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Conventional

wisdom suggests that
the break between
Liberals and Liberal
Nationals was never
healed, with the latter
drifting inexorably
towards absorption

in the Conservative
Party. But in specific
locations such as
London and Burnley
the two groups did
come together in

the wake of the 1945
general election. In this
article David Dutton
considers the process of
tusion in Huddersfield
and argues that this
helped ensure the
survival of an outpost
of Liberalism during
the party’s darkest days.

atever  its
existing prob-
lems, the events
of 1931—32
removed any
immediate or short-term pros-
pect of a recovery in the fortunes
of the British Liberal Party.
From differing assessments of
the performance of the outgo-
ing Labour administration and
differing attitudes towards the
National Government which
took its place, there emerged in
effect two Liberal parties, along
with a small and increasingly
isolated third grouping under
David Lloyd George.

In the wake of the general
election of October 1931 almost
three dozen Liberal MPs coa-
lesced around the leadership of
Sir John Simon to form the so-
called Liberal National group,
pledged to give unqualified sup-
port to the government what-
ever polices it took to meet the
current economic emergency,
including the introduction of
tariffs. Though neither side
seemed keen to admit the fact
openly, the Simonite group rap-
idly assumed the functions and
attributes of a separate party
and, while both sides hinted
at eventual reunion, the split
turned out to be permanent.

In specific
locations
the proc-
ess of
merger was
brought to

success.

The participation of both Liberal
within Churchill’s
wartime coalition again mud-

factions

died the dividing lines between
them and there were talks on the
possibility of reconciliation in
the latter stages of the conflict.
These, however, broke down,
less over issues of policy than the
determination of the mainstream
party to contest the forthcoming
general election as a fully inde-
pendent movement.

As has been well described,
a final attempt to repair the
breach was made in 1946. Talks
began following an initiative in
May by Ernest Brown, a former
leader of the Liberal Nation-
als, but had ground to a halt by
the autumn, largely because the
Liberal Nationals would not
consider anything other than a
reunited party taking its place
alongside the Conservatives in
a broad anti-socialist alliance.
The Liberals, by contrast, were
still insistent that any reunified
party must be a completely inde-
pendent political force beholden
neither to Tories nor Labour.’
But in specific locations the
process of merger was brought
to success. On 1 July 1946 The
Times announced that the Lon-
don Liberal National Party and
the London Liberal Party had
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decided to unite and that a new
organisation would begin a
campaign to ensure representa-
tion in parliamentary and local
government elections in Greater
London. The impact on the for-
tunes of Liberalism in the capital
was, however, at best marginal;
neither component in the reun-
ion had much to offer in terms
of residual strength in London.
But the development of events in
the West Riding town of Hud-
derstield was of considerably
greater significance and argu-
ably contributed to the survival
of an outpost of Liberal strength
during the darkest decade in the
party’s long history.

Divisions in the Hudders-
field Liberal Party were slow to
appear after 1931, not because of
the absence of a Liberal National
splinter group but because of the
success of the town’s Liberal MP,
William Mabane, in taking the
local Liberal Association with
him into the embrace of the
Liberal National Party, almost
without the association being
aware of what was happening
to it.> As late as 1939 the Asso-
ciation kept up its affiliation to
the Liberal Party Organisation,
while only sending observers to
meetings of the Simonite Liberal
Nationals. Meanwhile, Mabane

The first
sign of
truly inde-
pendent
Liberal
action
came from
a small
group of
disgruntled
women in
the local
party.

himself held office in both the
Yorkshire Liberal Party and
the Yorkshire Liberal National
Party. As a result, it was not until
shortly before the outbreak of
the Second World War that the
mainstream Liberal Party in
Huddersfield finally began to
reassert itself.

