- giving no

or names only personal and personal only answer

non=personal

Local Government 2% 6 38 33
Tunnel 9 6 35 49
Airport 17 7 33 L3
Port of Tyne 10 3 bX 56
Police 12 3 38 47
Shipbuilding 34 b 18 L3
Passenger Transport 11 6 22 21
Overall percentages 17 5 32 L6

No. of Cases 226 67 L3 62h
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However, when nominations were made they were more likely to be non-personal
than personal, the only exception being shipbuilding. Uf course when
hominations were made, there were often more than one, The relative
importance of personal and non~-perscnal nominations changes somewhat because

of this. (Tsble 76)

Table 78,  Personal and Non-personal Reputed Involvement in Issues,

Pergonal Non-personal
No., Percentage No, Percentage

Local Government 126 51 120 49
Tunnel 51 26 146 74
Airport 85 INR 108 56
Port of Yyne 46 33 9% 67
Police 60 35 112 65
Shipbuilding 97 61 62 39
Passenger Transport L 29 109 pAl
Total 509 40 91 60

However, although local government re-organisation now joins shipbuilding
in having more personal than non-personal nominations, the balance is still

substantially in favour of the non-personal nominations,

Local Government Re-organisstion.

Looking at the personal nominations of individuals involved in local
government re-organisation, we find that 4l respondents made a total of
126 nominations covering 40 different individuals. Cne individual had a clear
lead in nominations with a total of 34 and this was Smith. His nearest
challenger was Crossman with 8 who was followed by Newman with 6, Harris and
Grey with 5 each, and Crawshaw, Greenwood, Mackley, Butterfield, Egner and
Collins all with 4. Altogether therefore, we had one individual with 34
nominations, one with 8, one with 6, 2 with 5, 6 #With 4, 4 with 3, 6 with 2,
and 19 with 1,

If we tabulate these nominations according to the group to which the

individual nominated principally belongs a clear pattern emerges. (Table 79).



175.

Table 79. Reputed Involvement in Local Government Re-organisation by
Personal Categories

Group No. Percentage
Government 12 10
Local authorities, councillors, etc, &7 37
Local officiads, etc, 51 40
MPs, political parties, etc, 6 5
Industry, etc. 0 0
Trade Unions 0 O
Miscellaneous 10 8

No, of Cases 126

There is a clear predominance of representatives from local government,
both elected and official, We should remember, however, that the figure
for local officials is largely a result of nominations for Smith who was

chairman of the regional economic planning board at the time.

Nominations for reputed involvement by non-personal categories reveal
a rather different picture, (Table 80)

Table 80. Reputed Involvement in Local Government Re-organisation by
Non-persconal Categories

No. of Nominations Percentage

Government 29 2
Local authorities, councillors, etc. Lk 37
Local officials, etc. 25 21
MPs, political parties, etc. 6 5
Industry, ete. 1 1
Trade Unions ¢

Miscellsaneous A5 12

No. of Cases, 120

The most frequent single nomination was local authorities with 38, followed
by the Government with 27. Compared to the personal nominations there is a
significant drop in nominations for local officials and a significant rise
in those for Governmert, This reinforces the importance of Smith in the

. - . P
personal nominstions and emphasises the importance of anonymous Yovernment

or Ministry,
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If we combine the personal and non-personal nominations the situation
is as showh in Table 81,

Table 81, Reputed Involvement in Local Government Re-organisation by
Conbined Personal and Non-personal Categories

No, of Nominations Percentage

Government, | 17
Local authorities, councillors, etc. 91 37
Local officials, etc, 76 31
MPs, political parties, etc. 12 5
Industry, etc. 1

Trade Unions 0 0
ld scellaneous 25 10
No., of Cases _246

Overall local councillors are regarded as being the most important group,
although local officials run them fairly close. It seems that all is as it
constitutfionally should be.

One final point to be considered is the relationship between the group

background of the nominator and his nominations. (Table 82),

Table 82, "Nominations for Involvement in Local “overnment He-organisation
according to “roup of Nominator, (Percentages,

Nominee Govt, Council Officials Political Ind., T.U. WMisc. No,of Cases
Nominator

Government 0 0 0 0 0 0] 0 0
Council 15 36 3 6 1 0 9 107
Officials 21 37 3l % 0 0 5 38
Political 39 22 28 6 0 0 6 18
Industry 0 38 50 12 0 0 0 8
Trade Unions 40 LO 20 0 0] 0 0] 5
kise, 21 33 33 0 0 0 12 2.
No,of Cases 38 69 67 9 1 .0 16

There appears to be agreement amongst local councillors and local officials
that they are about equally influential, and their importance is agreed upon
by all the other groups except one. The exception is the political parties
and MPs group who attached greatest importance to the role of the Government.
(The trade unions also differ somewhat but the numbers are to small to be

meaningful, )
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Tyne Tunnel

The personal nominations for involvement in the Tyne Tunnel total 57
which are spread over 20 individuals and come from 18 respondents, As
with local government re-organisation one name was clearly ahead of all
the rest; in this case Dan Dawson with 24 nominations. He was followed by
Garrow with 4, and Smith, Goodwin, Cotton, Cunmingham and Coates with 2 each.
Altogether we had one individual with 24 nominations, one with 4, 5 with 2 and

13 with one each,

If we tabulate the results according to the groups to which the individual

principally belongs we are presented with a clear conclusion., (Table 83)

Taple 83, Reputed Involvement in Tunnel by Personal Categories

No, of Nominationg  Percentage

Government 2 b
Local authorities, councillors, etec. 38 [
Local officials, etc. 6 12
MPs, politieal parties, etec. 0

Industry, etc. 0 0
Trade Unions 0 0
Miscellaneous 5 10
No. of Cases, 5

It appears that in terms of personalities the Tyne Tunnel was obviously
regarded as being a matter for local councillors, assisted to some extent

by local offiecials,

Turning to reputed involvement by non-personsl categories we find the

pattern reinforced. (Table 84).

Table 84. Reputed Involvement in Tunnel by Non-personal Categories

No. of Nominations Percentage

Government 39 24
Local authorities, counciliors, etec. 91 62
Local officials, etc. 9 6
¥Ps, political parties, etc. ) 1
Industry, ete. o 1
Trade unions 0 o)
i scellaneous a4 7
Ho. of “ases 146
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The most popular single nomination was Durham County council with 33,
followed closely by Northumberland County Council with 31, ‘e should note
again, however, that when it comes to non-personal nominations the role of the
Government and the appropriate Ministry is emphasised rather more than is the

case with personal nominations.

The situation is confirmed when we look at the combined personal and

non-personal nominations. (Table 85)

Table 85, Reputed Involvement in Tunnel by Combined Personal and
Non-Fersonal Catepories

No, of Nominations Percentage

17

Government

AN

~

S RN
L

)

C

Iodal authorities, councillors, ete. 1

Local officials, etc.

—

O © M P WU

MPs, political parties, etc,
Industry, etc.

Trade Unions

©w O - = ®

Miscellaneous 1

No., of Cases 197

Overall, therefore, local authorities had a predominant position with only the

Govermment of the other groups recelving any significant support.
Finally we can look at the group backgrouwdof the respondents. (Table 86)

Table 86, Nominations for Involvement in Tunnel according to “roup of
Nominator (percentages)

Nominee Govt, Council Officials Polit, Ind. T.U, Misc., No,of Cases

Nominator

Government 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Council 18 60 16 0 4 0 1 73
Officials 25 50 18 I ¢] 0 4 28
Politicals 31 Ly 12 6 o] 0 6 16
Industry 1l 71 0 0 14 0 0 7

Trade Unions z0 80 0 0 0 0 5
Miscellaneous 12 59 18 0 O 12 17

No, of Cagses 29 8l 20 2 L 0 5

Every group in fact gives priority to the local authorities and councillors,
often overwhelmingly so. There is, however, fairly significant support for

the Government from local officials and MPs anrd other political figures,
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Alrport

Personal nominations for involvement in the airport were received from
32 respondents, they totalled 85 and were spread over 19 individuals, The
distribution was rather more even than in the two previous issues, but even
g0 there was a clear group of most influential leaders. The individual with
the greatest nuwber of nominations was Cunningham with 32, followed by Smith
with 16, Russell with 12 and Denyer with 6. Overall there was one
individual with 32 nominations, one with 16, one with 12, one with 6, one

with 3, 2 with 2, and 12 with ohe each,

If we retabulate these personal nominations according to the group to
which the individual principally belongs, we find once again that it is
the local councillors who are regarded as being most important with only

local officials of the other groups receiving much support. (Table 87)

Table 87. Reputed Involvement in Airport by Yersonal Categories

No, of Nominations PFercentage

Government O 0
Local authorities, counéillors, etc. 57 67
Local officials, etc. 18 21
¥Ps, political parties, etc. 1 1
Industry, ete. 0 0
Trade unions 0 0
Miscellaneous 92 10
No, of Cases 85_

The situation was emphasised by the nominations for reputed involvement

on a non-personal basis, (Table 88)

Table 88, Reputed Involvement in Airport by Non-personal Categories

No. of Nominations Percentage
Government 15 14
Local authorities, councillors, etc 72 67
Local officials, etc.
MPs, political parties, etc.
Industry, etec,

Trade unions

WO NN

8
2
8
0
Miscellaneous -3
No, of Cases 108
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The most popular single nomination was local authorities with 33, followed
by Newcastle City Council with 20. Apart from these there was a pretty
wide dispersion of nominations. In passing we might note that industry in
the guise of airlines, travel agencies, exporting industries and so on,
received a number of nominations, Once again the role of Government was

emphasised in non-personal nominations.

The combination of personal and non-personal nominations shows once
again that the local authorities are predominant, and with local officials
in second place, the airport was overwhelmingly regarded as being a local
authority concern, Perhaps surprisingly the role of the Government was not

thought particularly important in this case. (Table 89),

Table 89, Reputed Involvement in Airport by Combined Personal and
Non-personal Categories

No., of Nominations Percentage

Government 15 8
Local authorities, councillors, ete. 129 67
Local officials ' 26 14
IPs, political parties, etec, 3 2
Industry 8 N
Trade Unions 0 0
Miscellaneous 12 6
No. of Cases 295

Looking at the group background of the nominators we find that all

groups agreed on the role of the local authorities. (Table 90).

Table 90, Nominations for Involvement in Airport according to Group
of Nominator. (percentages)

Nominee Govt, Council Official Polit., Ind. T.U., Misc., No,of Cases

Nominator

Government 0 0 0 o o) 0 0 0
Council 6 65 18 3 6 0 3 72
Official 10 55 17 4 7 0 7 29
Politicals 29 L3 7 7 7 0 7 (I
Industry 8 58 17 0 3 0 8 12
Trade Unions 12 50 25 0 12 0 0 8
Misc, 0 76 12 0 0 0 0 17

No, of Cases 13 93 25 N 9 0 8
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Once again however we find that the politicians were more inclined than the

other groups to attribute some importance to the Government,

Port of Tyne

A total of 46 nominations covering 20 individuals were received from
20 respondents for involvement in the port of Tyne, No individual was
singled out as being particularly important as in the three previous issues.
The individual with the most nominations was Burrell with 8, followed by
Rochdale with 7, Collins with 6, Harding with 4, and Crawshaw with 3, Overall
there was one individual with 8 nominations, one with 7, cne with 6, one with 4,

one with 3, 3 with 2, and 12 with one each.

The group backgroud of these personal nominations followe the now
traditional pattern. (Table 91)

Table 91, Reputed Involvement in Port of Tyne by Personal Categories

No, of Nominations Percentage
Government

1 2
Local authorities, councillors, etc. 21 L6
Local officials, etc. 12 26
MPs, political parties, etc. 0 o)
Industry, etc. 3 6
Trade Unions 0 0
Miscellaneous 9 20
Ho. of Cases _46

Individuals from local authorities predominate although in this case there is
a fairly high miscellaneous figure due to the nominations for Rochdale who

was allocated to this group in preference to the Sovernment,

The non-personal nominations on this issue tend to complicate the
situation rather than strengthen it, (Table 92) The most popular single
nomination was local authorities with 21, but the Tyne Improvement
Commission which was allocated to the local officials group received 19 and
the Government and Ministry of Transport received 17. There was thus a fairly
even distribution between Government, local authorities, and local officials,
and also a fairly strong showing by industry in the form of shipowners,

shipbuilders, port users, and so on,
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Table 92, Reputed Involvement in Port of Tyne by Non-personsl categories.

No. of Nominations Percentage

Government 23 25
Local authorities, councillors, etc, 27 29
Local officials, ete. 21 22
MPs, political parties, ete. 2

Industry, etc. 15 16
Trade Unions 1 1
Miscellaneous 5 5
No, of Cages 9%

The combined personal and non-personal figures emphasise this
situation. (Table 93)

Table 95, Reputed Involvement in Port of Tyne by combined Personal and
Non-personal Categories,

No, of Nominations Percentage

Government 24 17
Local authorities, councillors, etec. 48 34
Local officials, etec. 33 2h
MPs, political parties 2 1
Industry, etec. 18 13
Trade Unions 1 1
lii scellaneous 1)y 10
No, of Cases 140

Although local authorities are still the most important group, Government,
local officialsg, and industry all have significant support, iore tlian any
other issue so far, therefore, the port seems to be somewhat of a joint

undertaking.

Looking at the group of the respondents we find some quite wide
variations in nominations. (Table 94) Thus a large number of councillors
nominated officials, but the officials tended not to nominate themselves,
preferring instead the role of the Govermment, Politicians again emphasised
the role of the Government and they were Joined in this by those from
industry. One final point is that the unions received its first nomination,

albeit from a trade unionist,
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Table 94. Nominations for Involvement in Port of Tyne according to Group
of Nominator (percentages)
Nominee Govt, Council Officials Polit, Ind. T.U., Misc. DNo.of Cases

Nominator

Government 0 0 0 0 0 0
Council 7 L0 36 0 7 0 10 53
Officials 26 37 16 0 0 21 19
Politicals 38 Z25 12 2 12 0 0 16
Industry 50 0 33 0 0 17 6
Trade Unions 22 22 22 0 22 1" 0 9
Misc, 5 32 26 0 21 0 16 19
No, of Uases _21 40 33 2 12 1 13

Police Re-organisation

On the issue of police re-organisation a total of 60 nominations were

received from 24 respondents covering 23 individuals.

