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Report

Capturing the views of the Stroud Constituency on constitutional reform

Conducted by David Drew MP

Up For Debate
Project report

Capturing the views of the Stroud Constituency on constitutional reform

*

This report will detail the 3 components of the Up For Debate project in a single document. These were
· a postal survey of c.43,000 households

· 6 public meetings debating the subjects raised in the survey

· a series of workshops in primary and secondary schools

This report will demonstrate our findings, and record the views of the people of Stroud in one of the most dramatic socio-economic and political periods in living memory.
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1. Introduction by David Drew MP

Up for Debate came about as a result of an idea that I had following my election in June to the Parliamentary Reform Select Committee.  This Committee, chaired by Dr Tony Wright MP will be looking specifically at procedural matters for the House of Commons but I thought that before becoming involved in the proceedings of the Committee, I would like to survey constituents in the Stroud constituency on their views regarding some key constitutional issues.

I had little idea at that time how to make my idea reality but I was then approached by Ed Leighton about the possibility of coming to work as an intern in my office over the summer period. Up for Debate became the success it did due largely down to Ed’s organisation and hard work.  It also relied heavily on the many, many volunteers who helped prepare, deliver and then input thousands of survey forms and my thanks go to them all. Thanks must also go to the organizations which were offered great support, in particular, Stroud College, the Stroud News and Journal and the Dursley Gazette.

Two people who I must name are Brian Oosthuysen and Laura Rodgers who took on the mantle of setting up and managing the schools part of this project.  That so many schools were willing and able to take up the offer of a visit and session on Up for Debate was gratifying.  However having witnessed and taken part in some of these proceedings I was uplifted by the level of interest, knowledge and keenness displayed by pupils and students which gives me hope for the future of democracy in this country.

The results are now available from both the survey and the meetings and it is appropriate that the conclusion of the exercise will be marked by a public meeting to discuss these featuring Professor Peter Hennessy, the leading academic on government and politics and an old Marlingtonian, Peter Facey, the Founder of Unlock Democracy and Dr Tony Wright MP.  The meeting and this report make a fitting conclusion to the project.  I am again eternally grateful to Ed for spending so much of his own time on this project and for making it the success it is.

David Drew

MP for the Stroud Constituency

2. Aims and Principles
Aims

The Up For Debate project (or UFD) aimed to capture and record the views of an entire constituency on a range of constitutional questions. It was the combination of these three points at the beginning of the summer that triggered the project:
· Consulting with David’s constituents following his election to the House of Commons Reform Committee
· Gauging opinion on the raft of constitutional reform legislation and proposals that have been raised for the coming sitting of parliament, and those that have been mooted over the past 10 years
· Capturing the wider views of the electorate on the validity and integrity of existing political structures in the wake of the expenses crisis and in the midst of extraordinary economic turbulence.

These became the primary aims of the project. As well as these three aims the project tried to fulfil an educational mandate, acknowledging that many people will not have considered the institutional structure of our democracy before. This is why the project was taken into schools, with workshops and assemblies looking to introduce and discuss constitutional issues and their importance.

Two local papers; The Stroud News and Journal and The Dursley Gazette also featured brief ‘fact boxes’ on each of the questions alongside their coverage of the story. These micro-arguments were replicated on David’s website as annotations to the survey, and were complemented with links to the Parliamentary education service.

Finally some of the more technical questions on the survey were precluded by an explanatory sentence or paragraph and all of the questions were designed to capture the ‘for’ and ‘against’ in their wording. For example, Question 4 read;
Political Parties are currently funded by members’ fees, donations from businesses, organisations like trade unions and by large gifts from wealthy individuals.

	4
	Should the State fund political parties, leaving taxpayers with the bill, but protecting parties from donors trying to buy political influence?
	YESNO


It was realised that a project of this scale was an opportunity to introduce these issues to those who were dislocated from the political process. Moreover, it was hoped that questions like these could focus disillusionment, disassociation or anger with the political system into practical means of addressing the problem. A survey like this could offer an opportunity to register dissatisfaction constructively rather than through an abstention come election time.
Principles

In order to meet the three aims of the project, three principles were decided on to ensure the integrity and credibility of the project. These were that UFD should:
· Be entirely non-political and free from bias or agenda in the writing of the questions and collation of data.
· Have a universal target audience rather than any representative sample, or targeting any particular social, political or economic group.

· Be universally accessible, with those of all ages and knowledge bases being able to take part in as much of the project as possible.

Although the questions were relatively simple, we tried to allow for those who were already knowledgeable or particularly concerned by the issues raised to participate further in the “Any further comments” box on the survey. Many people attached a letter or essay in lieu of this, and in one case even attached an entire voting system of their own devising! The public meetings were also intended to go into much more detailed discussion and analysis than was possible in a postal survey.
The second principle made this project very ambitious. With 86,000 constituents and a tightly limited budget, we had to make compromises between this principle and leaving the survey open to distortion or abuse. By targeting every household but addressing to every individual of voting age, we were able to reach all of those on the electoral register. We could only afford to include one survey in each envelope, so permitted households to return photocopies or make multiple marks on their one survey form, which would then be counted as two separate responses.

We also had the survey printed in two local newspapers which allowed respondents to cut out and return their form, and it was posted on David’s website for people to copy and paste into an e-mail, or print and return by post. These options were offered so that even those who were not on the electoral register had a means to return a form. It became clear that this was important as feedback from those who had volunteered to deliver surveys by hand indicated that significant numbers of households are not registered to vote. This is a concern for the accuracy of electoral turnout statistics, not to mention the health of voting habits in our democracy.
The disadvantage of making the forms so widely available was an increased vulnerability to fraud, and greatly increased our margin for error. As the form was to be returned anonymously to encourage frank comments and honest answers, it was impossible to tell whether a photocopy was the second or third response of a single individual. An analysis of the potential for inaccuracy in the survey can be found in section 3, subsection iii.
The first principle (making the project unbiased and non-political) was the most important to the validity of the project. While very few people inevitably wrote the project off as a political stunt, it can be shown that our methodology aimed specifically to avoid this. Indeed, many of the questions that were accused of having a bias were accused of being slanted both for and against. This shows that perhaps a general cynicism of politician’s intentions was behind these accusations. These views will be discussed in the analysis of the comments left on each question.