Mabane easily overcame
the surprised reaction of the
staunchly free-trade Hudders-
field Liberal Association (HLA)
when he first became a member
of the Liberal National group late
in 1931 by arguing that he could
act as a bridge between it and
the mainstream party. He faced
more serious opposition after his
decision not to accompany Her-
bert Samuel and his followers
when, somewhat belatedly, they
crossed the floor of the House
of Commons to rejoin the ranks
of the opposition in the autumn
of 1933. But again, the majority
of the HLA accepted Mabane’s
explanation that Samuel should
have taken this step immedi-
ately after the conclusion of the
Ottawa agreements in August
1032 or not at all. Sixteen mem-
bers voted against him at the
HLA’s annual general meeting in
March 1934 and a small number
resigned from the association
in protest. But this did not stop

Mabane from being readopted as
the Liberal candidate for Hud-
dersfield in the general election
of November 1935, and, in the
absence of a rival Liberal candi-
date and with full Conservative
support, he was easily able to
retain his seat.

The first sign of truly inde-
pendent Liberal action came
from a small group of disgrun-
tled women in the local party.
Six members of the Hudders-
field Women’s Liberal Associa-
tion resigned on 12 January 1938
when that body, in advance of its
male counterpart, decided for-
mally to affiliate to the Liberal
National Party. With six others
the rebels then formed the Hud-
dersfield Borough Women’s Lib-
eral Association.’ But it would
be more than a year before their
menfolk followed suit. Finally,
in the spring of 1939, the forces
of independent Liberalism man-
aged to reassert themselves.
Under the guidance of three
prominent local activists, Ashley
Mitchell, Ernest Woodhead and
Elliott Dodds, all of whom had
stood unsuccessfully as Liberal
candidates in earlier general elec-
tions, a rival Liberal Association
was set up with the full backing
of the Liberal Party Organisa-
tion in London.* As the Liberal
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Nationals clung tenaciously to
the title of HLA, the new body
was christened the Huddersfield
Borough Liberal Association.’

Mabane refused to be dis-
couraged. The HLA was, he
declared, an even more united
body than it had been a year ear-
lier. It was true that ‘the smallest
possible minority of people’ had
given the appearance of disu-
nity, but this was not the reality.
It was, he insisted, ‘an arrogant
assertion’ to suggest that all who
supported the National Govern-
ment must forgo their right to
describe themselves as Liberals,
and he sought further to blur the
distinction between Liberals and
Liberal Nationals by reminding
his audience that, notwithstand-
ing the opposition of Archibald
Sinclair and the party leader-
ship, many distinguished Liber-
als, including the party’s former
leader Lord Samuel, had backed
the government over the recent
Munich settlement.®

Such internal wrangling
was largely put on hold with
the coming of European war in
September 1939. Meanwhile,
Mabane’s personal career began
to prosper. Appointed Assistant
Postmaster-General in June 1939,
he later served in junior posts at
the Ministries of Home Security
and Food before rising in May
1945 to the rank of Minister of
State at the Foreign Office in
Churchill’s short-lived caretaker
government, an administration
in which Liberals declined to
participate. But as the military
tide finally turned and minds
moved again to the issues of
domestic politics, it was evi-
dent that the Borough Liberals
had not gone away. Indeed, they
decided to contest the forth-
coming general election and
secured the services of a prom-
ising candidate in the person of
Roy Harrod, a committed free
trader, academic economist and
future biographer of John May-
nard Keynes.

Mabane, standing now as an
unequivocal Liberal National
with Conservative support and
as the only candidate favouring

One hope-
ful indica-
tor of the
prospects
of reunion
was that
many local
activists
in Hud-
dersfield
seemed
more con-
cerned
with propa-
gating the
gospel of
Liberalism
than with
the pre-
cise party
label under
which
they cam-
paigned.

the continuation of Churchill’s
government, conducted a vig-
orous and confident campaign.
But Huddersfield had been
transformed by the migration of
around 17,000 industrial workers
into the town during the course
of the war. On a massive swing
J. P. W. Mallalieu, whose pedi-
gree as the son of a former Lib-
eral MP may have enhanced his
appeal, took the seat for Labour
with a majority of nearly 9,000
over Mabane, leaving Harrod,
despite the support of the Hud-
dersfield Daily Examiner, a fur-
ther 13,000 votes behind.” To
no avail, the newspaper, which
was controlled by the Wood-
head family and edited by Elli-
ott Dodds, insisted that Harrod
was the only Liberal candidate
in the field.