Again there was a

wide dispersion of nominations with no one individual having a predominant

position,

Jenkins with 7, Barnett mmd Petty with 5 each, and Muir with 4.

First place went to Cunningham with 8 nominations, followed by

Altogether

one individual had 8 nominations, one had 7, 2 had 5, one had 4, 3 had 3,
5 had 2, and 10 had one each,

The distribution of these nominations according to group shows again

that local authority representatives predominate although there was a

reasonably strong showing by the Government,

(Table 9l4)

Table 95, Reputed Involvement in Police by Personal Catepgories
No., of Nominations
Government 10
Local authorities 36
Local officials 12

MPs, political parties, etc.

Industry, ete,

Trade Unions

Miscellaneous

No, of Cases

2 |
OO0 O O N

Percentages
17
60
20

O O O W
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The non-personal nominations, however, put a rather different complexion
on the situation, (Table 96)

Table 96, Reputed Involvement in Police by Non-personal Catepgories

No, of Nonminations Percentages
g

Government 48 43
Local authorities, councillors, etec. 41 37
Local officials, etc. 17 15
WPs, p6litical parties, etc. 2 2
Industry, etc. 0 0
Trade Unions 0 0
Miscellaneocus L L
No. of Cases 112

By far the greatest single number of nominations (46) was for the Government
in the form of the Home Office or the Home Secretary. The local authorities
group includes 19 nominations for Watch Committees and the local officials

group 15 nominations for Chief Constables and other policemen.

The combined personal and non-personal figures, therefore, are rather

interesting. (Table 97)

Table 97. Reputed Involvement in Police by Yombined Personal and
Non-pergonal Categories

No, of Mominations Percentages

Government , 58 b
Local authorities, councillors, etc. 77 45
Local officials, etec. - 29 17
MPS, political parties, etc. L 2
Industry, ete. 0 0
Trade Unions 0 0
Miscellaneous 4 2

Mo, of Cages. 172

Although the local authorities are still the most important group, the most
noticeable feature is, of course, the strong showing of the Government,

/e should remember, however, that there is quite 2 large disparity between
the figures for personal and non-personal nominations which is probably due to
the fact that loczl councillors and local officials tend to be known while

representatives from the central government are not,
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An examination of the group of respondents is very interesting because
it reveals that all groups except councillors give priority to the Govermment,
It would appear, therefore, that local authorities are regarded as being
more important than the Government only because the local councillors are

the largest single group of respondents, (lable 98).

Table 98. Nominations for Involvement in Police according to Group of
Nominator {percentages)

Nominee Govt. Council Officials Folit. Ind. T.U. Misc. DNo,of Cases
Nominator
Governmsnt 0 0 0 0 0 0 0] 0
Council %L, L7 17 0 0 0 2 76
Official Ly 31 22 3 0 0 0 3z
Politicals 39 39 17 5 0 0] 0 18
Industry 50 50 0] 0 0 0 ¢
Trade Unions 57 29 14 0 G 0 0
Hisec, 37 32 32 0 0 0 0 19
No, of Uases 57 59 29 2 0 0 1
Shipbuilding

Shipbuilding is, of course, a rather special issue and the nominations
for involvement bear this out, A total of 97 personal nominations were
received from 66 respondents covering only 10 individuals, One person was
far and away the most nominated; Hunter with 71 nominations. Of the rest
Ibison received 7 nominations, McGarvey 6, and Geddes 4. Overall one
individual received 71 nominations, one received 7, one received 6, one

received 4, one received 3, one received 2, and 4 received 1,

This distribution means that the figures for the group to which the
individual principally belongs ave overwnelmingly biased towards industry,
(Table 99) For the first time local councillors and local officials are

ignored entirely and also for the Tirst time trade unionizts are nominated.

The pattern is maintained, although to a lesser extent, when we look
at non-personal nominations, (Table 100)  The largest single nomination
was shipbuilders with 18, followed by the shipbuilding management with 11,
The role of the Government, especially the Ministry of Technology, is clearly
regarded as being of some importance, as is that of the unions, Once again,
however, there is a complete absence of nominations for lecal authorities and

local officials, despite the importance to the ares of the industry,
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Table 99, Reputed Involvement in Shipbuilding by Personal Categories

No. of Nominations Percentages

Government 2 2
Local authorities, councillors, etc, 0 0
Local officials, etc. 0 0
iPs, olitical parties, ste. 0 0
Industry, etc. 81 8l
Lyrade Unions 9 9
Hisc, 5 5
No. af Cases 97

Table 100, Reputed Involvement in Shipbuilding by Non-personal Categories

No, of Nominations Percentages

Government 13 21
Local authorities, councillors, etc. 0 0
Local officials, etec. 0 0
MPs, political parties, etc. 1 2
Industry, etc. 30 48
Trade Unions 10 16
Misc, _8 1%
No, of Cases 62

The combined personal and non-personal figures merely emphasise the role
of industry. (Table 101)

Table 101, Reputed Involvement in Shipbuilding by Combined Personal and
Non-personal Categories

No. of Nominations Percentages

Government 15 9
Local authorities, councillors, etc. 0 0
Local officials, etc, 0 0
MPs, political parties, etc. 1 1
Ingustry, etc. 111 70
Trade Unions . 19 12
Misc, A3 8
No, of Cases, 59

The shipbuilding re-organisation was clearly regarded as being an internal
affair of the industry with some prompting from the Yoverrment, but with
gbsolutely no interference from local authorities. The role of industry was
clearly recognised by all groups of nominators, with the exception of the

politicians who gave equal importance to the “overnment, (Table 102)
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Table 102, Nominations for Involvement in Shipbuilding according to
Group of Nominator Lpercentages)

Nominee Govt., Council Official Polit, Ind, T.U, Misc, No.of Cases

Nominator

Goverrment 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Council 8 0 0 1 71 13 7 62
Officials 13 0 ¢ 0 59 6 13 16
Politicals 49 0 G 0 41 18 17
Industry 6 o) 9] 0 58 6 0 16
Trade Unions 17 0 0 0 50 25 IS 12
bsa, 0 0 O 59 11 0 18

No, of Cases 17 0 0 1 98 18 1

Passenger Transport

The passenger transport issue recelved fewer personal nominations than
any other, Only 44 total nominations were received from 22 respondents
covering 13 individuals, Only three people received more than one nomination
and these were Castle with 20, Trotter with 10, and Smith with 4. Then

there were 10 individuals who received one nomination each,

A retabulation of these personal nominations according to the group
to which the individual nominated principally belongs reveals that for the
first and only time the role of representatives from Government is considered
most important (Table 103)

Table 103, Reputed Involvement in Passenger Transport by Personal Categories

Bo, of Nominations Percentages

Government 21 48
Local authorities, councillors, stc, 15 Al
Local officials, etc. o b
MPs, political parties, etc. 1 2
Industry, etc. 2
Trade Unions 0 ¢
isc. 0 0
No. of Cases Ak

This is, of course, due to the nominations for Castle who was Minister of

Trangport at the time,
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Non-personal nominations emphasise the role of the Government. (Table 104)

Table 104, Reputed Involvement in Passenger Transport by Non-personal

Categories
No., of Hominations Fercentages

Government 42 29
Local authorities, councillors, ete. 36 33
Local officials, etc. 3 3
iPs, political parties, etc. 4 4
Industry, etec. 17 16
Trade Unions 1
Mg, _6 6
No, of Cases., 409

The largest single nomination was the Ministry of Transport with 38 nominations
followed by the local authorities with 23.., A significant feature, however,
is the reasonably strong showing of industry which in this case was made up

of the transport companies and British Rail,

The combined personal and non-persconal figures sive priority to the

Government and this is the only issue in which this is the case. (Table 105)

Table 105, Reputed Involvement in Passenger Transport by Combined Personal
. and Hon-personal Categories

No. of Nominations Percentages

Government 63 1
Local authorities, councillors, etc. . 51 33
Local officials, etc. 9 6
MPs, political parties, etec. 5 5
Industry, etc. 18 12
Trade Unions 1 1
Misg, —5 b
No, of Cases, 123

Local authorities are still regarded as being important although perhaps

rather surprisingly local officials are not.

The role of the Govermment is recognised by all groups of nominators.
(Table 106) In fact there seecus to be a high degree of unenimity between

the different groups of nominators,
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Table 106, Nominations for Involvement in Passenger Transport According
to_Group of Heminator (percentages)

Nominee Govt. Council Official Folit. Ind. T.U, Gise. HNo,of Cases

Nominator

Government 0 0 0 0 0 G 0 0
Council 45 27 6 8 12 s 3 &7
Officials 46 31 15 0 L 0 L 26
Politicals 39 28 11 11 6 0 6 18
Industry 33 33 0 33 0 0 0 3
Trade Unions 50 38 C C 2 o o 8
Hige, 30 39 10 5 10 5 5 20

No, of Cases 60 42 12 9 13 1 5

We can summarise the nominations for involvement in the various issues
by saying that in most cases priority was given to the local authorities or
to local comncillors, The exceptions were shipbuilding where industry was
regarded as being dominant, and passenger transport where the influence of the
Government was though to be most important, Other noticeable features were
the importance attached to the Goverrment in police re-organisation and to

local officials over local govermment re-organisation and the port, (Table 107)

Table 107, Combined Fersonal and Non-personal Involvement in all Issues
by Group (percentages)

L.G. T.T. Airport P.0.T. Fol, Ship. P.T.A,
o 17

Government 17 17 8 L 9 41
Council 37 66 67 Ay 45 C 33
Upficials 31 8 W 2l 17 0 5
Politicals 5 1 2 1 2 1
Industry X 4 4 13 O 70 12
Trade Unions 0 0 0 1 O 12
Mige, 10 & 6 10 2 8
Ko, of Cases 246 197 193 140 172 159 153

In three of the issues there was unanimity between different groups of
respondents on the choice of the most important involved groups., (Table 108)
Bhen this unanimity was not presert the main alternstive was usually the

Government,
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Table 108, Unanimity in Nominations for Involvement in Issues

Issue Chief group nominated Groups not nominating chief
in combined nominations group (in brackets is chief

group which they nominate)

L.G. Council Politicals (Government)
Industry (Officials)

Tunnel Council -

Airport Council =

Port Council Peoliticals (Governnmnt)

Industry (Government)
Police Council Officials (Government)

Trade Unions (Government)

Miscellaneous (Government)
Shipbuilding Industry -~

P.T.A. Government Miscellaneous (Council)

Attitudes to Issues

So far we have only been concerned with the question of whether or not
a particular individual was involved in a particular issue. But, of course,
it is also important to discover what were the sttitudes to these issues
of those people who were involved and also those people who were not involved.
We could perhaps postulate that there would be more leaders in favour of the
particular decision reached than ageinst it. To see whether this is true

or not we can examine each of the issues in turn,

Local Government Re-organisation,

It is rather difficult to assess attitudes to local government
re-organisation because of the indefinite nature of the igssue. Ags we
have already seen the basic disagreement was between those who wanted a
single local authority for Tyneside and those who did not. But there was also
a subsidiary question or whether or not re-organisation should have been
delayed in view of the aprointment of the Eoyal Commission. Not every
respondent dealt with both these points and there was also a large number
who were not prepared to offer an opinion (71 in fact). Un the question
of one authority or not there were about equal numbers on either side with
41 approving of a single authority and 37 opposing it, However, there was
an overwhelming majority of respondents who regretted that a decision had
been postponed (50 to 7).




If we lock at the views of the top decision-makers on this psrticular
issue we find that their views are equally split. Three were unable to give
an opinion, one approved of a single authority, two opposed a single
authority, one approved of the delay, and two regretted the delay. Of the
people reputed to be influential on this issue 6 were unable to give an

opinion, £ approved of a single authority, 3 opposed a single authority,

one approved of the delay, and 5 regretted the delay.

Overall, therefore, it seems as if there was considerable disagreement
among local leaders on Tyneside as to the future local government structure
of the conurbation, It is not swrprising, therefore, that no definite
decision was arrived at and that the question was taken out of the hands

of the local authorities,
Tyne Tunnel

The building of the Tyne Tunnel was a much clearer issue with a greater
crystalisation of attitudes. Altogether 133 respondents approved of the
tunnel, 31 disapproved for one reason or another, 4 thought it irrelevant,
and 18 had no opinion, There was, therefore, a clear majority among local

leaders who approved of the building of the tunnel,

There were, of course, only two top decision-makers on the tunnel and
both approved of it. Amongst people reported to have had influence and
been involved, however, the issue was less clear, with 8 being in favour,

6 against, and 3 without an opinion, This would seem to suggest that those
who opposed the building of the tunnel were able to put across their views,

at least emongst other leaders, and theiropposition was recognised.

Airport

The redevelopment of the ailrport was the issue which had the greatest
general approval from Tyneside leaders. 158% individuals approved of the
sbheme (if an attitude was held with reservations it was counted at %),

while only 14 opposed it and 20 had no opinions.

Only one top decision maker on the airport was surveyed and his attitude

was that he did not know whether the redevelopment had been worth it or not,
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However, amongst those people reputed to have been involved 15 approved of
he scheme, nobody opposed it, and 5> had no opinion, Clearly then the

airport was popular at all levels of leadership,

Port of Tyne

The question of re-organising the port of Tyne was not one which aroused
a great deal of emotion. A majority of leaders spproved of it (1125 approved
while only 3 disapproved) but 50 had no opinion and 27 thought the issue

irrelevant,
Amongst top decision makers on this issue 2 approved and one thought it
irrelevant, whilst those who were reputed to have been involved divided 9

in favour, 5 with no opinion, and 3 who thought it irrelevant.