Another note worth making on this principle is that David Drew MP used some of his Parliamentary Communications allowance to fund the printing and postage costs of the project. The regulations of this fund ban any politically biased material, and only allow the MP to use the money to communicate with their constituents. 
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3. The Survey
i) Method and potential inaccuracies
Early on in the project it was decided that we would attempt to reach everyone in the electorate. Elements of our method meant that some would slip through the net, but the feedback suggests that the vast majority of constituents received a survey, and those who did not had access to it through the local papers or David’s website.

It must be emphasised that this survey was not strictly scientific. It cannot be claimed that this is equivalent in respectability to any professional polling organisation.  Whereas a national opinion poll will take perhaps a sample of 1000 people we received 6780 responses to our survey. It is the sheer volume of responses that make this significant as a snapshot of views on constitutional change.

What follows is a breakdown of the method used. This is split into four sections; Design, Distribution, Responses and Collation. There will be a description of the method we used for each section and a discussion of any margin for error that arose at each stage.

Design
The first step was to ask a range of people for ideas as to what questions we should ask. When Edward Leighton first arrived, he was presented with a list of some 40 questions that had been suggested by people in David’s constituency office, interested constituents and his parliamentary researcher, Kirsty McAskill. The first step to reduce this down was to look for duplicate questions and similar questions that could be condensed into one.

25 questions were left, which were then narrowed down to 14 by removing more technical or theoretical questions, such as those on the Royal Prerogative and whether we should codify the constitution. Whilst these questions were important the relevance and practical implications of such constitutional change would be harder to communicate in a survey to the ‘man on the Clapham omnibus’. It was decided that simpler questions with some cross-over could be included to allow for the debate to become more technical at the meetings.

An example is Question 8 on the possibility of a Bill of Rights. Many people commented in the ‘Any Further Comments’ section (AFC’s) that this did not go far enough as we needed a codified constitution, and at the Stonehouse public meeting the debate on this Question focussed largely on the broad argument for unifying our constitution into one document. A similar strategy was used for Question 1, allowing comments and debate on the Royal Prerogative and Question 14, allowing the incredibly complex debate over rival electoral systems. On the whole, this worked well.

Any further detail was difficult to achieve in the survey due to the wide scope of the questions and the aim of making the survey as universally accessible as possible. A few people complained in the AFC box that the survey “would seem to be aimed at a 10 year old”. However, others explained that where a “don’t know” box was not provided they abstained from the question. It was noticeable that the questions with the highest abstention rate were on state funding of political parties, the Bill of Rights and referendums. This implies that we were right to word the survey in a way that would require very little technical knowledge. 

The other technique we used to reduce the amount of political awareness needed to answer the survey was to put in short information boxes introducing the question topic and the arguments for and against. We also put annotations and links up on David’s website, and had the local papers run ‘fact boxes’ alongside their coverage of the survey.
We attempted to write the questions without slant towards one answer or another. To try to influence the result by this method would have violated the entire process and completely contradicted its stated purpose. A handful of AFC’s accused us of putting in “loaded questions”, but few were specific as to which ones they felt were loaded. Moreover, some of the questions people alleged were loaded were accused of being biased in two different directions (particularly Question 7). One slightly more frequent criticism of bias was that the survey had an “Americanising agenda”. In truth, we only used the example of the United States because we thought it was the most widely known political system beyond our own. Indeed, the qualities for which we used the American example, such as a fully elected second chamber, are common around the world.

Distribution
It was decided that the easiest way to reach the majority of constituents was to write to every household with a postal survey and allow each member of the household to return a form. A rolling team of volunteers first labelled then stuffed the c.43,000 envelopes necessary to reach every household. Of these around 25,000 were hand delivered by volunteers and 18,000 were posted via Royal Mail.
One problem that we experienced with the hand delivery was that in two cases the forms were delivered late to certain streets, or lost entirely. We were able to replace any streets that were lost and accepted returns from the survey until the 29th of September, 27 days after the advertised deadline for responses. No responses were received after the 23rd September.

It was decided that the best way to get the address of every household was the electoral register. The result of this decision was that our reach was limited by the accuracy of the register. Two main problems arose from this. Firstly, a disturbing number of people are not registered to vote. This became clear as our deliverers reported that there were occasional houses missing from each street. While some of these could be put down to our labellers losing the odd label, it seems that a significant number of people are not even registered to vote. This could be the basis for further enquiry.

The second problem with the electoral register is that although we used the latest edition, it was not completely up to date by the time the envelopes were posted. We had several dozen that were returned due to the occupants having moved or died over the three months that had elapsed since the register was updated. Moreover some addresses were inaccurate or incomplete as they appeared on the register, which resulted in another few dozen coming back with “address incomplete” stamped on by the post office.

To further confuse matters the list seemed to miss out a couple of villages on the edge of the constituency that were just inside or half inside the boundary. Moreover, the original list excluded two areas that had been moved to another constituency for the next election but were still currently in the Stroud Constituency. When all of this is combined with the potential for logistical error in coordinating the waves of volunteers sticking the labels onto envelopes and the percentage that will get lost in the Royal Mail post on average, a significant number of people will not have received a posted form.

We recognised the short fallings of relying purely on our postal system from the start, and decided to give people multiple ways to reply. The main alternative was to use a copy printed in the local newspapers, the Stroud News and Journal and the Dursley Gazette. We are grateful for all of their help on this project which included printing the ‘fact boxes’ giving background to the survey, and publishing the results in September.

We would also like to take the opportunity to thank Stroud College for allowing us to use their franking machine. Two whole days of franking enabled us to process the mail that had to be posted incredibly quickly, and saved hundreds of pounds due to their reduced rate.

We also made the survey available online to copy and paste into a word document that could then be attached to an e-mail or printed off and posted in. This method was not used by more than a handful of respondents. Finally, if anyone wrote in to say they had not received a form then we sent them one by e-mail or post.
Responses
Our method for getting the responses to the survey was to give a freepost address for people to send their form back. Due to budget constraints, we could not include a pre-paid envelope which would have increased turnout. This freepost address was put on the newspaper versions of the survey and on the website as well.
The deadline for responses was originally set at the 26th August, which gave people a minimum of 10 days to respond after delivery. This was then extended by a week to the 2nd September. During this fortnight period, at the peak we were receiving 750 responses a day. We also accepted the responses that trickled in until late September.

The final total stands at 6780. This was far beyond our expectations, and we are thrilled that so many people took the time to consider the issues and return the form.