Setin a national context, Har-
rod’s performance — 16 per cent
of the poll — was almost respect-
able. The party of Gladstone
and Asquith was now reduced
to a parliamentary representa-
tion of just twelve MPs. Nearly
85 per cent of the party’s candi-
dates had come third. Its leader,
Sir Archibald Sinclair, and chief
whip, Percy Harris, were among
those who had gone down to
defeat. In the face of disaster on
such a scale, Liberals had to con-
sider the full range of options
open to them. Inevitably, the
question of reunion with the
Liberal Nationals forced its way
on to the political agenda. In
Hudderstfield it was clear that the
Borough Liberals were deter-
mined to carry on. But the out-
look for the Liberal Nationals
was far from rosy. Organisation
had decayed and membership
substantially declined during
the years of war. Mabane’s agent,
Stanley Hickman, presented a
gloomy prognosis. The Bor-
ough Liberals had:

... plenty of keen, able people
of the type who enjoy poli-
tics, and as the election figures
show have attracted the average
Liberal. So long as there was
no Sinclair Liberal candidate

we got their votes, if not their

enthusiastic support. Now
we are looked upon as Tories,
and they are in great disfavour
at present. Unless redistribu-
tion helps, we shall never beat
Labour in a three-cornered
fight. We have few leading men
and women and we have no

appeal to enthuse the masses.®

One hopetul indicator of the
prospects of reunion was that
many local activists in Hudders-
field seemed more concerned
with propagating the gospel of
Liberalism than with the pre-
cise party label under which
they campaigned. Mrs Potts,
the Chairman of the Borough
Women’s Liberal Association,
reported that during the general
election campaign she had been
invited to speak to the Milns-
bridge branch of the Hudders-
field Women’s Liberal National
Association. In so doing she had
received the promise of several
women to join the Borough Lib-
eral Association.® But for real
progress to be made, one side or
the other had to take the initia-
tive. Some months before nego-
tiations began at a national level,
the Executive Committee of
the Borough Liberals authorised
their president to get in touch
with his opposite number in the
Huddersfield Liberal Associa-
tion to consider the possibility of
exploratory talks on the theme
of reunion.” ‘I have to enquire’,
wrote H. V. Wood of the Bor-
ough Liberals,

... whether, in your judgement
and considered opinion, the
time is opportune for a small
delegation of three or four of
the principal honorary execu-
tive Officers of your Associa-
tion to meet a like number of
Officers of my Association for
the purpose of exploring the
present political position, par-
ticularly in Huddersfield, and
to ascertain what are the points
of difference in policy and/or
otherwise which still separate
our two Associations. Those
delegates would enquire as to

whether such differences could
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be resolved and as to whether

reunion is practicable or not."

For the Liberal Nationals, J. D.
Eaton Smith reacted cautiously.
His first loyalty was to Mabane,
who had already been rea-
dopted as the Huddersfield Lib-
eral Association’s candidate for
the next general election. But
the officers of the HLA, with-
out disclosing the approach to
their full Executive Committee,
eventually agreed that Eaton
Smith should meet Wood and,
if he considered that a further
meeting would be useful, that
a Liberal National delegation,
to include both Eaton Smith
and Mabane, should be consti-
tuted.” The meeting between
the two presidents took place
on 9 January 1946. Eaton Smith
stressed that the HLA was more
concerned with fighting social-
ism than with party labels and
argued that in two years’ time,
when the reality of Labour gov-
ernment had become apparent,
all Liberals would be compelled
to unite against the common
menace. But the two men parted
with a feeling that the Borough
Liberals’ approach had been pre-
mature.” The Borough Liber-
als’ own interpretation of what
had happened was that their
initiative had been rebuffed.
Their task now was ‘to go for-
ward without any hesitation’.™
Indeed, the Borough Liberals
proceeded to adopt a number
of candidates for the November
municipal elections — something
they had decided against in 1945
in the light of the possibility of
reunion.”