Police Re-organisation

The question of police re-organisation was another which offered a
variety of attitudes because of the number of options open, The final
decision to have two county forces was approved by 102% respondents, while
30 favoured gsome other scheme, 28 wanted no change at all and 32 had no

opiniomn,

Amongst the top decision-makers on this issue 2 approved the final
scheme, one favoured some other scheme, 2 wanted no change and one had no
opinion. Amongst respondents reputed to have been involved 6 approved the
final scheme, 5 favoured some other scheme, > wanted no change and 3 had no
opinion, This seeins to be another igssue, therefure, where those most closely
concerned with the issue were more divided in their opinions than the

leadership group as a whole,

Shipbuilding

The re-organisation of shipbuilding on the Tyne was overwhelmingly
favoured by Tyneside leaders. 152% approved of it while only 4 disaporoved.
24 respondents had no opinions while 2 argued that the industry should have
been nationalised., The two top decision-makers surveyed were in favour of
re-organisation, whilst among those re@utea to have been involved 13 were
in favour, none were agsinst, and 4 had no opinion, There was clearly,

therefore, approval at all lévels of leadsrship,
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Pagsenger Transport

Attitudes towards the passenger transport authority were very divided,
partly because there were a number of options open. 69 of the respondents
approved of the proposed scheme, 18 favoured some other scheme, 46 opposed
any change in the existing situation and 56 had no opinion, No top
decision mekers were surveyed although from other sources we know that 2
were in favour of the proposed scheme while one opposed it, Amongst those
reputed to have been involved 10 favoured the proposed scheme, one favoured

some other scheme, 2 opoosed any change and 4 had no opinion,

Overall, therefore, we can say that on most issues there was general
approval of the outcome. The airport was the issue which had the greatest
approval and the passenger transport authority the least, Top decision-
makers and reputational leaders were by no means united, especially on local
government re-organisation and the police, Indeed on some issues there
appeared to be less unanimity amongst top leaders than amongst the
leadership group as a whole., It would appesr, therefore, that when there
is opposition to a particulsr policy the individuals expressing this
opposition can make thelr voice heard and their opposition is recognised,
even if it is ultimately ineffective, We should remenber, however, that
we are talking about leaders who normally have some sort of power base,
Individuals without such a base may not have the same opportunities for

expressing opinions,

Other potential issues

Before leaving the question of the views of the leaders on the various
igsues it may be useful to look at whether the issues under consideration
were really recognised by the leaders ss being important, We have seen
that in one or two cases a number of respondents claimed that t he issue
was irrelevant, To get some idea of the views of Tyneside leaders we asked
them to suggest other issues which they considered were more important than
those mentioned, Altogether 80 respondents suggested other such issues,
This may seem rather a lot but a closer examination reveals that the

nominations are not always important or relevant. (Table 109).

As we can see by far the most populsr nomination was the economic future

of the area and especially the attraction of new industry. Importance was
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Table 109, Nominations for Other Issues as being most Important,

1a

50

Issue No, of Nominations
Sconomic:
FPuture of coal industry 2
Hew industryy development area, etc, 32
Employment position 8
Rationalisation of electrical engineering industry 1
Re-training 1
Hegionalism 11
Transport:
Improved transport 15

Newcastle ring road

Hore Tyne crossings

= W

Tyne-50lway canal
Environment:

Dereliction

o oo

Sewage disposal
Cleaning up Tyne

Clean air

N

Tourism, leisure, etc,
Services:

Education re=-organisation

Regionalisation of educati on

Housing

Welfare services

National Health Service

N - - [a) N o

Development of Tyne
Migecellaneous:
Policy for youth 1

Fower stations 1

N

New towns

also attached to transport in the area, to the need for some kind of regional

structure, and to the improvement of the environment.

The issues mentioned do not particularly detract from the importance of

the issues considered however, for twoc main reasons. Firstly some of the-

issues nominated bear directly on the issues studied. So for example

transport is covered by the tunnel, the alrport and the passenger transport

authority, the development of the Tyne is covered by the FPort of Tyne

authority, the regionelism is inveolved in the question of the reform of local
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government, and more generally the economic situation is involved in the
shipbullding industry and more indirectly in the improved commmnications

of fered by the tunnel and the airport. The second main reason is that many

of the issues nominated are those that ought to be tackled while we were
concerned with issues which had arisen and had been, or were in the process

of being, settled. It is probably Justifiable, therefore, to claim that

the issues studied were both important in their own right and were representative

of the problems facing the area,



CHAPTZR EIGHTEEN

TOE_LEADERS, OTHER LEADERS, AND THE LED

So far attention has tended to be concentrated on leaders as a whole
or as representatives of particular institutional groupings. However, it
would also be interesting to try and isolate those individuals who can be
called 'top' leaders - i.e., those who seem to be most influential in the
affairs of Tyneside - and to see how they differ from the rest of the

leadership sample,

'Top' leaders were selected on the basis of the nominations for important
involvement in the seven issues or of the nominations for general influence.
Included on the list was anyone who received 4 or more issue nominations,
anyone who received 2 or more nominations together with a self-nomination,
and anyone who received L4 or more general hominations, This gave a total

of 19 individuals who completed the questionnaire.

It is fairly obvious that any such selection of top leaders is by its
very nature abritrary. Not only is the cuteoff point arbitrary but also
there is no allowance made for the fact that some of the issues are more
important than others and, therefore, attracted the attention of more
important people., Despite these reservations, however, I believe the final
selection to be a reasonably accurate assessment of the leadership situation

on Tyneside.

Another difficulty is that not all those nominated as being influential
were actually surveyed, Indeed some of the most important individuals
did not complete questionnaires. To get some idea of the situation we can
briefly examine the nominations for inclusion on the issue and general
influential lists, On the basis of these nominations it is possible to
divide them into primery, secondary and tertiary influemntials, A primary
influential is anyone who recelved above 5% of the total nominations in a
particular field; a secondary influential is anyone who received between

157 and 5% of the nominations; and a tertiary influential is anyone who
received under 24%, The numbers in each of these categories were as shown
in Table 110,
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Table 110, Primary, secondary and tertiary influentials

Primary Secondary Tertiary
General Project u(2) 5(2) 37(17)
London Influence 4(0) 3(1) 57(21)
Local government 2(0) 9(7) 29( 8)
Tyne tummel 2(2) 5(0) 15( 2)
Airport L(1) 3(1) 12( &)
Fort of Tyme 5(2) 3(2) 12( 3)
Police 8(6) 5(1) 10( &)
Shipbuilding 3(0) 2(1) 5( 1)
Passenger transport 3(0) 0(0) 10( &)

The figures in brackets are the numbers who were actually surveyed.

It is clear from these figures that some of the people who are called
top leaders are not included in any of the groups of primary influentials,
The explanation for this is that in some issues, notably local government
re-organisation, a large number of individuals received a relatively small
number of hominations, So for example, taking the case of local government
re-organisation, 6 people (of whom & were surveyed) received 4 nominations

each, which was sufficient forrithem to be primary influentials on this issue.

Bearing these difficulties in mind we can now proceed to examine the
characteristics of the top leaders in comparison both with other leaders and

with the population as a whole,

(Note: +the figures for the population as a whole are taken from a random
survey of the electorate of the Tyneside area. A total interviewing sample
of 1200 was decided upon with 600 each from north and south of the river.

The actual selection from each authority area was based on a series of
calculations. It was decided that north of the river 300 of the sample should
come from county boroughs, 120 from municipal boroughs, and 180 from urban
districts, and that south of the river 300 should come from county boroughs,

60 from municipal boroughs, and 240 from urban districts. Then the actual
sample figures for each authority area were found by using a sliding scale
based on equal division and population proportionality. For example in

the case of the county boroughs north of the river (Newcastle and Tynemouth)

we had:

Equal Division Mid Point (sample used) Proportion to Population
150:150 195:105 240: 60
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The final distribution of completed survey questionmaires was in fact as
follows:
Gateshead 99, Newcastle 124, South Shields 90, Tynemouth 68,
Jarrow 37, Wallsend 39, Whitley Bay 35, Blaydon 31, Boldon 29,
Felling 25, Gosforth 32, Hebburn 25, Longbenton 46, Newburn 32,
Ryton 34, Whickham 35.

Thus the total number of completed questionnairs was 771.)

The first characteristic we can examine is sex, (Table 111).

Table 111, Sex Distribution of Top Leaders, Other Leaders and Population

(percentages) _

Top Leaders Other Leaders Population
Male 100 92 48
Female 0 8 52
No. of Cases 19 174 YAl

Local leacdership on Tyneside is clearly a male preserve with not a single
voman included amongst the top leaders., (In fact the most frequent
nomination in the issue of passenger transport was a woman who was winister

of Trensport at the time.)

The age distribution of the leaders reveals a predominance from the

higher age groups. (Table 112)

Table 112. Age Distribution of Top Leaders, Other Leaders and Population

(percentages)
Top Leaders Other Leaders Population
21-30 0 0] 16
3140 11 7 19
41-50 26 21 22
51-60 21 33 19
61-65 16 18 9
Over 65 26 21 15
No, of Cages 19 174 7771

However there sppears to be a slight tendency for topr leaders to be either
younger or older than leaders in general (357% under 50 compared with 285 of

all leaders, and 26 over 65 compared with 21%).
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ithen we look at place of birth the most noticeable characteristic of
the leaders is the relatively high percentage who have come into the area

from elsewhere in Britain. (Table 113),

Table 113, Place of Birth of Top Leaders, Other Leaders and TFopulation

(percentages)
Top Other Population

Project Area Lz 39 Th
Elsewhere in Northumberland 21 W 3

Elsewhere in Co. Durham ¢ 13 yi e
Elsewhere in Britain 37 33 11
Abroad 0 1 1
Don't Know 0 0 X
Mo, of Cases 19 174 771

x Less than 1%

The only major difference between top and other leaders is that it appears
to be advantageous to be born in Northumberland rather than County Durham,
This feature is further emphasised if we look at the present place of

residence of the leaders. (Table 114),

Table 114, Place of hesidence of Top Leaders, Other Leaders and Population

(percentages)

Top Other Population
Project Area 68 78 100
Elsewhere in Nerthumberland 26 1
Elsewhere in Co. Durham 5 5
Elgewhere in DBritain 0 3
Abroad O o)
No. of Cases 19 17k 111

There is no comparison here with the population as a whole because the sample

was taken only from those rezident within the project area.

By far the most significant difference between leaders and thepopulation
as a whole occurs in the area of occupational status. (Table 115). There
appears to be a very strong correlation betweern local leadership and self-
employment which is fully borne cut in the differences between top and other
leaders. If a man wants to reach the top on Tyneside it is obviousgly
advantageous to be self-employed, although it could be the case, of course,

that reaching the top brings with it opportunities for self-employment,
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Table 115, Ocdupational Status of Top Leaders, Other Leaders and
Population (percentages)

Top Other Population
Self-employed 57 26 3
Not self-employed 43 Ik 97
No. of Cases (. 137 oA

The objective class position of the leaders is clearly far higher than
the population as a whole, with well over two-thirds falling intc Class 1

and 2. (Table 116)

Table 116, Objective Class of Top Leaders, Other Leaders and Population

(percentages)
Top Other Population

Class 1 58 39 4
Glass 2 21 .30 16
Class 3 (non manual) 5 17 5l
Class % (manual) 16 11

Class &4 0 2 14
Class 5 o 1 12
No, of Cases 19 174 771

If anything the top leaders are even more middle class than ever, although

subjectively they do not feel this. (Table 117)

Table 117. Subjective class of Top Leaders and Other Leaders.

Lpercentagesl
Top . Other
Upper 6 8
Midale 53 52
Vorking 55 37
KA. 6 i
No, of Cases 17 169

There were 2 rejects in the top leaders cclumn and 5 rejects

in the other leaders coluun,

One of the reasons for this may lie in the social class of their fathers which
is slightly higher than that of the fathers of other leaders. (Table 118)



Table 118. Social Class of Fathers of Top Leaders, and Cther Leaders.
(rercentages)

Top Others
Class 1 22 22
Class 2 28 17
Class 3 (non-manual) 11 10
Class 3 (manual) 28 26
Class & 6 8
Class b 6 L
NA/D.X 0 1%
No. of Cases 18 A7h

There was one reject amongst the top leaders.

Associated with the high social class of the leaders is a late terminal

age of education. (Table 119)

Table 119, Terminal Age of Education of Top Leaders,
and Population,  (percentages)

Other Leaders

Top Other Population
Under 11 0 0 0
1114 L7 3 58
15 0 3 21
16 6 13 12
17 0 7 5
18 47 %) 6
No, of Cases 19 174 171

4 leader is seven or eight times more likely to have had educstion past the
age of 18 than the average member of the population. One interesting fact
seemws to be that top leaders fall quite distinectly into two more or less
equal groups -~ those who had some kind of further education and those who
left at or below the school leaving age. If in fact we loock at the type of
education the leaders received (Table 120) we can see that although a
university education is clearly an advantage it is still possible for those

with only elementary education to reach the top.

Compared to the population as a whole, leaders are more than twice as
likely to own their own homes. (Table 121). It is also significant that
there is quite a large council house element amongst the top leaders, no
doubt due to the presence of several leading Labour Farty politicians and

trade unionists,
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Table 120, Type of Terminal Education of Top Leaders, and Other Leaders.

(percentages)
Top Other
Primary/Elementary 37 29
Secondary 11 5
Grammar 5 18
Public O P,
university L7 29
Cther higher education 0 10
No. of Cases 19 174

Table 121. Type of Dwelling of Top Leaders, Other Leaders and Fepulation

(percentages)
Top Uther FPopulation
Own 68 78 53
Hotel, etc, o X X
Council rent 21 14 36
Private rent 5 5 22
Other 9
Ho. of Cases 19 174 771 x Less than 1%

An examination of organisational membership reveals quite clearly which

organisations are important to local leaders. (Table 122)

Table 122,  Organisational Memberships of Top Leaders, Other Leaders and
Population, (percentages)

Top COther Populaticn
Political Party N 45 7
Trade Union 5 20 30
Rent & Ratepayer Assoclation ’ 0 3 5
Trade or Professional Organisation — 4& LG 8
Parent Teacher Association 0 2 %
Religious 10 25 36
None 11 20 22
No., of Cases 19 17% 771

There was one reject in other leaders column,

The most obvious contrasts with the populaticon as a whole are in meubership
of political parties and trade and professional organisations. that
separates top leaders from other leaders appears to be membership of a political

party or a trade union, Although it seems that top leaders are more
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'organised' than other leaders it is perhaps sowewhat surprising that there

are some top leaders who claim no organisational memberships at all.