The widest margin for error was in our policy on responses. Each household received one form, and we allowed households to photocopy their form to allow each member of the household to take part. This meant that we could reach a larger number of people while limiting printing costs.
However, this policy left the survey open to abuse from people who wanted to return more than one form to swing the result. Moreover, due to the form being anonymous, we have no concrete figures on the extent to which this occurred. What can be said is that responses came back in a steady bell curve in line with our delivery patterns. We could tell that the majority of those who responded did so within the first two days of receiving the form. There were no unusual spikes in responses that would indicate large scale fraud by a single individual. For any such fraud to go unnoticed would require the individual to match our own delivery patterns and send their responses over several days.
While there must have been several cases of small scale abuse (people sending back more than one form) the sheer volume of responses should limit the extent to which these affected the final percentages. Moreover there are likely to have been different people trying to swing the vote in different directions, so hopefully the results should more or less balance out.

It was felt that precise scientific accuracy was a necessary cost of giving people the form in several ways, and of allowing multiple people in one household to take part. Despite the potential for inaccuracy, we think that the scale of the response makes these results significant. It provides a fantastic insight into views on constitutional reform.
Collation

As the results flowed in, the envelopes were opened and the forms counted into bundles of 50. These bundles were then given to volunteers with a tally chart so that the number of answers for each question option was counted. These totals on the tally sheets were then typed into a spreadsheet where the data for every bundle of 50 could be added together and processed into percentages, and later graphs.
The main problem here is the chance of human error. Processing the bundles of 50 onto the tally charts was exhausting work for the eyes, and it was very easy to put a mark in the wrong box. Typing errors were also possible when putting the results onto the computer.

In a few cases, the bundles contained 51 or 49 sheets, but this was difficult to spot as many respondents failed to answer every question. However, this should balance out overall as some bundles had one more form than should have been counted out while others had one less.
ii) The Results

Each question will be listed as it appeared on the survey, along with any preamble we included on the original form. The percentages for each answer will be displayed alongside the question.  After the analysis of each question a summary of any general comments left will follow. 
	1
	Do you think we should have a Queen or an elected President?         
	Queen     : 82.8 %
President : 17.2 %


We were not entirely surprised by the result of this question. In all honesty, we included it as a starter question that was easy for people to answer and hold an opinion. The question we intended to ask was on the merits of a monarchy or an elected presidency, rather than a verdict on our current queen. The choice to use the word “Queen” rather than “Monarch” was again to be accessible and to stimulate and immediate response. This was criticised by some comments.

Those who favoured a presidency were much more likely to comment on this question, perhaps showing that this question is important to those who want reform. We took a cross-section of 3% of the responses to examine voting habits, and we found that those who voted for a president were very likely to favour an elected second chamber and a change in the voting system. This suggests that there is a hardcore, reforming minority who favour change across the board.

The most common comment on this question was made both by opponents and supporters of the monarchy, and was that even if the Queen remains there should be no public money for minor royals, commonly referred to in the comments as “hangers-on”.

Of those who opposed the Queen, typical comments included the need for a purer form of democracy, describing the monarchy as “archaic” for example. A couple mentioned the Royal Prerogative, and how that power is vested in the Prime Minister giving this office a massive amount of power. Those who supported the Queen were fearful of having a politicised head of state.
Many people who supported the Queen were angry that we even asked this question. Indeed, this was the most common comment by those who voted in favour. However, a few of those who favoured a presidency were angry that we had not asked them sooner. This contradiction justifies asking the question in itself.
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	2
	There are a number of ways to decide who sits in the House of Lords. Do you think the House of Lords should… 

A) be fully elected, like the US Senate?

B) be partly elected and partly appointed?

C) be replaced by people elected by trades and professional groups (e.g. doctors, farmers, miners, lawyers)?

D) be appointed or inherit their title, as is the case now?

E) Be abolished completely?
	A : 32.9 %
B : 25.7 %
C : 19.3 %
D : 13.5 %
E : 8.5 %


The preamble to this question on the form was:

The House of Lords is the second chamber of Parliament, and complements the work of the House of Commons by making laws and scrutinising the Government.

There are a number of striking results that can be drawn out of this question. Firstly 86.5% of respondents are dissatisfied with the status quo. This is a powerful mandate for reform to go further than it has done so far in abolishing the hereditary peers.
Secondly, 58.8% of respondents wanted at least part of the second chamber to be decided on in an election.
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This question received the second fewest specific comments. Of those who were in favour of a fully or partly elected second chamber, the most frequent comments were disparaging of the current system and supportive of purer democracy, often connecting the problems of the monarchy with the House of Lords.
Option C created a notable amount of interest, and several people favoured it in principle but asked how it could be administered. Some people answered in favour of B and C, using C as a mechanism to appoint the non-elected members.
Of the other comments left for this questions, a few of those who favoured the status quo (D) accused politicians of “tinkering”. This was a theme across a number of questions, including those on voting reform and local council power. Of those who wanted to abolish the second chamber completely, the majority seemed to favour this as a cost cutting measure.

	3
	Should we have fixed-term parliaments (e.g. four or five years) rather than having the Prime Minister decide when to call an election?
	YES : 84.4 %
NO : 15.6 %


This was not a commonly commented on question. The most frequent was the suggestion that this was a “daft” or “pointless” question as many seemed to think that we already had fixed term parliaments. In fact we have limited term parliaments with the power resting with the Prime Minister to pick the date. The current system gives an advantage to the incumbent.
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	4
	Should the State fund political parties, leaving taxpayers with the bill, but protecting parties from donors trying to buy political influence?
	YES : 50.7 %
NO : 49.3 %


The preamble to this question on the form was:

Political Parties are currently funded by members’ fees, donations from businesses, organisations like trade unions and by large gifts from wealthy individuals.

We were startled at quite how close this count was for this question. With the expenses scandal still fresh in the memory, and particularly with the current vogue for cutting public expenditure, we assumed that the response would be a very strong no. In the event, it is a statistical draw as the difference of around a hundred votes falls well with our margin of error. It was also surprising to note that Questions 4 and 5 were barely commented on at all.
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	5
	Should we limit spending by political parties (between and during elections) to improve competition?
	YES : 90.4 %
NO : 9.6 %


Although the strength of the response on this question is striking, a flaw in our questioning means that it doesn’t really tell us much. Given that nearly half of people on the previous question wanted parties to be state funded, it is safe to assume that the vast majority of them would also like that spending to be limited. Otherwise the state would give limitless funding to the political parties! Therefore, it can be inferred that around 4 out of every 5 of the opponents to the state funding political parties still think that their spending should be capped.
Of the very few people who commented, most asked how competition would be improved by this measure, or argued against the increased competitiveness of extremist parties.
	6
	Should the powers and role of local councils be increased?
	YES : 42.2 %
NO : 57.8 %


The preamble to this question on the form was:

Local County and District Councils currently set policies and budgets on local matters, and council tax. They cannot change national policies like income tax or immigration.
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This was a large enough majority to be statistically significant, although few of the comments left explained the reasons for voting one way of the other. Most of the comments on this question were related to the more general criticism that to answer some of the questions in the survey it was necessary to know more information. In this case, people said that their answer depended on which powers would be delegated to local councils. This concern was also associated with the question on the Bill of Rights.
A few people supported the idea of a local income tax which councils could then be free to spend as they say fit.