The opening of discussions
on a national level inevitably
breathed new life into the process
in Huddersfield. In line with the
Liberal Nationals’ stance in the
national negotiations, Mabane
stressed that there was no future
for Liberalism except as part of
an anti-socialist coalition:

I am quite sure that unless we
merely wish the Liberal Party
to be a propagandist body and

not a body which seeks to have

a direct influence on affairs
through parliamentary rep-
resentation, there is no future
in working as an independent
party. Our objective must be
to secure as great a degree of
unity as we can as a first step ...
to a larger association with all
who feel that Socialism is a real

16

danger.

But the Borough Liberals were
not to be thwarted and Elliott
Dodds — ‘determined to make as
much trouble as he can™” — took
steps to publicise the secret
approach made at the end of
1945. The balance of advantage
between the two groups began
rapidly to change. The problem
for the Liberal Nationals was
that their position was visibly
crumbling. Amid evidence that
the local Conservative Party was
becoming restive at the continu-
ing subordination of its electoral
aspirations to a pact designed
to support a government which
no longer existed, the Liberal
Nationals’ own organisation was
beginning to collapse. Hickman
wrote to warn Mabane who,
ensconced in London, was los-
ing touch with the reality of the
situation in Huddersfield:

The position here is becoming
increasingly difficult and Mr
Eaton Smith and I are having
a struggle to keep any inter-
est alive. Apart from a faithful
handful, there is no enthusiasm
and without the W[omen’s]
L[iberal] Afssociation] the
would

whole structure

collapse.™

This dismal picture was in line
with that which existed in many
other constituencies, such as
Denbigh and Bradford South,
where the Liberal Nationals
had once been strong. Prepar-
ing for a meeting with Lord
Teviot, chairman of the Lib-
eral National Organisation,
Anthony Eden had been advised
that ‘in a number of constituen-
cies now represented by Liberal
National Members, it is not an
exaggeration to say that they are

The prob-
lem for
the Liberal
Nation-
als was
that their
position
was visibly
crumbling.

LIBERALISM REUNITED

returned almost entirely through
the efforts of the Conservative
organisation, and that there is
practically no Liberal National
organisation, as such, in those
constituencies’.”

In Huddersfield
bright spot’ was the municipal

‘the one

elections. But, stressed Hick-
man, this was only because of
collaboration with the Borough
Liberals. Despite the latter’s ear-
lier decision to run candidates
of their own in 1946, the Liberal
National Alderman Joseph Bar-
low had successfully united the
two groups into a single fighting
force, convinced that ‘we must
get together or go out’.* Three
Borough Liberals were among
the candidates put forward. It
was a situation which Mabane
had some difficulty in under-
standing. ‘It is rather confusing
to me’, he confessed. ‘It appears
—am I wrong — that while the
Borough Liberals refuse to con-
sort with the Conservatives for
any Parliamentary purposes, yet
for municipal purposes, in effect,
ourselves, the Conservatives and
the Borough Liberals make a
solid block.” Others interpreted
this situation more positively,
especially when the Liberals
‘fighting as a united team, held
every one of their seats and came
within an ace of capturing a seat
from Labour’, while the Con-
servatives lost three out of the
four seats which they were con-
testing.” According to Harrod
the results showed that it was
‘only through Liberalism that
Huddersfield could succeed in
displacing the Socialist Member
of Parliament’.