One fairly cbvious way in which local leaders differ from the population

as a whole is in their membership of local councils,

(Table 123)

Table 123, Council dembership of Top and Other Leaders. (percentages)

County Durham
Northumberland
Gateshead
Newcastle
South Shields
Tynemouth
Jarrow
Jallsend
Whitley Bay
Blaydon
Boldon
Felling
Gosforth
Hebburn
Longbenton
Newburn
Ryton
Whickham
Other

vone

No. of Cases

x Less than 1%

Top Other
0 3
21 11
5 5
21 5
11 ph
5 2
O 2
0 5
0 Z
0 1
0 X
0 1
0 z
o) X
0 1
0 z
0
0 x
s ¢
_32 _50
19 17

(Figures for the population as a whole are ndt given because they would be

negligible, )
former are more likely to
It appears that Newcastle
leaders ought to belong.

asgociated with length of
clear that seniority on a

making circles,

be nembers of local councils

Comparing top leaders with other leaders we find that the

£ as compared with %).

and Horthumberland are the councils to which top

As we might expect top leacdership seems to be

gservice on a local aouncil.

council is one way to break

(Table 124) It seems

into the top decision-
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Table 124, Length of Council Service of Top snd Other Leaders. (percentases)

Top Gther
0-5 years 8 21
6-10 years 23 21
11-15 years 8 12
16=20 years 15 12
Over 20 years 46 2L
No. of Cases 13 13

- The political complexion of leaders can be examined by looking at their
electoral behaviour at both the national and the local lavel, In terms
of voting at the 1966 General Election there was a very heavy bias towards

the Labour Party amongst top leaders. (Table 125)

Table 125, Voting at last General Flection of Top and Other Leaders.

(percentages)

Top Other
Labour 75 48
Conservative 25 43
Liberal 0 5
Other 0 O
None 0 5
No, of Cases 16 151

This is clearly a result of Labour's normal political dominance on Tyneside
which recent events have not really shattered. Indeed despite the national
swing to the Conservatives the committment to Labour was even stronger when

we look at future voting intentions. (Table 126)

Table 126,  Intended Voting at next General Election by Top and Other Leaders.
(percentages)

Top Cther
Labour 75 46
Conservative 18 INA
Liberal 0 )
GCther o) 0
D.K, 7 3
None 0 L
No. of Cases 16 151
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In terms of local elections the most noticeable feature is the marked

propensity to vote or at least to have claimed to have voted amongst leadexs.
(Taple 127)

Table 127. Voting at last Local #lections by Top Leaders, Other Leaders
ard Fopulation, (percentages)

Top Other Population

Labour 71 L2 Zh
Conservative 18 25 18
Liberal 0 1 X
Independent 6 5 3
Progressive 0 2 1
vent & “atepayer 0 2 4
Other 0 0] X
None 6 21 50

No. of Cases 17 154 171

x Less than 1%

Once again we find a very strong bias towards the Labour Farty which in no

way reflects the declared voting patterns of the population as a whole,

Because our top leaders were defined in terms of their reputed involvement
in issues, it is not surprising to find that they have been more involved

than other leaders, Thig is especially true of the least public issues

such as port re-organisation, the police, and shipbuilding. (Table 128)

Table 128, Claimed Involvement in Issues by Top and Other Leaders.,
Lpercentagesi

Top Other
Local Government 95 62
Tunnel 26 21
Airport 58 25
Port of Tyne &7 18
Police 68 18
Shipbuilding 26 11
Passenger Transport 53 28
None 2 23

No. of Cases 19 174
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If we lock at the importance which the leaders attach to each of the
issues we find that local government re-organisation is still given a clear

priority. (Table 129)

Table 129.  Importance of Issues to Top and Other Leaders, (percentages)

Top Uther
Local Yovernment 58 60
Tunnel " 7
Airport 9] 9
Fort of Tyne 5 3
Police 0 X
Shipbuilding 5 15
Passenger Transport 0 0
D.K, 26 11
No. of Cases 19. 174

However, top leaders appears to downgrade the importance of the shipbuilding
re~organisation and the airport development, Jdnat is also perhaps
noticeable is the reticence of the top leaders to specify what they congidered

to be the most important issue,

Une final comparison that can be made between top and other leaders is to

examine the type of leaders that they are. (Table 130)

Table 130, Type of Leader of Top and Other leaders. (percentages)

' Top Other
Economic Dominant 0 11
Union Leader 0 6
Public Official 16 16
Private Official 0 14
Social only leader 0
Decisional only leader 0
Politician Bl 43
Reputational 89 0
London Influential 37 Q
No, of Cases 19 174

All top leaders are either voliticians or public officials, with the former
being predominant., It is particularly noteworthy that no economic dominants

are included, in marked constrast to most of the American studies. X
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As we might expect 211 the top reputational leaders and London
influentials were top leaders, but two top leaders were not named as

general influentials and 12 were not named as London influentials.,

X It may be of course that they were not uncovered or did not complete
the questionnaire, Clearly in the shipbuilding issue most of the decisions

were taken by businessmen,



PART ¥ OUR: CONCLUSTONS

CHAYTER NIKETEEN

THE POWER STRUCTURE OF TYNESIDE

One of the most noticeable features of much of the research that has
taken place in the field of community power is that the methodology used
has had an important, and often a decisive influence on the conclusions
reached, It has been one of the purposes of this study to discover whether
such a result is forthcoming in the British context by using elements of
both the decisional and the reputational methods. We must, therefore, compare
the results produced by the traditional study of the seven issues and the
results produced by the survey of potential leaders. This can best be

achieved by looking at each of' the issues in turn,

Local Government Re-organisation,

The reform of local govermment on Tyneside was generally taken to be the
most important of the issues under discussion and it produced the widest
range of participation. In terms of personalities involved the two methods

suggest the following lists:

Decisional Reputational
Crossman Smith
Greenwood Crossman
Smith Newman
Cunningham Harris

Grey Grey
Abrahart Crawshaw
Crawshaw Greenwood
Newman Mackley
Collins Butterfield
Harris Egner

Burns Collins
Egner

Young
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As we can see the overlap is congiderable, Both methods seem to have
uncovered the chief participants and those individuals who appear on one
list but not on the other are on the whole of minor importance on this

particular issue,

But of course, as we have seen, one of the most important conclusions
to emerge from this study is the extent to which individuals participate
in decision-making because of their role position in the authority structure,
and so we must bear in mind the rélative importance attached to personal
and non-personal influence in each of the decisions, In the case of local
government re-organisation the data from the survey suggests that dout equal
importance was attached to the two sources, (5% of nominations were
personal and 49% were non-personal), Of the non-personal nominations 39%
were for local councils, 24% were for the Government, and 21% were for local
officials, This would tend to bear out the evidence of the decisional
approach although, of course, in the end it was the Goverrment who made the

all-important decision,

Tyne Tunnel

In terms of personalities involved in the building of the Tyne Tunnel
the lists produced by the two methods were as follows:

Decisional Reputational

Dawson Dawson

Allenby Garrow

Gair Smith

Coates Goodwin

Garrow Cotton
Cunningham
Coates.

Although there is agreement about the role played by Dawson the degree
of unanimity on the supporting actors is rather less than in the case of
local government re-organisation, The importance of this, however, is
lessened by the fact that when we look at the nominations for involvement
in the issue we find that only 26% were for individuals while 74% were for
institutions. Of these non-personal héminations 62% were for local councils,
21% were for the Govermment and 6% were for local off'icials, Again it would
seem that this sort of relationship between the participants bears out the

findings of the direct study of the issue,



Airport

The developuwent of the airport was one of the most widely supported
off the issues under discussion and it is interesting that there is considerable
agreement on the major participants between the two methods., The lists

were as follows:

Decisional - Heputational
Denyer Cunningham
Smith Smith
Cunningham Russell
Byssell Denyer
Mould-Graham

Sword

Thorneycroft

Snow

Those individuals included on the decisional 1list but not on the
reputational list are either from an earlier generation or they played
relatively minor parts. Apart from these there is in fact total agreement

between the two methods on the major participants,

As far as nominations for involvement were concerned, 44% were for
individuals and 56% for institutions. Of those for institutions 67% were
for local councils, 14% for the Government and 6% for local officials. Once

again these support the impression gained from the decisional study,

Port of Tyme

The establishment of the Port of Tyne Authority was, of course, one
issue in which there was no clearly defined group of leading participants.
We might, therefore, expedt to find a rather more confused situation when
we come to compare the leadership lists produced by the two methods,

But, in fact, this expectation is not really borne out:

Decisional Heputstional
Rochdale Byrrell
Milbourne Rochdale
Collins Collins
Harding Harding
Crawshaw Crawshaw
Burrell

Carrick

Blackadder
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The only really major difference is that the reputational method
tended to ignore the part played by representatives of the port users such
as Carrick and Blackadder. This may, of course, be significant in so far
as they will tend to work in a less public environment than the representatives
of the local authorities.

But, of course, we should bear in mind thst of the nominations for
involvement in this issue only 33% were for individuals while 67% were for
institutions. No one institution or group of institutions was thought to
be predominant, with local councils receiving 29% of the nominations, the
Government 25% and local officials 22%., This clearly seems to be a case,
therefore, of individuals participating as representatives of institutions
and it seemed to be basically a three-sided affair between the local councils,

the Government and the port users,

Police Re-organisation

The degree to which the two methods support each other is once again
evident in the case of the re-organisation of police areas, The lists

produced by the two metheds were as follows:

Decisional Reputational
Jenkins Cunningham
Petty Jenkins
Barnett Barnett
Cunningham Petty

Muir Mair
Cooksley

Gale

There was thus total agreement on the major participants,

As far as personal and non-personsl nominations were concerned 35% were
for individuals and 65% for institutions. The role of the Government was
considered most important with 43% of the institutional nominations, with
37% for local councils, and 15% for local officials, As the decision to
re-organise the police areas was taken by the Government this is not

unexpected,
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Shipbuilding Merger

As has been frequently pointed out, the merger of the shipbuilding
interests on the Tyne was somewhat of an exceptional case but in t erms of the
validity of the two methods used it fits fairly well alongside the others.

The lists were as follows:

Decisional Reputational
Hunter Hunter
Edwards Ibison
Geddes McGarvey
MeGarvey Geddes

The only difference between the lists, Ibison and Edwards, would tend to
reinforce the view that in the opinion of Tyneside leaders the basic
decisions weré taken within the management structure of the industry, and
thus more importance should be attached to Huhter's right-hand man than to

one of the leaders of the trade union movement in the area,

The shipbuilding issue is, of course, the one where personalities were
considered most important, largely due to the position of Hunter, 61% of
the nominations for involvement were for individuals with only 39% for
institutions. Of these nominations for institutions 4&% were for industry,

21% for Government, and 16/ for the unions.

Pagsenger Transport Authority

The issue of the passenger transport authority was notable for the low
priority given to individuals and the small number of individuals nominated,

This is evident when we compare the lists provided by tlie two methods:

Decisional Reputational
Castle Castle
Trotter Trotter
Cunningham Smith

Grey

Taylor

Forster

Both methods, therefore, uncovered the two major participants but the role
of the lesser participants was somewhat indeterminate. However, we should

remenber that only 27% of the nominations were for individuals with 71% going
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to institutions. Of these non-personal nominations 39% were for the

Government, 33% for local councils, and 13% for industry,

It would appear, therefore, that all the evidence points to a quite
remarkable degree of unanimity between the results produced by the two
alternative methods. In virtually every case the lists of participants
produced are almost identical and although the two methods are not strictly
compatible 1t seems as if the relative weights attached to various institutions
are similar, However I think it is possible to argue that the reputational
method does oontribute something towards the overall picture, For example
it gives some indication of the relative parts played by individuals and
institutions. Furthermore it does help to confirm many of the ilmpressions
which can be obtained from the direct study of the issues. Although
evidence from tables and diagrams is not conclusive proof of the validity
of statements, when it is accompanied by documentary and oral evidence the

case is substantially strengthened,

In somé ways the comparison between the two methods which has been made
s0 far does not get right to the heart of the methodological dispute between
the decisionalists and the reputationalists. This is because the reputations
for leadership that we have been concerned with were related to specific
issues, It is, therefore, necessary to consider also the reputations for

general influence accorded to particular individuals.

The basic evidence we are concerned with is included in Tables 49 and 50,
If we rank individuals according to the nominations they received on both

specific issues and for general influence we have the lists shown overleaf,

It is thus apparent that there is far less unanimity between the lists
than was the case with the lists for the issue participants examined earlier.
So, for example, only 7 individuals appear in the top 19 of the issue
parbicipants and the top 18 of the general influentials, This is, perhaps,
slightly misleading because some individuals would appear twice if the
lists were extended somewhat, So for example, Ridley had 5 issue nominations,

Abrahart 4, Harris 5 and licGarvey 6,

In considering this situation earlier it was suggested that a typology
of leaders could be devised based on nominations for issue involvement,
general influence and London influence. It is possible to offer an
alternative scheme of leadership by considering the lists below, Clearly

we can argue that the 7 individuals who are included on both lists are the



Issue Importance

General Project Influence,
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1. Hunter 1. Smith

2., Smith 2, Grey

3. Cunningham . Hunter

Y4, Dawson L. Ridley

5. Castle 5. Cunuingham

6. Collins 6. Short

7. Russell 7. HNewman

8. ZIrotter Abrshart
Crawshaw Flliott

10. Newman 10. Rhodes
Crossman Forster
Burrell 12, Colling

13. Grey Harris
Ibison Brown

15. Garrow 15, HeGarvey
Mackley Trotter
Egner Hard
Rochdale Garrett
Jenkins

(Those underlined appear in both lists)

most important personalities in local politics on Tyneside, Tre refore

we can say that Smith, Hunter, Cunningham, Grey, Trotter, Newman and Collins
are at the top of the power structure of Tyneside. Dawson, Castle, Russell,
Crawshaw, Crossman, Burrell, Ibison, Garrow, Mackley, Egner, Rochdale, and
Jenkins were important when particular issues were under discussion,

Ridley, Short, Abrahart, Elliott, Rhodes, Forster, Harris, Brown, McGarvey,
Ward and Garrett were considered to he importamnt but at least on the issues

considered they did not really 1live up to their reputations.