	7
	There are currently 646 MPs, who represent an average of 92,000 people each. How many MPs should we have?
	Fewer: 47.1 %
Same : 46.4 %

More : 6.5 %


Much like Question 4, we were expecting to have an overwhelming response here. In the wake of the expenses crisis, we expected that many more people would want fewer MP’s. In the end this was indeed the largest category, although due to our margin of error it is a statistical draw. Moreover, those who wanted fewer frequently gave the reason of wanting to lower costs.
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Another reason people gave for wanting fewer MP’s was the decreased need for a large British parliament due the devolution of powers to Europe, Scotland and Wales. Almost all of those who suggested a specific number of MP’s that they would prefer said 300. This is a very substantial decrease, indicating that those who want fewer MP’s want radical reform.
Many constituents felt that 92,000 people is a large number for an MP to represent effectively, particularly to people who had needed the MP to handle casework of theirs. The wording of the question was accused of being slanted both in favour of more MP’s and in favour of fewer MP’s.

It is worth noting that the combination of those who want the same or more MP’s would hold a clear majority.

	8
	Should we have a Bill of Rights like the United States, clearly saying what our country stands for and defining what rights we have?
	YES : 70.0 %
NO : 30.0 %


As mentioned already, some people felt that this question was not specific enough. Despite this, we received a convincing yes. This was partly due to many people commenting that we should go further and codify the constitution.

Some argued that much of what would be in this legislation is already enshrined in a variety of pieces of national and international law, and therefore a Bill of Rights is not needed. A few went further and argued that it is precisely because we have such a “bizarre and sometimes contradictory” combination of legislation on rights that we need a single document to make it clearer. Clarity was one of the mean justifications given for creating a Bill of Rights.
Some used this question to accuse the survey of having an Americanising agenda. However, as one respondent pointed out, it was the English Bill of Rights of 1689 that gave the American’s the idea for the first 10 amendments to their constitution which make up the Bill of Rights. It is also a common feature of constitutions around the world and not just the American one.

	9
	Do you think voting should be made compulsory?
	YES : 41.4 %

NO : 58.6 %


A number of people objected to the idea that they could be compelled to vote by law, saying that in itself that was an undemocratic concept.

Some raised administrative concerns about the plausibility of punishing abstainers, with others going further and describing it as a “pointless expense”. However, a significant number of people who voted in favour used the Australian example of a compulsory voting system that works well.

By far the most common comment was a caveat by those who supported compulsory voting (or in other cases a reason for opposing) that there must be a “none of the above” box available.

	10
	Do you think the voting age should be lowered to 16?
	YES : 10.2 %
NO : 89.8 %


This was an overwhelming no, as the highest majority of any question (except the technically flawed question 5). Two clear reasons for opposing came out of the comments; either there were doubts over the level of civic and political education provided to 16 year-olds and younger children, or there were concerns that 16 year olds were simply too immature, or both of these. It was interesting to have the two clear reasons, as education is a problem that can be solved in a way that maturity cannot.
While the vast majority of comments were opposed, one comment stuck in my mind of a girl who voted in favour. She said;

“I am 16 years old. I have a job and I pay taxes on my income. I also have a child, which allows me benefits and in a few years she will be going to school. I have no say on how these things are done”.

This struck some of us as an articulate and powerful case in favour of lowering the voting age, and caused uncomfortable murmurs when quoted in the meetings.

	11
	Would you be more likely to vote if you could do so over the internet?
	YES : 20.2 %
NO : 79.8 %


We carefully worded this question to ask if the individual concerned would be more likely to vote if they could do so over the internet, rather than if turnout would increase generally. With that in mind, a number of people ticked “No” and commented that they always voted anyway. While there was a stark majority who would not be more likely to turnout, it is worth noting that if 20% of the electorate voted on the internet (or even 5%) then that would still be a significant number of people.

A number of people commented on this question opposing the idea for fear of electoral fraud.
	12
	Do you think that voters should have the right to force their MP to face an election if they believe they have abused their position?
	YES : 87.2 %
NO : 12.8 %


By far the most common comment for this question was a caveat by those who supported introducing the power of recall (or in other cases a reason for opposing) that this should only be able to happen over issues of conduct and not issues of policy. The remainder of the comments focussed on anger over the expenses crisis, and dismay that this power did not already exist.

	13
	Should governments make greater use of referendums?
	YES : 74.8 %

NO : 25.2 %


This sparked a high rate and high quality of comments. Many who favoured referendums supported this as “real democracy”. However, cynicism was expressed as to how incumbent governments a much less likely to call a referendum as they already hold the power to force it through.
Those who opposed greater use of referendums were much more likely to comment on this question, showing that they are a vocal minority who strongly oppose the idea. Common objections included the charge that governments could pose weighted questions in order to achieve a certain result. An alternative criticism was that people do not always answer the question they are being asked. This was normally linked to the proposed referendum on the Lisbon Treaty in that many would have treated the referendum as a vote on membership of the European Union rather than on the merits of the treaty in and of itself.
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Others objected to referendums on the basis that they would undermine the essence of representative government. On the other hand, one person cited the Swiss Canton system as a practical means to establish direct democracy.
Those who advocated greater use of referendums also frequently sited the “promised” Lisbon treaty. This seemed to be a source of great bitterness for existing Euro sceptics, and to a lesser extent among those who simply wanted a say regardless of their position.
	14
	Are you satisfied with the current voting system, or would you prefer a different system like Proportional Representation?
	Satisfied : 40.9 %
Want change: 41.5 %
Not sure : 17.6%


The preamble to this question on the survey was the most difficult to write. It was difficult to capture views on such a complex and detailed issues as different voting systems within a survey such as this. In the end, the preamble read as follows:

We currently vote using the First Past the Post system of voting, in which politicians are elected by a simple majority of voters per constituency. In Proportional Representation systems, seats are shared out between the parties based on their total national or regional share of the vote.
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The comments left by those who wanted change provide an interesting insight into why the status quo has remained in place for so long. Despite there being a very slender majority of people favouring change (one that falls inside our margin of error) there was no single alternative favoured by a majority of this group. However, the 40.9% of people who favour the status quo have a unified message to rally around.
Those who wanted change were much more likely to comment on this question. Of those who were satisfied however, there were really only two types of comment. Firstly there were general criticisms of politicians constantly “tinkering”, a comment that was also often made by those who favoured the status quo in the House of Lords. Secondly there were those who opposed on the basis that more proportional systems create weak governments, usually referring to the increased likelihood of coalition governments.