Several prominent Borough
Liberals were becoming impa-
tient at the lack of progress
towards reunion and objected
to any new approach until there
was evidence that it would be
sympathetically received.* But
the situation was transformed
when, at the beginning of 1947,
the local Conservative Party
decided to nominate a candidate
of its own for the next general
election. Mabane now had no
realistic prospect of recovering
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his parliamentary seat. As the
Examiner put it, ‘the Tories
themselves had kicked away
the trestle on which the Liberal
National platform has rested’.”
Quietly, Mabane resigned his
membership of the Huddersfield
Liberal Club, a gesture which
indicated that he did not wish
to stand again in the constitu-
ency. The small band of sup-
porters upon whom his position
had rested now decided that the
game was up. Hickman resigned
to take on the position of Con-
servative agent in the neigh-
bouring constituency of Elland,
while Eaton Smith gave up the
presidency of the Huddersfield
Liberal Association, to be suc-
ceeded by Alderman Barlow.
Progress towards reunion
was now rapid. A key meeting
between delegations from the
two groups took place on 10
March 1947. At this meeting the
relative negotiating strengths of
the two delegations was imme-
diately apparent. For the Bor-
ough Liberals Wood stressed that
they were affiliated to the main-
stream Liberal Party and would
remain so, a point immediately
conceded by the representatives
of the Huddersfield Liberal Asso-
ciation.”® Mabane’s absence from
the Liberal National delegation
was critical since, as someone
who had been closely involved
in the recently stalled national
negotiations in which the Lib-
eral Nationals had insisted upon
a broad coalition with the Con-
servatives as the sine qua non of
reunion, he would have found
it impossible to adopt a different
stance at the local level.
Agreement on policy posed
no problems and at a second
meeting the two delegations
agreed upon a five-point state-
ment to be submitted for the
approval of their respective
associations. The key point was
that the Huddersfield Liberal
Association and the Hudders-
field Borough Liberal Associa-
tion must both dissolve, that a
new body would then be created
out of the joint membership and
that this new Association must

affiliate to the Liberal Party
Organisation — a clear indica-
tion that in future Huddersfield
Liberalism would be fully com-
mitted to the mainstream party.
The Borough Liberals were able
to sweeten the pill by announc-
ing that Roy Harrod, their can-
didate in 1945 whom they had
already readopted, was willing
to follow Mabane’s example and
stand down so that the new joint
Association could begin afresh
the process of selecting a parlia-
mentary candidate.”

Several prominent Borough
Liberals could scarcely believe
that the process of reunion
could be achieved so easily and
so clearly on their terms and
sought assurances, which were
given, that ‘a full Liberal pro-
gramme was implied for the new
Association’.” In an atmosphere
of ‘extreme cordiality’ and a
determination to ‘let bygones be
bygones’ the two Associations
met together on 25 June to make
Liberal reunion in Huddersfield
a reality. The resolution that a
new Huddersfield Liberal Asso-
ciation be formed and that it be
affiliated to the Liberal Party
Organisation was carried by an
overwhelming majority.”

Despite the fact that the
majority of Liberal members on
the Borough Council had been
loyal supporters of Mabane as
the town’s MP, it seemed that
the Liberal National heresy in
Huddersfield had now been
extirpated. Yet Liberal National
influence continued to be felt
in one important respect. Since
1931 there had been no contests
between Conservatives and
the representatives of the Hud-
dersfield Liberal Association in
annual elections to the borough
council. Only in by-elections
did the two parties oppose one
another in order to determine
which of them should compete
with Labour thereafter. The
advantages which this arrange-
ment to avoid three-cornered
contests had brought about — in
effect Liberal control of the local
council — were not lightly to
be abandoned and an informal

Hudders-
field Liber-
als thus
really did
have their
cake and
eat it. The
party’s
institu-
tional inde-
pendence
was pre-
served at a
time when
the Liberal
Nation-
als, for all
practical
purposes,
finally
sacrificed
theirs.

electoral pact between Conserv-
atives and the new Liberal Asso-
ciation was maintained until
1961. When, in 1956, the Con-
servatives began to grow rest-
less, claiming that the Liberals
had broken a written agreement
on the selection of candidates to
represent certain wards — ‘we
have sacrificed much to preserve
and maintain an anti-Socialist
front and to avoid three-cor-
nered contests; we have received
no reciprocal sacrifice of the
interests of the Liberal group’
— the pact was formalised by the
division of the town into spheres
of influence.®