The list of individuals considered important in issues we have Jjust
locked at was, of course, based on the total of nominations. ¥e can
approach the subject a different way by simply listing those individuals
who were considered lmportant on at least one issue, irrespective of their

total number of nominations. This then would produce the following lists:




Issue Importance

General Froject Imfluence

Crosgsman Grey
Newman Hunter
Farrisg Ridley
Grey Cunningham
Crawshaw Short
Greenwood Newnan
Mackley Abrahart
Butterfield Zlliott
Egner Rhodes
Collins Forster
Dawson Colling
Garrow Harris
Goodwin Brown
Cotton leGarvey
Cunningham Tpotter
Coates Tard
Ryssell Garrett
Denyer

Burrell

Rochdale

Harding

Jenking

Barnett

Petty

hudir

Iuntex

Ibison

MicGaxrvey

Geddes

Castle

Trotter
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This changes somewhat the allocation of indivicuals to different
categories. e now have 9 most powerful leaders: the 7 mentioned earlier
plus Harris and licGarvey, Into the decisional leaders group go Greenwood
Butterfield, Goodwin, Cotton, Coates, Harding, Barnett, Petty, Luir and Geddes,
Cut of the general reputation category come Harris and licGarvey who have been

transferred to the first category.
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One final way of looking at the situation would be to combine the
nominations for general project and London influence. This would give the

following lists:

Issue Tmportance Combined Reputation Importance
Crossman Hunter
Newnan Cunningham
Harris Short
Crawshaw Ridley
Greenwood Abrahart
Mackley Elliott
Butterfield Khodes
%gner licGarvey
Colling Torster
Dawson Northumberland
Garrow Harris
Goodwin Brown
Cotton Ward
Cunningham Newman
Coates Garrett
Yussgell Collins
Denyer Tootter
Burrell Dawson
Rochdale Garrow
Harding Russell
Jenkins Butterfield
Barnett

Petty

Muir

Hunter

Ibison

NcGarvey

Geddes

Castle

Trotter

To the most powerful category of 9, therefore, we should add Dawson, Garrow,
Russell and Butterfield and deduct them from the decisional importance category,

Also to the general reputation list category we should add Northumberland,
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Ve thus have these alternative ways of describing the powed structure of
Tyneside. Overall, however, I think it is possible to argue that the most
powerfil individuals were ~mith, Hunter, Cunningham, Grey, Collins, and
Newman with Trotter, Harris, licGarvey, Dawson, Garrow, Russell, and
Butterfield as a kind of outer inner circle., Then we have a group of
individuals whose importance lies in the contributions they made to particular
issues. This group is made up of Crossman, Crawshaw, Greenwood, kackley,
Egner, Goodwin, Cotton, Coates, Denyer, Burrell, Rochdale, Harding, Jenkins,
Barnett, Petty, Muir, Ibison, Geddes, and Castle, Finally we have a group
of what we might almost call symbolic leaders - those who have a reputation
for leadership but have not manifested it to any great extent in the issues
discussed., This group includes short, Ridley, Abrahart, Elliott, Rhodes,

Forster, Northumberland, Brown, Ward, and Garrett.

Now an important question that must be asked is whether these groups
contain particular types of leaders. If we look at the most powerful group
we find that it comprises the chairman of the regional economic planning
council who was a former leader of Newcastle City Council, the area's leading
industrialist, a former chairman of Durham County-Council who is also a leading
local trade unionist, the present leader of Newcastle City Council, the leader
of Gateshead City Council, and a man who was South Shields' representative
in many of the issues under discussion, Clearly, therefore, it seems that a
man's position in the power structure of Tyneside is largely dependent on his
position in his local council., Those individuals concerned with particular
decisions tend to be central government ministers, chairmen of relevant local
council committees, relevant local officials, or experts., The latent
general influentials include 6 KPs, an individual who had Jjust become leader
of Northumberland County Youncil and, therefore, had not really had a chance
to make his mark, the leader of the opposition on Newcastle City Council,
an important local industrialist, and the most high-ranking local peer of
the realm,

To summarise the power structure of Tyneside we can look at several
dichotomous variables. Firstly there is the dichotomy between personal
and institutional importance. There was considerable variation in the
relative weight attached to these in each of the issues. It seems to be
the case that whenever one or more of the most powerful group are closely

concerned with the issues then it is seen in less institutional terms.
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So, for example, local govermment re-organisation saw the participation

of Smith, Grey, Newman and Collins, and the airport Smith and Cunningham,
and shipbuilding Hunter. On the other hand the issues seen mostly in
institutional terms were those where the leading participants tended to be
confined to that issue, e.g. the port, the police, the passenger transport
authority. e should always bear in mind, however, that even the personal
involvements are almost entirely on the basis of representation of institutions,
be they local councils or central departments, Indeed this secems to be one
of the most noticeable conclusions of the whole study; the extent to which,
even in a non-institutionalised decision-making arena, participation is
through institutional channels, The only doubts which do arise are centred
around the activities of ®mith and Cunningham both of whom seemed to have
built up around them a small, informal group of advisers who tended to work
cutside and across normal institutional frameworks, Indeed it is possible
to argue that the group around Smith was responsible for a good deal of
generalised thinking about the role of Tyneside and the north east region
which was particularised in certain of the issues considered, In the end,

however, the decisions had to be made by visible, formal organisations.

This leads on to the second dichotomy concerned with the way in which
decisions were made. Basically two procegses were involved: on the one hand
the establishment of a joint committee of interested parties, sometimes
local authorities, sometimes outéide interests, which led to some form of
agreement; and on the other hand a process of negotiation, disagreement and
eventual impogsition of a settlement by central goverament, One would assume
that if there had been a single local authority for the whole of Tyneside in
most cases this disagreement would have been confined within the walls of the
council chamber and so the chances of government intervention would have been
less., This is not to say that government concern would have been eliminated,
In a number of the issues, even if the local authorities had agreed, there
would still have been a role for the govermment to play in the financing of
the operation, This is something which reform of the local government

structure will not remove,

A third and final dichotomy is between what can be called single- and
mlti-issue participants. I think on the whole it is fair to say that the
norm is for participants to be involved in a single issue becmuse of their
specialised role in that field, be it on a council committee, employment in a
particular industry, or employment in a particular local government department.

¥hat we then have to explain is why certain individuals become involved in



more than one issue area., Probably the simplest reason is that the
individual's institutional role is diverse, Thereflore we would expect the
leader of a council, the chairman of the finance committee, the chairman of

a local political party, or the town clerk to be involved across the board,
irrespective of the nature of the particular issue under discussion. In
some senses, therefore, the evidence of this study would tend to follow
Dahl's findings that no unified power structure exists but that on each issue

a new coalition of leaders is created.

The introductory discussion on theories and concepts highlighted the
present confusion that exists in defining such terms as power, influence,
leadership and participation, Has this study of Tyneside any contribution
to make to the solution of this problem? Power was earlier defined as
'a function of social interaction which is structured within an institutional
framework and which involves, when necessary, changing the behaviomr patterns
of some or ell the individuals within that framework with respect to the
values of the persons exercising the power,' Tidis clearly indicates that
we are not simply concerned with who exercises power, but also over whom.
the power is exercised and in what context. From this definition it is
possible to go on and argue that the study of decision-making in the political
arena should be based on a number of considerationg. To begin wifh we must
recognise that all decision-making takes place within the context of values
and beliefs which may determine not only who participates in the decision-
making process but also what issues come up for consideration, It may be
the case that those individuals in leadership positions can screen out certain
contentious issues or it may be that there is some element of value consensus
in the community about what issues are, and what are not, relevant for
political discussion., If this is accepted it can be argued that the issues
which are important and ought to be studied are those which threaten changes
in the political wvalues of t he community. The difficulty with this
argument, however, is that it may involve making some kind of value judgement
as to whether or not change is threatened. It frequently appears to be
the case that an issue which is seen as highly disruptive by one section of

the community is virtually ignored by another.

This raises one of the fundamental difficulties in the study of community
decision-making in Britain. To what extent is it possible for a declsion
made in the local community to affect the value system within which that
community operates? Just as local authorities are more or less trapped
within a national legal and administrative framework, so it would appear that

local communities are moreor less trapped within a national cultural framework,
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If we look at the issues discussed in this study we find that most of them
were examples of what in fact has happened in other parts of the country.
If we had to isolate the one characteristic which united them all it would
probably be that they were concerned in scme way or another with the
maintenance of the status quo. They were virtually all concerned with
modernising political and administrative arrangements with a view to making
them more efficient in the performance of their functions. It is perhaps
significant that this was an attitude which had widespread support in

Britain throughout the 1960's.

In the final analysis therefore, it could be argued that none of the
issues discussed were 'important' in the sense mentioned above, There
were very few instances of demands being made for changes which would
radically have affected either the personnel of the power structure or the
valuesg within which they operate. So for example, the shipbuilding merger
was allowed to proceed with virtually no demands being made for worker
contrel or even greater worker participation, The contestants in the local
government re-organisation issue were more concerned with seeing that their
interests were safeguarded than with attempting to bring about a radical

redistribution of power from central to local government,

One of the most frequently cited reasons for the existence of local
govermmernt in Britain is that it provides a means whereby the average
citizen can participate in the political process. The evidence from this
study suggests that this is an over-oplimistic view. Ferhaps one of the
most noticeable features of the examination ot the issues was the almost
complete absense of any mention of the role of the public in decision-making.
In very few dases were any of the issues ever put before the public in
elections and even then the voice of the public was indiscernible,  Where
attempts were made to involve the public, e.g. by holding public inquiries,
the response was negligible, It may be possible to justify this situation
if decisions were effectively made by the elected representatives of the
people, But in many cases this did not appear to be the case either, As
we have seen the role played by local govermment officials and representatives
of central government was crucial in many instances.  Moreover we should
remember that even when decisions were made by locsal councils the chief
participants either owed their position to the votes of perhaps 15% or 20%
of their electors or they were aldermen who had only very tenuous connections

with the electorate.
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Therefore to call the pover structure of Tyneside pluralist would
probably involve stretching definitions too far. But to call it elitist
is also probably misleading. The people may not participate to any great
extent but there iz no evidence of any tightly-knit group of individuals
with similar beliefs and values who effectively run things. Although
Tyneside leaders are not really representative of the people they lead, they
are not totally remote from them, Ve have in effect a system of pluralist

elites operating within the context of what might be called guided democracy.
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Residence of London Influentials
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APPENDIX 2

THE IZADERSHIP QUESTIONNAIRE



STRICTLY CONFIDMNTIAL

TYNESIDE RESEARCH PRCOJEC

LEADERSHIP SURVEY

Notes for Guidance

(a) Please answer all questions which apply to you.

(b) Some of the questions merely reguire a tick in the
appropriate box. Some require one word answers.
Some require a few sentences.,

(¢) If there is not enough room fcr answers in the space
provided, please use the back of the sheet, clearly
indicating to which gquestion you are referring,

(d) Please leave Qu-stion 1 blank,

Te FoR OFFTCE USE GilY

2e Naue

3., Sex

4 Date of Birth
5. Place of Birth
6, Present Address
7 Marital Status

[as]
°

(a) Are you self-employed? Yes....o Noseoooo

(b) If self-employed, please give details of your work.,

(¢) If not self-employed, what is your occupation and who is
your employer?
(Please give full details, i.e. not simply "clerk",
"businessman," "engineer", etc.)

(&) If you are a married woman (or a widow), what is (or was)
your husband's occupation?

(e) If you are not employed, what was your last occupation?




9.
1C.

115

Father's occupation., . (Please give

At what age did rou coaplete your full-time education and at what

sort of institution, i,e. primary school, grauwmar school,

university, etc.

age

full details)

institution

In what sort of dwelling to you live?

How

Own house

fdotel

Council house/flat

Privately rented house/flat
Other

long have you lived at your pre
0-1 year

1-5 years

5=10 years

Over 10 years

Where did you live before this?

sent address?
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In which of the following social classes would you place yourself?

Upper
Middle

Working

Are you a member of a local Council? Please indicate which:

(If not, please leave blank)

Durham County Council
Northumberland County Council
Gateshead Borough Council
Newcastle City Council

South Shields Borough Council
Tynemouth Borough Council
Jarrow Borough Council
Wallsend Borough “Council
Whitley Bay Borough Council
Blaydon Urban District Council
Boldon Urban District Council
Felling Urban Vistrict Council
Gosforth Urban Vistrict Council
Hebburn Urban Vistrict Council
Longbenton Urban District Counc
Newburn Urban District Council
Whickham Urban District Council

Uther (Please specify)

il
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16, If *Wes' to Q.15

How long have you been a member?
(If your meubership has not been continuous, only give the
total period of membership and do not count the intervening
periods.)
17. If 'No' to Q.15
Have you ever been a member of a local Council? Please indicate which:

(If not, please leave blank)

Durham County Council
Northumberland County Council
Gateshead Borough Council
Newcastle City Council

South Shields Borough Council
Tynemouth Borough Council
Jarrow Borough Council
Wallsend Borough Council
Thitley Bay Borough Council
Blaydon Urban Uistrict Council
Boldon Urban Vistrict Council
Felling Urban District Council
Gosforth Urban District Council
Hebburn Urban District Council
Longbenton Urban Vistrict Council
Newburn Urban District Council
Ryton Urban Digtrict Council
Whickham Urban District Council
Other (Please specify)

18. Are you a member of any organisations which take an active interest
in public affairs, at national or local level?
If you are, please state which: if not, please write NONE

19, If 'Yes to ©,18

Do you hold any offices in any of these organisationsy

If you do, please state which: if not, please write NUNB
20, If 'Yes' to Q.18.

How and why did you come to Jjoin each of these organisations?
21, Are you a member of any other organisations?

If you are, please state which: 1f not, please write NONE.
22, If 'Yes' to 0,21

Do you hold any offices in any of these organisations?

If you do, please state which: if not, please write NONE
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23, The following issues have all faced Tyneside in recent years,
Could you say in which of them you were actively concerned,
regardless of whether you were in favour of them or not?
The re-organisation of local government areas
The building of the Tyne Tunnel
The development of the airport at Woolsingham
The establishment of the new Port of Tyne Authority.

The re-organisation of police areas.,
The merger of shipbuilding interests on the Tyne.
The proposal for a Tyneside Passenger Transport Authority

24, Regardless of whéther you were involved or not, could you say which

of these issues you think was the most important?

R®]
o

. Do you think that there were other issues on Tyneside that were more
important? If so, please list them.
26, %hat do you feel about the decisions reached in the following issues?
The resorganisation of local government areas,
The building of the Tyne Tunnel
The development of the airport at Woolsingham
The establishment of the new Port of Tyne Authority
The re-organisation of police areas,
The merger of ship-building interests on the Tyne,
The proposal for a Tyneside Passenger Transport Authority
27. If 'Yes to Q.23

Can you remember, in each case, how you became involved, e,g. how did
the issue come to your notice, what made you take an active part,
etc.?

28, If 'Yes' to Q,23

Vhat part did you play in each of these issues?

29, l¥ho would you say were the chief people involved in each of these issues?

Issue Chief People Involved
Local government re-organisation

Tyne Tunnel

Airport

Port of Tyne Authority
Police re-organisation
Shipbullding merger

Passenger Transport Authority
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o

55

360

375
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Suppose an important project came up on Tyneside, Who do you think
would be the people who would have to support it in order for it
to have a chance of being accepted?