The most common comments by those who favoured change were suggestions of voting systems that should replace First Past the Post. Apart from general comments favouring “a more proportional system”, the specific systems suggested were the Single Transferable Vote, the Alternative Vote Plus, the Additional Member System and various systems of Multiple Member Proportional Representation. STV was the single most favoured system, though many people seemed to favour any alternative that was more representative than the status quo.

We had some comments on the fact that in the current system a vote for a minority party in a ‘safe seat’ is a wasted vote, and suggested that this is fundamentally undemocratic. Lastly, a few expressed disappointment at the “missed opportunity” of the Blair government to implement the proposed reforms of the Jenkins Commission.

The small number of people who put “Not Sure” commented on this question, but those who did were keen to know more about the alternatives. A number of people who “Wanted Change” also wanted to know more about the rival merits of the alternative systems, and highlighted the need for an open discussion on this issue.

It is a shame that so few people of this group commented, as it is the 17.6% of people who answered “Not Sure” that are the really interesting segment on this question. It is they who hold the balance of any majority in debate.

4. The Public Debates
i) Map and Turnout

The Stroud constituency covers a large area, and so it was necessary to have a series of meetings in order to reach everyone. These meetings were advertised on the survey that was distributed, as well as being advertised through local newspaper coverage and posters. Attendance varied wildly between the meetings, with a range from 10 to 72. Overall the meetings reached well over 200 people, which was roughly in line with what we were expecting for this project but far in advance of what has been experienced in the past for public meetings, particularly those discussing general policy rather than a specific community problem.
On the next page is a map of the constituency, showing the location, date and turnout of each of the public meetings. This shows the range of towns covered by the meetings, as well as how turnout in the northern-most and southern-most tips of the constituency were poorly attended compared to the central towns. The location of those on the edge of the constituency seemed to affect turnout as the surrounding villages over the constituency border will not have received the questionnaire.

The Berkeley meeting was held on a Friday evening, this may have been a contributing factor for the low turnout. Hardwicke may have been similarly affected by having its meeting at 10am on a Saturday morning. Were we to repeat this process, we would definitely run these meetings midweek in the early evening, as we did with the other four. This seemed to maximise turnout.

Each of the meetings had a unique character. Some felt quite formal while the smaller meetings had a relaxed, chatty atmosphere. There were periods of the Dursley and Stonehouse meetings when the mood was cynical and angry, and at Nailsworth the meeting was much more adversarial between the participants in the audience. Overall however, all of the meetings were constructive and civil.

 The format remained the same for all meetings, and worked well. After welcoming and introductory remarks by the chairperson and David, there was a 7 minute presentation on the results of the postal survey including explanations of the trend of comments on each question. After this 2 questions were selected for each meeting to begin discussions, after which the floor was open to address other issues in the survey or general constitutional concerns. The chairperson took between 4 and 6 comments or questions before allowing David to comment and respond, and then taking another group of comments. This worked well in a “Question Time” type format, allowing participants to make statements or ask questions according to their preference.
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Should Local Councils Be Given More Powers?

Up For Debate : Public Meeting

Selecting these two starter questions meant that we could ensure there would be discussion of 12 out of 14 questions over the meetings while still allowing free ranging discussion. As it happened, all the questions on the survey were covered in depth over the course of the meetings, though the favourite topics to raise were electoral reform, the House of Lords and the Bill of Rights.
ii) Summary 

1. Nailsworth – 

This meeting had many robust exchanges between those who spoke out, with strong disagreements and sometimes terse exchanges. However, this was excellent for creating an atmosphere of vigorous debate.
Electoral Reform (Question 14)
The first selected question was on electoral reform (Q.14). A couple of contributors suggested the Single Transferable Vote as their favoured system, and a clear majority of speakers favoured some form of a proportional system. Many people mentioned the need to retain a constituency link to their MP, and this was a comment repeated many times at other meetings. There were also a contributions advocating the separate election of the legislature and the executive, whether that is for a Prime Minister or a President. Opponents to proportional systems of voting highlighted the European elections as an example of the dangers of Proportional Representation. One contributor bemoaned the lack of choice in political parties and their similarities.
Compulsory Voting (Question 9)
The second select question was on compulsory voting (Question 9). This was the most divisive discussion of the night, and indeed of any meeting. Some highlighted the dangers of the electorate being forced to make uninformed choices. Others thought that we are already forced to do too many things by the state and that it is anti-democratic to force people to vote. This was reminiscent of Rousseau in his “Social Contract”, who raised the philosophical question of whether people can be forced to be free.

On the other side of the argument, those who supported compulsory voting said that there must be a ‘none of the above’ option on the ballot box. Some said that it was right to become a criminal offence and that it should be a civil duty to vote. The most extreme versions of this statement asked that passports or even citizenship be removed were the individual to abstain from the vote. Education from a young age in the value of voting and the system of government was widely advocated by both sides of the argument.
Other Topics

The open section of the evening was very general, with comments tied to the questions loosely but largely highlighting broad concerns. The issues covered were:
· the media and the reduction of its parliamentary (as distinct from its political) coverage

· the Minchinhampton and Nibley boundary changes

· the decline in party membership (regarding Question 4)
· the constitutional implications of increased devolution to Europe, Scotland and Wales. 

· The difficulties of the concept of the Nation State in a globalised economy, with the allegation of the irrelevance of British legislation if companies are based elsewhere.

· Fixed Term elections were also discussed and supported, though one gentleman felt that fixed term Prime Ministers were needed as well.
2. Stroud

The Stroud meeting was the largest with over 70 people in the audience. Many here were content to listen to the debate, whilst others wanted to raise certain issues. Despite having the fewest direct contributors, the meeting had the most vocal audience in support or scorn for each point suggested, with “here here’s” and “quite right’s” called out, and occasional rounds of applause. This participation made for a lively community atmosphere.