Huddersfield Liberals thus
really did have their cake and
eat it. The party’s institutional
independence was preserved at a
time when the Liberal Nation-
als, for all practical purposes,
finally sacrificed theirs by enter-
ing into the Woolton—Teviot
Agreement of 1947. But at the
same time Huddersfield Liberals
enjoyed the electoral advantages
of collaboration with the Con-
servatives, something which had
been at the heart of the Liberal
Nationals’ political strategy
throughout their existence. The
result of this policy in terms of
maintaining a beacon of Liber-
alism during a time when the
party had almost disappeared as
a live force in English local gov-
ernment is only too apparent.
After the municipal elections of
1953 Huddersfield was one of just
two boroughs across the country
in which Liberals remained the
largest single group.’ Not until
1962 did they lose this position
in Huddersfield.

What happened in Hudders-
field needs to be set in a broader
context. In many areas a tradi-
tion of Liberal-Conservative
cooperation predated the Lib-
eral National schism of 1931—32
and continued into the post-war
era. It tended to depend upon a
right-leaning local Liberal Party
which saw socialism as the ulti-
mate challenge to its core princi-
ples and values. Even before 1914
there were towns in which Lib-
erals were starting to join forces
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with the Conservatives in an
anti-Labour front for local elec-
tions. By the inter-war period a
Liberal presence was only main-
tained on many councils as a
result of anti-socialist municipal
alliances with the Tories. Even
in Manchester, with its long rad-
ical tradition, Liberals effectively
gave up their independence
when, in 1931, they joined the
Conservatives in an anti-Labour
pact. Politics in Bristol followed
a similar pattern. After the Sec-
ond World War the Conservative
Party found it possible tacitly to
support, or at least not oppose,
right-leaning Liberal MPs, such
as Sir Rhys Hopkin Morris in
Carmarthen. In Cardiganshire
in 1948 the local Tories initiated
negotiations with their Liberal
counterparts about the possibil-
ity of a jointly supported candi-
date to oppose Labour. *

West Riding towns such as
Huddersfield, where Liberalism
had always been individualist
and anti-Labour in orientation,
with the economic liberalism of
local mill-owning families to
the fore, offered fertile ground
for this sort of strategy. The
challenge to Mabane from the
Borough Liberal Association
had never really been a challenge
from the Liberal left. Indeed, ata
meeting of the Yorkshire Liberal
Federation in July 1943 delegates
had debated a motion proposed
by Ashley Mitchell in which the
author of the Beveridge Report
was described as a socialist.®
Thus, while many Liberals had
no hesitation in denouncing the
Liberal Nationals, they often did
so from a standpoint that had
much in common with them.

Nor was the strategy of con-
tinuing inter-party cooperation
in Huddersfield restricted to
municipal politics. The constitu-
ency was divided into two seats,
East and West, soon after the
general election of 1945, opening
up fruitful scope for a mutually
advantageous arrangement. It
was Elliott Dodds who first took
up the issue in the pages of the
Examiner, arguing that although
fundamental differences between

The sur-
vival of
Liberalism
as a potent
force in
Hudders-
field in the
immediate
post-war
era helped
lend cred-
ibility to
the party’s
claim to
remain

a viable
political
force.

Liberals and Conservatives ruled
out a national alliance, these did
not preclude a local parliamen-
tary agreement.”* The town’s
group of Liberal councillors,
where residual Liberal National
influence remained strong, was
of like mind. ‘The only matter
upon which there was full agree-
ment was that three-cornered
elections were most undesir-
able and that the probable result
of such elections would be the
return to Parliament of Labour
Members.” Indeed, the coun-
cillors reacted strongly when it
was suggested that the HLA had
decided to nominate a candidate
for the East Division and they
called upon the association to
reaffirm its previous announce-
ment that it would energetically
promote a Liberal candidature
in the West Division, but not
cause a three-cornered fight in
the East.’