Do you think the Government and Whitehall are concerned about the
problems of Tyneside?

Which people on Tyneside do you think have most influence with the
Goverrmment and Whitehall?

Taking the people you have named in Questions 30 and 32, could you say

how well you know each of them? (Please tick appropriate column).

Name of Know by Know professionally, KEnow Know very Related
Person name only officially, etc. Socially well,i.e.

invite to

house

Do you prefer to deal with the Newcastle regional offices of such
departments as the Board of Trade and the Ministry of Housing
and Local Government, or wgpuld you rather go straight to
Whitehall?

For which party did you vote in the last General Election?

(If you did not vote, write NONE)

If a General Election were to be held tomorrow, for which party would
you vote? (If you would not vote, write NONE)

For which party did you vote in the last local government elections?

(If you did not vote, write NONE),



240,

APPENDIX 3

LIST OF POIENTIAL LEADERS
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The following is the complete list of those people who completed the
leadership questionnaire together with some indication of why they were

originally selected as potential leaders,

1. Wilson W, Secretary, Newcastle City Labour Farty.

2. Rotherford A.W. Chairman, Castle Ward ®.D.C,, which adjoins
Newcastle to the morth west,

3. Florence A.J, South Shields councillor

4., Elliott V.H. Durham County councillor, Blaydon district

5. Blenkinsop 4. MP for South Shields

6. Foster J.R. Purham County councillor, Felling District

Te Gale P.S. Chief Constable, Newcastle

8. Harris W.F. Principal City Officer and Clerk, Newcastle

9. Lesser B Social leader

10, Peel T.W, South Shields alderman

11. Steel C,G, Financial Secretary, Newcastle and District Trades
Council

12, ZEvers R, Labour Party regional organiser

13, Dargavel R, W, Regional Officer, National Union of Teachers.

14. Mourray, N.W, Northumberland County councillor, ¥hitley Bay distric

15. Robinson DM, Chairman, Stag Line Ltd.

16, Smith N.S, Leader, Progressive Group, South Shields Council

17, Todd E.P, Social Leader

18, Brown R.C. MP for Newcastle est

19. Burns W, Former Chief FPlanning Officer, Newcastle

20, Brown E.C, Representative of LTyne Filotage Authority in

negotiations on the future of the port,

21. TEdwards F.J. Managing Director, Thermal Syndicate Ltd,
22, Dargon T, Vice-President, Newcastle and District Trades
Council
2%. Gillespie R.¥, Editor, Shields Weekly News,
24. Bradshaw D,T, Chief Engineer, Newcastle,
25. Dalgliesh P, Shipowner representative on Tyne Improvement
Commission,
Brown G. Social leader and prominent Conservative,
Craster J, Social leader,
Branson H.I. Soclal leader.
Baird R.B. Social leader and Conservative parliamentary
candidate,
Barnett C,M, Divisional Officer, National Union of Public

Employees.
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31, Butterfield F. Former leader, Labour Y“roup, Newcastle.

32, Clough R, Managing Director, Newcastle Evening Chronicle,
3%. Blackett, J.H.B. Northumberland County councillor

34. Barnett R.A, Chairman, Northumberland Police Committee.

35. Bosanquet C.I.C. VicesChancellor, Newcastle University.

36, Burton J.F. Former Lord Mayor of Newcastle.

37. Edwards D.F. Fresident, Newcastle and District Trades Council

and Secretary of the Confederation of
Shipbuilding and Fngineering Workers.

38, Laws F.M; Chairman, Finance Committee, ¥hitley Bay Council,
39, Connell T. Secretary, Labour Group, ¥allsend Council,

40, Lewcock C,M. Newcastle councillor

41. Pickup S. Chairman, Finance Committee, Northumberland C.C,
42, DPrice D.P. Social leader.

43, Allenby H. Manager, Tyne Tunnel.

44, Young B.N. Gateshead alderman

45. Hunting L.C. Local businessman with interests in shipping and

air transport,

46, Wolters C.C, Provost of Newcastle.

47. Luxton H, Gateshead councillor

48, Kay A.W, Chairmsn, Newcastle Regional Hospital Board.

L9, New P.J. Durham County councillor, Whitburn district.

50. Keenleyside A. Durham County councillor, Ryton,

51. Pattison F, Gateshead alderman.

52. Cooper M.K.L. Durhan County councillor.

53, Davison A.A, Newcastle councillor.

5%, Garrow N, Chairman, Northumberland €.C,

55. Harding E. _ Newcastle councillor,

56, Permick R. Chairman, Hebburn U.D.C.

57. Abrahart B,W, Leader, Labour Group, Newcastle council

58.‘ Barrett S.G. Mamaging Director, Newcastle and Gateshead Water Co.
59. Dobson E,B, Editor, Newcastle Journal,

60, ILye J.J. Secretary, Blaydon Lebour Party,

61, Bamber A, Leader, Conservative Group, Whitley Bay council,
62, TRobinson, N.J, Vice-President , Tyneside Chanber of Commerce.
63, McCormack D F, Secretary, Wallsend Labour FParty.

6L4. Cummings I4,B, Northumberland County councillor,

65. Reid W. Chairman, Northumberland and Durham district,

National Coal Board.
66, Mullens H, Chairmsn, Reyrolle & Co, Ltd.




67, Keys E.H, Decisional leader.

68. Ridley, Viscount Leader, Moderate Group, MNorthunberland C.C,
69. Collins W, Chairman, Finance Committee, Gateshead Council
70. ¥llerington R, Principal Regional Officer, liinistry of Health,
71. Davies C.J, Decisional leader.

72, Clark J. Chairman, Newcastle and Gateshead Water Co,
73. Dunford R.H. Vice-President, Tyneside Chamber of Commerce,
7h. TPesting . Social leader,

75. Rhodes G, MP for Newcastle East,

76. Henderson A, Gateshead alderman

77. Waite E. President, National Guild of Co-operators.
78. Ferneyhough E, MP for Jarrow,

79. Muir A.A, Chief Constable, Durham County.,

80. Lomas J, Deputy clerk, Durham C,C.

81. Robson D, Durham County councillor, Blaydon district.
82, V¥Yeeks W.G.R. Newcastle councillor

83. Vestwood, Lord Social leader.

84. Michelson J.B. Chairman, Gosforth U.D.C.

85. Davidson G.H, Northumberland County councillor.

86, Lipman C Newcastle councillor

87. Martindale C,W, Social leagder.

88, Galpin B.V, Northumberland County councillor,

89. Taylor E,G. Chairman, Finance Committee, Longbenton,

90, Russell T.S. Former Lord Kayor of Newcastle,

9%, . McKee J. Vice-Cheirman, Northern Area Conservative Council,
92. Shackleton W.H.F. Former Northurberland County councillor.

93, Scott-Batey R.W.J. Chairman, Newcastle City Labour Farty.

94k, Patterson A, Whitley Bay councillor.

95. Bilcliffe F, Chairman, Blaydon U.D.C,

96. Harrison G, Clerk to Longbenton Council

97. BSlattery M.S. Chairman, Hawthorn Leslie Ltd,

98. Ogilvie D.G, Managing Director, Hawthorn Leslie Ltd.

99. Dixon D. Chairman, Finance Committee, Jarrow,

100, Clark Y.A, South Shields alderman,

101. Nixon L, Gateghead councillor,

202, Harrison G, Leader, Labour group, Newburn Council,

103. Crawshaw T,W, South Shields alderman,

104. Jemnner A, Decisional leader.

105. Gladstone W.C. Northumberland County councillor.




106,
107.
108,

109.
110,
111,
112,
113,
114,
115,
116,
117,
118,
119,
120,
121,
122,

Dawson R.H,
Sylph A.8.
Doyle L.

Fenwick J.F.T.
Wardle, G.R.
Dawson D,
Baptist R.N,
lioore B.G.R.
Prudham T.P.S.
Burns J,
Graham N,
Hogg, R.G.,
Pugh E.T,
Gair C.W.
Newman A.L,
Steel J.
Forton L,T,

123 Mallett A,

124
125,
126,
127,
128,
129,
130.
131,
132,

133,
134,
135.
136,

137.
138,
139.
140,
141,
142,
143,
1,

Hopper .
Ashdown H.E,
Campbell A,M.
Stewart R.
Larrow, C.D.
Stokes, F.A
Pears J.R,
Hay, A.W,

Towers G.H.R.

Pearson R.C. M.
Stephens P.N,.S,
Heppell J.G.M.

Finniston H.M,

Watson F,5,
Sinton J.
Chapman S,
Sisterson H.M.
Walton J.R.
Chapman R,
Rush Z.

Howie B.G,

elidy,

Medical Officer of Health, Tynemouth.
Mayor of Tynemouth.

Transport and General Workers Union local
official,

Chairman, Fenwicks Ltd.

Northumberland County councillor,
Northumberland County alderman

Leader, Labour group, Gateshead Council,
Chief Education Officer, Wallsend,

Leader, Labour group, Felling Council,
Chairman, Northern Gas Board.

Clerk to Blaydon Council,

Northumberland County councillor.

Chairman, Co-operative Party,

Decisional leader.

South Shields alderman,

Chairman, Washington Development Corporation,

Managing Director, Clarke Chapman & Co, Ltd.,

Leader, Labour Sroup, Whickham Council,

Mayor of Wallsend.

Bishop of Newcastle,

Secretary, Labour Group, Jarrow Council.
Chief Engineer, Jarrow,

Newcastle councillor,

Chief Education Officer, Gateshead.,

Chairman, Finance Committee, Boldon.
Medical Officer of Health, Wnitley Bay.

Executive Virector, Swan Hunter and Tyne
Shipbuilders Ltd.

Medical Officer of Health, Newcastle,

Editor, Newcastle BEvening Chronicle.

Northumberland County councillor.

Managing Director, International Research and
Development Co. Ltd.

Clerk to Whitley Bay Council.

Egitor, Shields Gazette,

Northunberland County councillor.

Social leader.

Managing Director, Isaac Walton Ltd,
Social leader.

Social leader.

Social leader,



145,
146,
147,
148,
149,
150,
151,
152,
153.
154,
155.
156,
157.
158.
159.
160,
161,
162,
163,
164,
165,
166,
167.
168,

169.
170,
171,
172,
173.
174,
175,
176,
177,
178.
179.
180,
181,

182,
183.
184,

Mellowes C.L.
Grey A,
Coker J.4,
Weir H.C,
Turnbull ¥.L,
Curran K.&,
Robson N,
Hadwin R,
Hurley C.W,
Hallett, J.4.
Galbraith A,
Garrett E,
Brockbank J.
Mietcalfe G.H.
Evans R,
Slater J.H.
Charlton R.M,
Irving H.
Flder T.G.¥W,
Bamford T.A,
Squires G,
Percy A.
Petty J.W.N,
Jewitt AE,

Peile G.H.
Matkeson T,

Mayo J,
Tilley J.B.

Middlewood J,R.S.

Turnbull A.V,
Turner E,
Chute P,
Black T,
Sutton M.E,

Btherington J,T.

Blackhall D,
Reed W.M.

Doyle F.F,
Gray J.
Riley D.F,

245,

Chief Bducation Officer, Northumberland,

Leader, Conservative group, Newcastle Council,

Divisional Officer, U.S.D.A.W.

Medical Ufficer of Health, Jarrow,

Managing Director, Armstrong Whitworth.

Tynemouth councillor,

Chairman, Finance Committee, Gosforth,

Lord Mayor of Newcastle,

Clerk to Northumberland Council.

Chief Constable, Gateshead.

Chairman, Gateshead Hospital Management Committee.

MP for Wallsend.

Clerk to Durham C.C,

Chief BEducation Officer, Durham C,C,

Leader, Independent group, Jarrow Council.

District Secretary, National Union of Seamen,

Northumberland County councillor,

Managing Director, Gateshead Fost.

Theasurer, Northumberland Area, N.U,l,
Secretary, Jarrow Labour Party.

Chief Education Officer, Newcastle,

Northumberland County councillor,

Newcastle counciller,

Leader, Rent and Ratepayers group, Gateshead
Council,

Northumberland County councillor,

Northumberland County councillor.

Chairman, Finance Committee, Tynemouth,

Medical Officer of Health, Northumberland,

Chairman Durham C.C,

Mayor of Gateshead.

Social leader,

Chairman, Finance Committee, Wallsend,

Northumberland County councillor,

South Shields alderman.

Gateshead alderman

Bditor, Whitley Bay Guardian,

‘Chief Exectitive Officer, Newcastle Co-operative

Society.
Transport and General “orkers Union Official,
Northuwsberland County alderinan,

Durham County alderman
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185, Harding W, Chairman, Finance Committee, Newcastle.

186, Bloomfield M.V, Secretary, Tyneside Liberal Council.

187. Nackley E.Y, Leader, Labour group, South Shields Council,

188, Straker-Smith ¥. Vice-Chairman, Swan Hunter Group Ltd.

189. Dodsworth D, Northumberland County councillor.

190, Blackett D, Social leader,

191, Cowans S, Chairman, Ryton U.D.C.