House of Lords Reform (Question 2)
The first question selected for the Stroud meeting was on the House of Lords. The consensus seemed to be in favour of retaining a revising second chamber, although there was disagreement over whether an elected second chamber would endanger this or not. Whilst most seemed to agree that the second chamber should not replicate the political makeup of the House of Commons enabling it to perform as an adequate check and balance power on the of the Commons. Some contributors felt this could be done through elections, while others favoured the status quo. As with many of the survey questions, even when people agreed on the aims of a second chamber, they could rarely agree on the means to achieve them.
There was a substantial exchange on the value of the Bishops in the House of Lords, with some favouring their continued presence in a system like that proposed by option C on the questionnaire (professional groups represented). However, a few contributors (one quite aggressively cynical of religious influence in society) used the Bishops as an example of both the current system’s undemocratic means of appointment and of its distance from an increasingly secular society. 

Spending Limits for Political Parties (Question5)
This was a short discussion but it captured the main arguments for and against spending caps. The question was raised why parties needed to spend such vast amounts of money. Others argued that the three big parties could dominate because of the money they had available, squeezing out smaller parties. Someone pointed out the Greens were growing in status despite this dominance. It was stated that money can have a huge sway over elections, which places influence in the hands of the rich even when there is no outright corruption. 

Other Topics

The remainder of the discussion largely focussed on questions within the survey with a few general comments on mass disenchantment with politics. The issues covered were:
· Local council powers should increase in housing and planning discretion
· Voting at 16- after one comment against which received widespread praise, a young lady very articulately put the case in favour and swung the mood of the entire meeting, with many more agreeing afterwards. She argued that 18 year olds were no more competent in the majority of cases and that it was a question of education not a question of maturity

· Civic and political education in schools was universally lauded

· Referendums were supported as a means of engaging the people. Tthe Iraq war was an example given for the need to listen to mass public opinion – a point that was well received.
· Compulsory voting was supported by the three or so people who contributed, after which followed an explanation and praise of the Australian system of administering this
· Voting reform for both the House of Lords and the Commons was raised, with broad support though no unified alternative to First Past the Post was agreed upon.
3. Stonehouse

Overall this was the most confrontational of the meetings. A couple of the contributions were vehemently critical of the inability of politicians to affect anything at all, and many were critical of the policy or records of the present government on constitutional change. However, with the exception of one contribution the meeting was extremely good natured and welcoming.
Votes at 16 (Question 10)

The first contributor on this topic argued that 18 was an appropriate age to vote, especially as this age is the threshold for a number of other privileges in society. Another opponent of the reduction suggested that there is widespread apathy from many teenagers to political issues. Another argued that elections were to important to entrust to “children”, implying that immaturity was the problem with reducing the voting age.

On the other side of the argument, a contributor pointed out the discrepancy between the ago of consent and the current voting age, and that 16 year olds can even marry before they can vote. This was met with an unsettled pause.  

Consensus was reached that regardless of the voting age there should be in depth education in schools from a young age. As one gentleman said, he could not remember the first general election he voted in, but the first time he voted was in primary school for a class representative, timed on the same day as the general election.
Bill of Rights (Question 8)
This discussion focussed on the merits of both a bill of rights and a codified constitution. Many felt that these were vulnerable if they were not clearly written down. The example given was that a change in Prime Minister should force an election, in contrast to the current situation. This received notable support.
While most were in favour, one lady put the case against very articulately. She argued that codifying a bill of rights or the constitution would make the system inflexible, and that this has been a problem in a number of other countries such as the United States.

One contributor alleged that due to the EU the question was irrelevant given the amount of control that exists from Brussels. Another approached the same problem from a different angle, arguing that it is precisely because we have such an assortment legislation on human rights that codifying them into a single document was necessary to clarify what our rights are. 
Other Topics

· Broad support for compulsory voting due to a low turnout. 

· Better education 
· Too many career politicians, and too many politicians ‘moonlighting’

· Too many unelected politicians

· The party system as a barrier to running as an MP

· A need for independent, depoliticised media and press

· How referendums can leave minorities vulnerable

· Ministers should be experienced in their own department’s sector

· The West Lothian question

· The Whipping system as a restriction on MP’s freedom to vote according to their convictions

4. Berkeley

In contrast to other meetings the turnout was lower, but this did not hamper the discussion, which was extremely diverse and incisive. It was the least formal of the meetings, with conversation free flowing from one issue to another. A select amount of issues were covered in depth here.
Local Council Power (Question 6)
There was broad support for an increase in local council powers on this question. However, this may have been affected by the vocal contributions of three parish councillors in the audience. Amongst the suggestions was more jurisdiction over social housing provision and the introduction of a local income tax to tie the daily realities of life with local politics. It was suggested that increased turnout to local elections would result from an increase in powers.
One constituent suggested that there were already too many levels of government and that some should be amalgamated or removed. It was argued that this would make it easier for local citizens to access local public services and to know who to contact. Others opposed an increase due to the influence national issues have over local voting habits, saying that this made the local democracy less accountable.

Power of Recall (Question 12)
Most people agreed on the need for some mechanism to remove rogue MP’s. After some discussion there was a strong consensus that this needs to be protected from abuse by political opponents. Recall should be possible only on issues of conduct and not of policy. However after much discussion no single mechanism to achieve this could be decided on. Altogether some form of petition was favoured, but people pointed out that this would be susceptible to the same political abuse by a well mobilised party base.
Other Topics

· Compulsory voting was discussed, citing the Australian example as a strong case in favour. However, a good level of opposition was voiced arguing that compulsory voting reduces its social merit. One gentleman put forward the case that it is not individual votes that matter on their own as elections are very rarely decided by just one vote. Instead it is the collective action of voting all together that gives elections their value
· Criticism of the party system as a restriction to ‘the right man’ getting in

· A discussion of the extent to which we currently have a pseudo- presidential system, and whether this justifies the introduction of an elected head of state or provides a compelling case against it
5. Hardwicke

This meeting was a late addition to the programme and the timing (Saturday morning) was not ideal. Despite this, a high standard of discussion followed that covered a wide range of questions. The trends replicated both the other meetings and the survey, except on two issues (detailed below). There was also conversation about local issues such as a possible waste incinerator and a local fast food restaurant.