The Conservatives responded
positively. After all, the local
Tory organisation was not well
placed to fight two constituen-
cies after twenty years of relative
electoral inactivity. Recognis-
ing that, if Liberals stood in both
constituencies, a Conserva-
tive victory in either would be
unlikely, and conscious that
every single seat won might be
important in the drive to remove
Attlee’s Labour government
from office, the Executive of
the Huddersfield Conservative
Association recommended on
4 January 1950 the withdrawal
of their candidate in the West
Division in favour of a Liberal,
providing that, in the event of
the Liberals holding the bal-
ance after the election, the lat-
ter pledged himself to oppose a
Labour administration commit-
ted to further socialism in any
vote of confidence in the House
of Commons.¥

Donald Wade, the Liberal
candidate, sought to avoid the
appearance of a formal pact, but
was happy to announce that this
was the sort of pledge he would
willingly give to an enquiring
elector.®® On this basis Wade
found himself elected to parlia-

LIBERALISM REUNITED

ment for Huddersfield West,
a seat he held until the general
election of 1964. In parallel with
the arrangement in local govern-
ment, this Conservative—Liberal
pact allowed for the presence
of a Liberal MP at a time when
the parliamentary party seemed
in danger of disappearing alto-
gether. Indeed, Huddersfield
West and Bolton West — where,
after 1951, Liberals enjoyed the
benefits of a similar but more
formal pact — were the only two
English constituencies which
consistently returned Liberal
Members through the 1950s. ¥
History would show that a
right-leaning anti-socialist front
did not offer the Liberal Party
the road to salvation which it
sought. Indeed, by the time
that the Huddersfield pact was
dissolved in the early 1960s, Jo
Grimond was tentatively leading
his party towards realignment
with non-ideological Labour.
Nonetheless, the survival of
Liberalism as a potent force in
Huddersfield in the immediate
post-war era helped lend cred-
ibility to the party’s claim to
remain a viable political force
at a time when that claim was in
danger of being forfeited.
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British Liberal Political Studies Group Winter Conference 2007
Call for Paper Presenters

The British Political Liberal
Studies Group winter conference
will be held on the weekend

of 19-21 January 2007 at
Birmingham University’s
conference centre.

The conference is hosted by
INLOGOV and is organised in
conjunction with the Liberal

Democrat History Group.

Panels

Proposed panels for papers
include:

The evolution of the Liberal
Democrats and the current
direction of the party
Studies of local Liberal
Democrat parties and
campaigning

Liberal Democrats in power
and opposition

*  The Liberal Democrats in the
European Parliament

¢ The Liberal Democrats in
local government

* ldeology of Liberalism and or
policy creation

*  The Liberal Democrats and
issues of gender

e Liberal lessons from history

¢ Liberal leadership (particu-
larly comparative)

e Liberal political figureheads
or political trend-setters

Paper-givers are required to
submit a 200-word summary of
their paper to the Conference
Convenor. If the paper is deemed
of the required standard for

the group then a space will be
allocated for it on a relevant
panel. Ideas for papers should be
submitted as soon as possible,
and the full papers by 13 October

2006. Please send ideas to the
Conference Convenor, Dr Russell
Deacon, who will then circulate
them to the BLPSG executive.

Registration details

The registration fee for
the conference, including
accommodation, will be:

Members of the British Lib-
eral Political Studies Group
or the Liberal Democrat
History Group who are pre-
senting papers: £148 for the
weekend or £80 for a single
night.

Members of the British Lib-
eral Political Studies Group
or the Liberal Democrat His-
tory Group not presenting
papers: £175 for the week-
end or £85 for a single night.

Non-members of the Brit-
ish Liberal Political Studies
Group or the Liberal Demo-
crat History Group: £198 for
the weekend or £99 for a
single night.

The Saturday night will also host
a dinner with a guest speaker.
Please contact Russell Deacon

to receive a booking form. Due to
limited space, bookings should be
made early.

Conference Convenor

Dr Russell Deacon
British Liberal Political Studies
Group

UWIC, Cyncoed, Cardiff CF23
6XR; email: rdeacon@uwic.ac.uk;
tel: 02920 417102
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