192, Russell H, Newcastle alderman

193. Vert R, Secretary, North Bast Coast Engineering Employers

Agsociation,
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GENERAL ELECTION EESULTS ON TYNESIDE

NEGCASTLE ( CENTRAL)

Party Vote Sage M, P,, majority, Turnout
and majority as
Y%age of total vobe

1950 Lab 25,190 63,7 L. Wilkes 79.6%
Con 13,567 34,3 11,623
I.L.P. 812 2.1 29,4

1951 Lab 25,637 6L..0 E.W, Short 80, 9%
Con 13,325 33.3 12,312
I.L.P. 1,066 2.7 30.8

Boundary revisions

1955 Lab 26,102 66,6 E.W, Short 70, 9%
Con 13,079 33,4 13,003
33,2
65.8 E.W, Short 7%, %%
34,2 11,566
.7
70.9 E.W. Short 69, 1%
27.2 12,651
1.9 L43.7
76.6 E.W, Short 65, 95%
21,7 13,817
1.7 54.9
70.6 E,W, Short 61.2%
22,0 9,415

Tols 48,6




NE,/CASTLE (NORTH)

Party Vote Fage M. P, , majority, Turnout
and majority as
sage of total vote

1950 Con 25,325 53,7 Sir C, Headlam 83, 79
Lab 16,860 35.9 8,465
Lib 4,839 10,3 18.0
1951 Con 23,930 51.1 G. Lloyd-George 8ly., 655
Lab 17,005 36,3 6,925
Ind.Con 5,904 12,6 14,8
1955 Con 25,236 63,8 G. Lloyd-George 77 . 6%
Lab 14,303 36,2 10,933
27,7
1957 Con 19,017 60,2 R.7, Flliott 6y, To
(Bye— 1 () fg " "
Elect), Lao 1(:,595 :’908 6’462
20,5
Con 2l 558 64,9 R.V, Elliott 79, Ve
Lab 13,316 35,1 11,272
25,7
Con 19,502 61.0 R, Slliott 750 T
Lab 12,515 35,0 6,987 -
21,8
Con 15,243 49,7 R.7, Blliott 75.0%
Lab 12,550 40,7 2,693
Lib 2,902 9.6 8.8
Con 15,978 56,1 R.W, Elliott 67.4%
Lab 12,518 43,9 3,460

12.2




1950

1951

1955

19559

1970

Yarty

Con
Lab
Lib

Con

Lab

Con
Leab

Con

Lab

Con
Lab

Liab

Con

Lab

Con

Vote

N
-
-
-
Ul
\'

a

%]
—_
AN
U
\0

19,556
21,200

20,780
14,832

#  Seat changed hands

NEJCASTI® (AST)

[

/»Elge

3905
5T.4
9.3

o
Ny =~
o o

O -

b7.9
52.1

50,1
43,9

46,0
2.0

R
56,

41,7

b, P, , majority,
and majority as
7age of total vote

A. Blenkinsop
5,828
12.1

A, Zlenkinsop
2,771
b7

A, 3lenkinsop
1,822
L}‘az

W F, Montgomery
98
0.2

G.9, Rhodes
1,61y
L OFe

G.¥, Rhodes
7,326
19.5

G.Y, Rhodes
5,948
18,0

250,

Turnout

85. 6.

85,65

81, 3

8. 676

80,5

5.2



1950

1951

1955

Party

Coinm

Lab

Con

Boundary revigion

Liab

Con

Lab

Con

Lab

Con

Vote

31,230
21,949

31,765

23,081

25,401
20,217

1
o™

~J
Qo

-
& O
N
W

~Z
<)

29,603
21,149

e

NEJCASTIS (i3T)

55.7
4.5

Sh.7

bS.%

58,3
41,7

P

° 3

B, Popnlewesll

9,281
17.3

, 684

@
oN

o

5,184
1.4

5,023
9.5
&, Fopplewell
Bl
16,6

R,C, Brown
12,217
24,8

R.C. Brown
9,161
17.5

majority
and majority as
rage of total vote

£, Popplewell

&, Popplewell

E, Poprlewell

251,

Turnout

87.%

87,25

82,0k

75.85

70, 1%



1950

1951

1955

1959

1970

Party

Lab
Con

Ind,Lab

Boundary

Lab

Con

Lab

Con

Lab

Con

Lab

Con

Vote

15,249
13,530
5,001

19,525
1y, 3l
revision
21,653

16,706

25,319
17,654

28,52
15,489

GATSSHEAD (BAST)

Teage

45.1
40,1
14,8

645
35.5

69.6
5064

L.P,, majority
and majority as
sage of total vote

A8, bioody
1,719
5.1

A3, koody
5,161

15.5

A8, Moody
L, St
12,9

A,S, Hoody
7,665
i7.8

B, Conlan

11,979
€9.0

B, Conlan

15,5k
19.

B. Conlan
13,035

29.6

252,

Turnout

85. o

78, 6%

81, 6%

79. %%

75. 77

70, 2%
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GATESHEAD (WEST)

FParty Vote Ctage ILP., majority, Turnout
and majority as
wage of total vote

1950 Lab 20,872 6L, 2 J,T, Hall 83,77
| Con 11,660 35.8 9,212
28.3
1951 Lab 20,770 63.8 J.T. Hall 83,80
Con 11,811 36,2 8,979
27.5

Boundary revision

1955 Lab 22,040 65.3 J.T, Hall 72,47
Con 11,709 3o 7 10,3551
30,6
13,196 66,5 H.E, Randall L2, %%
6,661 33.5 6,535
52.9
21,277 64.9 H.E. Randall 76. 7/
11,509 35.1 9,768
29.8
21,390 69.0 H,E, Randall Theo To
9,623 31.0 11,767
38.0
20,381 74.8 H.E, Randall 70, 1%
6,878 25,2 13,503
49.5
15,622 68,1 J. Horaw 66, 3
7,328 31,9 8,29

36,1
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SOUTH SHIELDS

Party Vote Yage M.P., majority, Turnout
and majority as
%age of total vote

1950 Lab 33,452 56.5 J.C. Ede 81,7
Con 15,897 26,8 17,555
Lib 9,446 15.9 29.6
Comm 415 C.7
1951 Lab 33,633 56.0 J.C., Ede 80, 6%
Con 20,208 33.6 13,425
Lib 6,270 0.4 22,4
1955 Lab 31,734 59.6 J.C. Ede 71. 65
Con 21,482 404 10,252
19.3
1959 Lab 32,577 57.9 J.C. Ede N
Con 25,638 42,1 8,939
15.9
1964 Lab 29,694 55.1 4. Blenkinsop 7o 1%
Con 16,34 30.3 15,350
7,837 14,6 24,8
31,829 oh, 7 A, Blenkinsop 68, 5%
17,240 35.3 14,489
29.5
50,191 60,2 A, Blenkinsop 66, 4%
19,960 39.8 10,231

20.4




1950

1951

196l

1966

Party

Con
Lab
Lib

Con

Lab

Con

Lib

Con
Lab
T.ib

Con

Lab

Con
Lab
Lib

Vote

28,785
23,148
8,452

33,800
25,1

30,949
20,113
5,092

32,810
13,866
6,525

33,342
25,09k

b

9,210
25,814
3,546

20,773
23,927
5,221

TYNEMCUTH
Tage P, , majority,
and majority as
Y%age of total vote
49.5 I, .ard
39.6 5,057
1.1 9.7
56.4 I. Ward
43,6 7,656
12,8
5501 I.'Ward
35.8 10,836
9.1 19.3
564 I. Ward
324 15,944
11,2 2.0
56,3 I, Jard
]‘Fb ° 7 7 ’)-}-48
12,6
49.6 I. Ward
2.8 3,296
5,6 5.8
51.4 I, Ward
39.9 6,846
8.7 Mol

2559

Tuarnout

8. Gre

A G 30

80, 5%

79.0%

78,457

75, 2%



1950

1955

Party

Lab
Con
Idib

Lab

Con

Lab

Con

Liab

Con

Vote

33,790
21,643
4,55¢

25,578

25,099

N W
LI St
A¥) -

N ON
~ N
Uwm

37,862
29,096

39,841
26,096

39, Tk
21,205

39,065
24,650

WALLSEND

;“éage k,P,, majority,
and majority as
%age of total vote

56.3 J. icKay
36,1 2,147
7.6 20,3
41,3 10,579
7.4
57 s 8 J ° Lcl")a‘y
42,2 G,350
15.6
56.5 J. kcKay
43.5 &, 765
'I 5 o 1
60.4 .8, Garrett
396 13,745
20,8
65,2 7.8, Garrett
34,8 18.539
30.4
61,3 7.5, Garrett
38,7 14,415

22.6

256,

Turnout

87.5

87. 20

81,57

77. 5%



s
O
w1

-

1955

1964,

1966

1970

Party

Lab
Con

Lib

Boundary
Lab

Con

I.) ab

Con

Lab

Con

Liab

Con

Lab

Con

Vote

33,751
16,695
2,940

revigion

2,706
12,300

-

=

U\
~

N O

N

(09]

26,053
14,503

26,006
12,449

25,861
1y, 8U7

63,0
1.5
5'5

G0

Coe. &

34.8

62,7
37,3

N
oW £
[ o

w N

67.6
2.4

P, , majority,
and wa jority as
wage of total vote

e}

L

B

Fernyhough
16,806
31.5

. Fernyhough

16,747
30.%

. Fernyhough

10.402
26,7

E,Fernyhough

Eo

i

:L‘:J

10,352
25.3

Fernyhough
11,550
28,4

. Pernyhough

13,557
3503

Fernyhough
1,014
27.0

257,

Turnout

¢l B

7915

80. 3%

30, 0%

73.9



1950

1951

1955

1956

(Bye-
Elect.)

1959

1966

1970

Party

Lab

Con

Lab

Con

Lab

Con

Lab

Con

Lab

Con

Lab

Con

Vote

28,537
13,223

- N
N W
- “

Qﬁ‘ﬁ
N
Ny O

26,629

H

11,849

25,724
13,926

BLAYDON
?‘/;:a_ge ',—L\I‘,Pn s majOI‘i'ty 3

and majority as
s.age of total vote

66,9 Y, Tniteley
3.1 15,571
37.9
68,2 7. Thiteley
31,8 15,114
36,4
66,5 Y, Jhiteley
35.5 12,523
2.7
69.9 R.B, Woof
30,1 10,714
39.8
65,4 R, B, “Joof
34,6 12,250
30,9
66,7 R,E, Woof
33,3 12.99%
33.4
69,2 R,E, Joof
30,8 14,780
58014"
64.8 R.E, “loof
35,2 11,798

29.7

258,

Tarnout

87.5/%

80,77

57.05

82, %%

80, 0%



TYNESIDE T.OCAL ELZCTION RESULTS

1967
GATESHEAD

Ward izzzpiyer Labour Liberal Other Result
Riverside 197 649 Ind, 148 No change
Claxton 385 1135 No change
G m
Askew 189 564 No change
Teams 398 1488 No change
Bensham 912 1146 Com, 63 No change
Claremont 1016 1198 No change
Shipcote 1332 1105 No change
Saltwell 14514 1199 He& R, gain
Enfield 2106 709 No change
Low Pell 2242 802 No change
Wrekenton 1671 1974 No change
Total Vote 12342 13040 Ind. 148

Com, 63

FPercentage Vote (48.3% (51.1%) (0.6%)




260,

NEWCASTLE
Hard Con, Labour Liberal Other Result
Armstrong 389 741 Com, 56 No change
Arthur's Hill 2905 808 No change
Benwell 1065 1813 Com, 126 No change
Blakelaw 2150 212 Con., gain
Byker 635 901 Com, 41 No change
Dene 4007 965 No change
Elswick 2219 2075 Con, gain
Ferham 3655 1422 No change
Jesmond 3804 410 506 No change
Heaton 3055 870 No change
Kenton 3822 2768 No change
St, Anthony's 302 1185 Com, 126 o change
St. Lawrence 92 1965 No change
St. Nicholas 1183 415 No change
Sandyford 2073 56l 256 No change
Scotswood 1352 1534 No change
Stephenson L77 717 Com, 73 No change
Yalker 870 1810 No change
Walkergate 2615 1693 618 No change
Westgate 1653 1724 No change
Total Vote 29045 26502 1380 422
Percentage Vote (58, 0%) (39.3%) (2,0%) (0.7%)




SOUTH _ SHIELDS

Ward Progressive Labour Liberal
Beacon 977 369
Rekendyke 543 688
Bents 87 292
Victoria 601 557
Vestoe 1557 515
W?st P&;k\ 15?5 517
(2 seats) 1561
lMarsden 637 886
Horsley Hill 1437 968
Brinkburn 581 £93
Whiteleas 375 990
Harton 1630 595
Cleadon Park 1364 812 350
Tyne Dock 542 795
Simonside 924 1058
Biddick Hall 436 g71
Total Vote 15629 10906 350
Percentage Vote (56, 7%) (39.5%) (1.3%)
TYNEMOUTH
Tard gﬁ;l?ogier Labour  Liberal
Tynemouth 1527 L0k
Dockway 956 L94
Linskill 874 58
Trinity 548 664
Percy 275 817
Collingwood 168k 1763
Chirton 1235 87C
Preston 1595 272
Cullercoats No contest
Total Vote 8692 5261, Lo,
Percentage Vote (56.6%) (3L 3%) (2.7%)

Bye-election 206.7.67 Collingwood Ind.gain Maj. 89

Other

Com, 34

Com, 14

Ind, 262
Ind, 285

Com, 115

Ind,. 547
Com, 163%

(2.5%)

Other

Ind, 983

988

(6.4%)

261,

Hesult

No change
No change
No change
Prog. gain

No change
No change

No change
Frog, gain
Ho change
No change
No change
Prog. gain
Ho change

Ko change

No change

Hesult

No change
No, change
No change
No change
No change
No change
Ind. gain
No change

Ind. held



Ward Con
Central
Hest 155
East
Simonside
Springwell 843
Grange 886
Primrose
Total Vote 1884
Percentage Vote (24. 9%)
Con. or
V.
Ward. Supporter
Buddle 850
Northumberland -
i
Wallsend
Holy Cross \
\
C 3 !
arville \- No contest
Hadrian {
Willington
Willington Quay
Howdon
Total Vote 850

(56.87%)

Percentage Vote

JARROY
Labour Iiberal Other
281 Ind.Lab.
265
167
263 Ind.Lab,
296
906 Ind.Lab,
897
LOL
290
748 Ind,Lab,
1169
3059 Ind.Lab,
2627
(40, L%) (34 7%)
WALL:SEND
Labour Liberal Other
6L6
6L46

(43, 2%)

262,

Result
Mo change

Ho change

Ind.Lab.,
gain

No change
No change
No change

Ind.Lab,
gain

Result

No change

ILab. Held



Vard

fmonkseaton
lionkseaton
Central
Hartley
Marden

sionkseaton W

Rockeliff
St. Mary's

Total Vote

Percentage

Vote

Bye=-elections July 1967 - Monkseaton ¥,

Ward

Chopwell
(4 seats)

7inlaton
(6 seats)

Rowlands Gi

(6 seats)

Blaydon
(6 seats)

Total Vote
Percentage

11

Vote

263,

WHITLEY BAY
Con. or Labour Liberal Other Result
Supporter
990 1121 No change
1899 391 No change
410 235 No change
779 755 Con, gain
668 32 No change
987 503 No change
440 249 No change
No contest Con. held
6173 3069 563
(63.0%) (31.2%)  (5.7%)
Con held
Marden Con held
Hockeliff Con held
BLAYDOM
Con. or Labour  Liberal Other Result
Supporter
1347 Ind.715 No change
1222
1180
1132
1603 Comm.481 No change
1598 270
1508 219
1499
1296
1266
1162 1536 No change
1135 1490
994 1457
1406
13,1
1251
1355 x Ind.1234 x Ko change
1251 x 1171 x
1175 x 1169 x
1140 1162
1053 1135
880 1116
3291 28556 Comm,10703(2.6%% X =
(8.1%) (70. 3%) Ind.7702 (19.0%) elected



Ward

Newtown

Boldon Colliery
East Boldon

West Boldon

Cleadon

Whitburn

Con, or

Suprorter

No contests.