Local Government (Question 6)
This discussion was dominated by two local parish councillors, who had detailed and experienced views on the restrictions to local government. The feeling was that local people wanted their local council to be able to change things, and at present they did not have the power to do this, because it is distributed across the three layers of local government. It was suggested that were local government to have a more significant impact and remit that turnout at local elections would increase.
House of Lords (Question 2)
The first suggestion was that the term “Lords” be abolished in favour of a second chamber or senate. The consensus was that it should be completely elected, but that it should remain as a revising chamber.

The current situation was seen as unacceptable as it is an unsatisfactory “half-way house” between a hereditary chamber and a democratic one, where appointments are only a means to appoint people who could not win an election, or failed as elected politicians or Cabinet Ministers. 
Other Topics

· Why do we have a monarchy in a democracy?

· The European Union creating the majority of legislation for our country, leaving our government as a rubber stamp.

· Unelected executive (Gordon Brown and Peter Mandelson specifically).

6. Dursley
We had a rigorous meeting with the standard arguments for and against a number of issues explored, as well as some innovative approaches. The two issues chosen were comprehensively covered, and the debate on these two was more detailed and lengthy than at any previous meeting.
Referendums (Question 13)

Both ‘yes’ and ‘no’ opinions were represented here, but the split was more or less 50/50 rather than 75/25 in favour as the results of the survey showed. 
Those who opposed argued that referendums could be manipulated by government in the phrasing of the questions and in other areas. Also, it was argued that governments would only have an incentive to pose a referendum if they thought they could win.

Those who supported referendums argued that this was needed because of the limits on representative democracy by parties and the whips. Others supported them because of a need to include ordinary people in the policy process.
The assumption of the meeting, and reflecting the other meetings and survey, was that due to our representative democracy referendums should only be used on issues of constitutional importance. However, a train of conversation developed that proposed a different form of referendums. It was pointed out that Parish and Town Councils can call a referendum; leading to the suggestion that local issues could be decided by a referendum in a town hall meeting or election. Comparisons were drawn with the Swiss Canton system. This was an interesting approach.
How many MP’s should we have?
The responses to this question at the meeting were as divisive. The first contributor said that there was a need for a more local MP, and that the ability to deal with local casework would be jeopardised by having fewer MP’s.

However, this was immediately countered by the argument that devolution upwards to Europe, and downwards to Scotland and Wales meant that the middle (in the British Parliament) could reduce in size.
Other arguments for fewer MP’s, noted countries such as America who have a less represented system. There were also points raised about the failure of the House of Commons Finance and Administration Department (commonly known as the ‘fees office’) and the media being able to hold MP’s to account as an argument for fewer MP’s.
Those in favour of the same or more repeated the desire for a local and accessible MP. This diverted into a discussion of the role of an MP, and whether they should have all of the constituency obligations that currently take up so much of there time.

Some suggested that MP’s primary role should be to legislate, and that this could be done with fewer MP’s. But others wondered who would take on the responsibilities MP’s currently have? It was agreed that role of an MP must be decided before the number.
Other Topics

· Could MP’s have a personal manifesto separate from their party’s?

· Votes at 16 – if this is so strongly opposed what other suggestions are there to engage young people in politics? The consensus seemed to be on better education

· If people voted but are disillusioned then this results in a “Why bother?” response

· General discussion of the state of politics in the wake of the expenses scandal

5. The Schools

The work in schools was taken on by Brian Oosthuysen for the secondary schools, and Laura Rodgers for the primary schools.
For the Primary Schools, Laura ran a workshop lasting about an hour and a half introducing the concepts of democracy and the Parliamentary system. She then gauged their views on some of the topics in the questionnaire. Laura focussed on 9-11 year olds, and gave 10 workshops across the constituency and to all of the schools who voiced an interest.

In the secondary schools, Brian was able to address the majority of the questions head on with only a small amount of introductory information. The targeted age range was 16-18. Although, again it would have been fantastic to take the session to the whole school, we simply did not have the resources to achieve this in the time scale. To reach the largest number of students, these sessions were run in an assembly format. Opinions were taken from the audience on the Up For Debate questions, and we have been able to compare secondary school pupils’ average response to the survey results. 

A group of twenty of the most interested students from across the secondary schools in the constituency were then invited to a discussion with David on these issues, particularly focussing on where the average opinions of the students differed to the survey results. The session provided some interesting discussion, particularly on the issue of lowering the voting age to 16. The majority were opposed, though a couple of strong supporters directed the discussion towards the need for political education in schools. This was universally and enthusiastically supported, and is a concern that should be taken forward.
What follows is an account of the work done in schools by Brian and then Laura:

i) Secondary
I visited Thomas Keble school, Archway school, The Girls High school, Marling School, Maidenhill school, Wycliffe school, Katherine Lady Berkeley school, Downfield Sixth Form and Stroud College.
The meetings followed the same format throughout. After explaining the background and purpose of the Up For Debate process, I gave a summary of some of the complexities of the questions, particularly the House of Lords question and the PR question. I then invited students to debate each question from the “Up for Debate” survey.  I also asked them to elect four delegates from each school to a meeting with David Drew, Ed Leighton and myself after I had met with all the schools.

It was interesting that, by and large, students agreed with students from other schools on most questions.  Here are the general opinions given on each question.
Up for Debate Questions:

1. Monarch or elected president?  A very strong majority in favour of the present system.
2. House of Lords.  Nominations, elections, partly elected, partly appointed/ hereditary?  By and large, the fully elected chamber was the option most chose, although there were some strong arguments about that situation being the same as the House of Commons. There was a feeling that we should have change from the present, but no clear way forward.

3. Fixed Term parliaments?  A decided ‘yes’. The present system gives Prime Ministers too much power and is unfair.

4. State funding of parties?  A mixed response here with a fair majority in favour.

5. Limit party spending?  A much clearer ‘yes’ in this case.  Quite a few felt smaller parties and new parties (e.g. the Greens) lose out.

6. More power to local councils?  No real involvement in this one.  Students gave approval, but didn’t see it as very important, with some notable exceptions, who argued for a vibrant local political system.

7. More or fewer MPS?   Students argued with expenses scandal in mind, so fewer MPs, although when we went into it more they started changing their minds.

8. Bill of Rights?  Yes! The majority of schools believed this should go ahead.
9. Compulsory voting:  No, this was not very popular.

10. Voting at 16?  I was surprised how few students supported this one.  It was overwhelmingly defeated.

11. Internet voting:  The feeling was that it would not increase voting.  “If I didn’t want to vote, emailing won’t help”

12. Voters force MP to call an election:  It is clear the expenses have had a big impact on this question, in which a big ‘yes’ was shown, but some asked about the power of the press in any campaign to unseat an MP.