Whitburn Colliery

Ward

North
(3 seats)

East
(3 seats)

Pelaw
(3 seats)

South
(3 seats)

Leam
(3 seats)

Wreken
(3 seats)

Central
(3 seats)

Total Vote

Percentage Vote

Rent &
Rptepayer

1140
1118
1097

877

700

600

1506
1333
1327
11151

(41, 85)

BOLDON

Labour

FELLING

Labour

831
7382
748
566
551
438
765
755
Iy

575
713
700

718
715
598

964
900
830

8Ly
746
731

15556

(58.2%)

26k

Result

Hesult

1 R.& R.gain

1 R.& R.gain

No change

1 R.& R.gain

1 R.& R.gain

No change

No change



GOSFORTH
Ward 9°n? or Labour Liberal Other
Supporter
A1l Baints No contest
St., Nicholas 1002 540
Coxlodge 1936 1916
S, Gosforth No contest
Total Vote 2938 2456
Fercentage Vote (54.5%) (45.5%)
HEEBURN
Ward Con. or Labour Liberal Other
Supporter
West
Central
South
North Ho contests
East
Victoria
MHonkton

konkton Ward Bye Election 26th June, 1967

265,,

Result

Con, held
No change
Con, gain

Con., held

Result

Lab.held



266,

Ward Cont or Labour Liberal Other Result
Supporter

Wiest Farm 377 Conm, 35 No change

Seaton Burn 1081 1179 No change

Ballieol Lab, held

Benton Ind. held

Porest Hall No contests Lab, held

Holystone Lab. held
| Camperdown Lab. held
| Dudley Lab, held
|

Total Vote 1081 1556 35

Percentage Vote (40, 5%) (58, %) (1.3%)

NEWBURN
Vard Con, or Lebour  Liberal Other Result
supporter
Throckley 814 Ind. 997 1 Ind., gain
(& seats) 718
705
608

Newburn N

Lemington IS No contests

Westerhope

Denton

Total Vote 2845 977

Fercentage Vote (4o 1%) (25.9%)




Ward

Ryton
Crookhill
Crawcrook

Greenside

Ward

Dunston
(8 seats)

Swalwell
(3 seats)

Whickham West
(3 seats)

Whickham Bast
(3 seats)

Marley Hill &
Byermoor

Total Vote

Percentage Vote

267.

RYTON
Con or Labour Liberal Other Result
Supporter
No contests
WHICKHAM
gﬁ;;oiier Labour Liberal Other Result
1168 2021 No change
1160 1967
1178 1922
1178 1908
1145 1916
1122 1886
1101 1798
1063 1780
340 697 No change
328 679
588
1430 672
1488 597
1454 583 Ward
928 1057 Re-organisation
857 1025
813 1005
No contest Lab. held
16813 22041

(43.5%) (56.7%)



HWard

Riverside
Claxton
Chandless
Askew
Teams
Bensham
Claremont
Shipcote
Saltwell
Enfield
Low Fell

Wrekenton

Total Vote

Percentage Vote

TYNESIDE LOCAL BLECTION RESULTS

Rent &

Ratepayer
150
391
18L
145
514
897
989
1241
1526
1984
2118
1803

11912

(5L, 2%)

Labour

1968

GATESIIAD

480
809
362
410
1184
779

(42.7%)

Tiberal

Uther

Ing.186

Comm, 91
Ind, 92

Ind, 219
Comm, 85

268,

Result

No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
R.& R.gain
R.& Ro.gain
No change
R.& R.gain
No change
No change

No change

Ind.497 (2.3%)
Conm, 176 (0,8%)



Ward

Armstrong

Arthur's Hill
Berwell
Blakelaw
Byker

Dene

Elswick
Fenham
Jesmond
Heaton
Kenton

St. Anthony's
St . Lawrence
5t, Nicholas
Sandyford
Scotswood

Stephenson

Walker
Walkergate

Westgate

Total Vote

Percentage Vote

Con.
361

2418
1279
2061,
679
3310
1932
3161
3598
3067
3461
541
682
868
1671
1877
426

750
2143
1725

35813

(63,45%)

NETCASTLE

Liberal Other

49% Tenants
2L3

Labour

562

1302 Comun, 87
1783

553

721

1637

986 247

235 577

628

1136

1222 Comn, 66
1180

588 Tenants

78
Comm, 28

851 580

18623 14,0k

Tenants

269.

Result
No change

No change
No change
No change
Con, gain
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
Ho change
No change
Con. gain

No change

No change
No change

No change

321 (0,6%)
Comm, 181 (0, 2%)

(33.3%) (2.5%)




Ward

Beacon
Rékendyke
Bents
Victoria
Jestoe

West Park
Harsden
Horsley Hill
Brinkburn
Whiteleas
Harton
Cleadon Park
Tyne Dock
Simonside
Biddick Hall

Total Vote

Fercentage Vote

Ward
Tynemouth
Dockway
Linskill
Trinity
Percy
Collingwood
Chirton
Freston

Cullercoats

Total Vote

Fercentage Vote

Yrogressive

1087
618

482
1316
1217

574
1421

707
1717
370

11690
(63.9%)

Con. or
Supporter

907
819
685
531
1919
993

5850
(61.2%)

SOUTH SHIELDS

Labour

207
437

LA
353
315
586
471
752
513

410
509
388
634

5986
(32.7%)

Liberal

138

214

550
(3.0%)

TYNEMOUTH

Labour

313
425
595
477

1116
78k

3709
(38.8%)

Liberal

Other

Conn, 60

60
(0.4%)

Other

270,

Result

No change
Prog. gain
Prog. unopp.
Prog. gain
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change

No change
Prog. tnopp.
No change
Frog. gain
No change

No change

Result

Ind. unopp.
Ind. gain
Ind. gain
Ind, gain
Ind. gain
No change
Ind. gain
Ind. unopp.
Ind,” unopp.



Ward
Central
West

Bast
Simongide
Springwell

Grange

Primrose

Total Vote

Percentage Vote

Ward

Buddle
Northumberland
Wallsend

Holy Cross
Carville
Hadrian
Willington
Willington Quay
Howdon

Total Vote

Percentage Vote

Con. or
Supyporter

270

-
k]
Ui

657

702

1296

3050
(43.2%)

Rent &
Ratepayer

914
612

665

2191
(59. 7%)

JARROT

Labour Liberal
212
141
328

7959

1148

2728
(38, 7%)

WALLSEND

Labour Liberal

1,80
(40, 3%)

Other

Ind.Lab.
137
Ind.Lab,
96
Ind.Lab,
210
Ind.Lab,
555
Ind.Lab.
247

1275
(18,1%)

Other

271,

Result

Mo change
No change
No change
Ho change
No change

Con, unopp.

Con, gain

Result

No change

B.& Rozain

No change



WHITLEY BAY

Tard gz;;oiier Labour Iiberal Cther Result
Monkseaton S, 776 457 Ind, 359 No change
sionkseaton N
Central 430 241 No change
Hairtley Thds 864 Mo change
Marden
tonkseaton W 1238 821 Con., gain
Rockeliff 395 28l No change
St. Mary's 505 Ind.579 No change
. Ind.Con,

501
Total Vote 4088 1826 821 1449
Percentage Vote (50, 0%) (22, 3%) (10,0%) (17.7%)

BLAYDON

No contests



Ward qonf or Labour Liberal Other
Supporter
Newbown 721 Ind, Lab,
350
Boldon Colliery 162 576
Zast Boldon
West Boldon
Cleadon
Whitburn 743 1497
Whitburn Colliery 225 255
Total Vote 1130 3159 350
Percentage Vote (24 .4%) (68.1%) (7.5%)
FELLING
No contests
GOSFORTH
Ward Conf or Labour Liberal Cther
Supporter
All Saints
St, Nicholas 880 338
Coxlodge 1307 796
3. Gosforth 720 148
Total Vote 2907 1134 148
Percentage Vote (69.4%) (27.1%) (3.50)

273,

Result

No change

No change

No change

o change

Result

No change

Con, gain from
Lab,

No change



Ward
est

Central
South
Rorth
East
Victoria

lionkton

Total Vote

Percentage Vote

Ward

Yest Farm

Seaton Burn

Balliol

Benton

Forest Hall
Holystone
Camperdown
Dudley

Total Vote

Percentage Vote

Con. or
Supporter

61

Pe

01

1457
&8

401
861

2509
(41, 2%)

Con, or
Supporter

887

248

U
~J
[\

2959

(43, 3%)

274,

BEEBBURN
Labour Liberal Cther Kesult
351 Lab.gain from
Ind.
183 No change
1018 No change
Lab. unopp.
274 No change
611 No change
1133 No chiange
5570
(58. &%)
Labour  Liberal Other Result
2.8 Comm, 76 No change
1215 Con,gain from
Lab.
Ind,766 Con.gain from
Ind.
600 No change
9z2 No change
2985 Comm, 76 (1. 3%)
Ind, 766 (11.3%)
(Lo 152)



NEWBURN

No contests

HYTOHE
Ward Con. or Lebour  Liberal Other
Supporter

Ryton

Crookhill

Crawcrook

Greenside 575 Ind. 486
Tercentage Vote (5. Z%) (45, 8%)

WHICKHAM

No contests

275,

Hesult

No change



Ward

Riverside
Chandless
Claxton
Askew
Teams
Bensham
Claremont
Shipcote
Sailtwell
Enfield
Low Fell

Wrekenton

Total Vote

Percentage Vote

TYNESTOE LOCAL, ELECTION HESULTS

Rent &

Ratepayer
1354
243
713
164
610
1015
1058
1280
795
1955
1799
2640

12406

(60.0%)

1969

GATESHHAD

Labour Liberal

408
313
773
%11
966
839
500
586
151
140
25
1829

7550

(35.6%)

Other

Ind,205

Ind, 112
Ind, 281
Comu, 152

276,

Result

No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
R.& R. gain

R.& R. gain

o

ey)

o

R. gain

©

o

o
i

& H. gain
No change
No change

R.& H. gain

Ind.760 (3.7%)
Comm, 152 (0, 7%)



Ward
Armstrong
Arthur's Hill

Benwell
Blakelaw

Byker
Dene
Elswick
Fenham
Jesmond
Lieaton

Kenton
St. Bnthony's

3t. Lawrence
3t. Nicholas
Sandyford
Scotswood
Stephenson
Walker
Walkergate

Westgate

Total Vote

Fercentage Vote

Con,
312

2147
2058

1310
1583

623
3076
1812
2821
3212
2545
3051

333

332

5

696
1656
1539

387

612
1991
1280

34101

(59.7%)

NEWCASTLE

Labour
699
508
515

1399
1309
554
656
1315
1260

959
1264

22150

(38.8%)

Liberal

20

Uther

Tenants

349

Tenants

452

Gomm, 61

Tenants

2779

Result
No change

No change

No change

Con, gain

Con., gain
No change
Con. gain
No change
Ho change
No change

No change

No change

No change
No change
No change
Con. zain
Neo change
No change
No change

Con, gain

801 (1.4%)
Comm, 61 (0, 1%)



278,

SOUTH SHIEBLDS

Yard Progressive Labour Liberal Other Result
Beacon al 178 No change
815
Rekendyke L7h 392 Progs gein
Bents Frog. unopp.
Victoria 591 285 Froz. gain
Westoe Proz. unopp.
West FPark 1387 235 No change
1366
Marsden 643 670 No change
Horsley Hill 1335 741 Prog. gain
Brinkburn 668 550 Prog. gain
Whiteleas 34 481 No change
Harton Prog. unopp.
Cleadon Park Prog, unopp.
Tyne Dock 803 558 Prog., gain
Simonside 963 639 Frog. gain
Biddick Hall 456 636 No change
Total Vote 10683 5369
Percentage Vote (66.6%) (33,4%)
TYNEZMOUTH
Ward C;Eépg;ter Labour Liberal Cther Hesult
Bynemouth
Dockway
Linskill 882 289 No change
Trinity 545 L1 Ing, gain
Percy 482 Lo Ind., gain
Collingwood 1415 1202 Ind. gain
Chirton 867 438 Ind, gain
Freston
Cillercoats 22,2 Ind.b646 No change
Total Vote 6433 2762 646

Percentage Vote (65,4%) (28.1%) (6.5%)




Ward
Central
West
Fast

Simonside

Springwall
Grange

Primrose

Total Vote

Percentage Vote

Yard

Buddle
Northumberland

#Hallsend
Holy Cross

Carville
Hadrian
%illington
Willington Quay

Howdon

Total Vote

Percentage Vote

Con,
2
113
7
689

668
874
1090

3998
(53.5%)

Con,

768

768
(20.0%)

JARRGY

Labour
315
153
390
898

295
175
1253

3477
(46, 5%)

WALLSEND
Liberal

Labour

244

415

614

1373
(35.8%)

Liberal

669

669

(17.1%)

Other

1027
(26.8%)

279,

Result
No change
No change
No change

Lab., gain from
Ind.Lab,

No change
No change

Lab. gain from
Ind.Lab.

Result
Con. gain from
Lab,

R.& R.gain fror
Lab -

Lib,gain from
Lab



Ward
lionkseaton S,
Monkseaton N,
Central

Hartley

Marden
Honkseaton W,
Rockecliff
St. Marys

Total Vote

Percentage Vote

WWHITLEY BAY
Con, Labour Liberal Other
948 483
L 280
639 636 Ind.Soc.
396
7 203
1150 972
345 161
L2135 1783 972 396
(57.2%) (2n.2.%)  (13.28)  (5.4%)
BLAYDON

No contests

FELLING

No contests

GOSFORTH

No contests

HEBBURN

No contests

Result

No change

Con, gain from
Ind.

Con., gain from
Lab.

Ho change
Neo change

No change



261,

LONGBEDN TON

No contests

NEWBURN

No contests

RYTON

No contests

WHICKHAM

No contests