13. Referendums?  Yes, decidedly.  It gave people more power.

14. PR?   By and large the vote went in favour of some change, but the more knowledgeable felt that the government would go for the most half-hearted measure
The students stood with their parents on many issues such as the monarchy, and the voting age. Also worth noting is the majority favouring electoral reform. They came across as very responsible throughout the debates. I was delighted with the response and believe our democracy is being left in very good hands.

ii) Primary Schools

I visited 10 different Primary schools around the Stroud area to discuss the concept of democracy with the children. I focused on Key Stage 2 children aged 9-11 with the aim of eliciting what they knew about our democracy. I planned an hour long lesson with each class, however, some lessons were cut short by school commitments like playtime and assemblies whilst in other classes the teacher asked if I could extend the lesson as the group were enjoying and interacting with the material so well.

The lesson was comprised of 5 parts:

Part 1

I began the lesson with a PowerPoint game on the interactive whiteboard that involved the class being split into two teams. On each PowerPoint slide I had a key word with three possible definitions. When a child clicked on the correct answer on the interactive whiteboard it took them via a hyperlink to a ‘well done’ or ‘try again’. Each team had a captain whose job it was to decide on an answer based on everyone else’s guess after rushing round the classroom to here everyone’s views. 

Part 2

On the interactive whiteboard we watched a video clip on the difference between democracies and dictatorships from the parliamentary education service website. This video can be found at http://www.parliament.uk/education/online-resources/videos/democracy-youdecide.htm). We then discussed what they had learnt, and established a definition of democracy.
Part 3

We then created our own class democracy and elected a class captain. Any children who wanted to nominate themselves as possible class captain candidates prepared a three minute speech convincing their peers why to vote for them. After they had written their speech they then canvassed the room for votes while answering any questions.
Whilst the candidates prepared their speech the rest of the class were given a large piece of paper and felt tips. They were asked to write as many words as possible describing the qualities they wanted their leader to have. The children came up with some great key words including: hardworking, fair, confident, smiley, strict, honourable, trustworthy, approachable, admirable, democratic etc.

Part 4 

The class captain candidate then delivered their speech to the whole class and answered any questions. The children really tried hard to convince their peers with both clever and imaginative ideas. Then the whole class voted on their favourite candidate using a real ballot box. We emphasised the use of secret voting in a democracy in order to get a truly impartial result.
Part 5

To sum up we announced the winner of the vote and I asked the children question numbers 9, 10, 11 and 12 from the ‘Up For Debate’ survey. Their answers were as follows:
Q9- Overall every class was split 50/50 to weather voting should be made compulsory

Q10- Almost every child I visited agreed that the voting age should be lower to 16

Q11- A large majority of children agreed that the personally would be more likely to vote if they could do over the internet

Q12- Every single child said yes to this question with a strong sense of ‘fairness’

Overall the lesson was very well received. The children really got into the sprit of democracy and seemed to really enjoy learning what appeared to be a new subject. The children took the idea of democracy seriously and seemed to vote just on the speeches given and not on peer groups as I had feared may happen. In one class, a boy who normally enjoyed messing around in lessons and disrupting other decided that he really wanted to be elected class captain. When a peer asking if he was going to be sill and mess around if he was voted he promised never to be silly again much to his teachers amazement. 

7 out of the 10 teachers said they would continue to teach some aspects of democracy and politics during the citizenship lessons as the children were so enthusiastic about it. In every school I left a resource pack I had created that contained a range of lesson plans and worksheets, information on how politics fits into the curriculum and citizenship, games and interactive white board activities, a range of parliamentary education service information and magazines, and a CD with video clips and photographs on. I also left a pencil from the parliamentary education service for every child.

Below I have attached the formal lesson plan.
Lesson Plan 1- What is a Democracy?

	Type of activity:

Puzzle, debate, elicitation, arguing and reasoning, discussion, investigation, role play, observation



	Age group:

Key stage 2 upwards 


	Time/Duration:

45 – 60 minutes

Mental and oral starter- 10 minutes

Main teaching input-10/15 minutes

Main activity 10 minutes

Speech delivery and voting 15 minutes

Plenary 10 minutes 

	Resources:

White board, coloured white board pens, vocabulary and definitions list,  voting slips, ballet box, voting booth, parliament DVD, democracy work sheet, pencils. 


	Organisation:

Mental and oral starter- in front of the white board (either on the carpet or at desks). The class will be split into two half and compete against each other to guess the most amount of correct meanings.

Main teaching input- on the carpet. The children will move from their desks to the carpet area as I call their name and give them a name label. 

Main activity- at mixed ability tables whilst chosen children prepare an election speech. When the speeches are ready get the children to pull their chairs away from the tables to face the front to the classroom. The chosen children will stand at the front of the class and give their speeches. Then children fill out their voting slip and place it into the ballet box. When they have placed their vote in the box they will sit on the carpet for the plenary. One child will count up the votes. 



	Use of ICT:

Interactive whiteboard to show film.

Video from the website www.parliament.uk 

Computer to produce main teaching activity and voting slips. 

Interactive white board to display the tally results from the class vote. 
	Cross-curricular links

Politics/ citizenship-what a democracy involves

English-speaking listening and debate

Drama-role play 




	Focused Learning Objectives:

The children will begin to develop an awareness of fair voting and representation.

The children will be able to make decisions based on group discussion and debate which reflect their own opinions. 


	Related NC references:

Citizenship 1a1b 1c 2a 2b 2c 2d 5c 5d 5e

English speaking 1a 1b 1c 1d 1e 1f

English speaking 1a 1b 1c 1d 1e 1f

English group discussion and interaction 1a 1b 1c 1d 1e



	Key Vocabulary:

Prime minister, debate, MP, Westminster, laws, House of Commons, House of Lords, Queen, leader, issues, government, voting, bills, parliament, ministers, peers, elections, democracy, vote, voting slip, ballet box, representative,



	Key Questions: 

What colour should I write the title? How can I choose between all your suggestions? Why is that a good/bad idea? Is that fair? Why is it important that everyone gets a vote? Are you happy with the outcome and why?



	Differentiation:

Use mixed ability grouping for the starter to allow the views of all abilities to be amalgamated into one answer. 

During the main activity the groups will also be mixed ability so the higher ability children can do the writing and support the lower ability children in creating ideas. Also stimulate ideas for the activity whilst on the carpet as a whole class. 




	

	Introduction:


	On the board have the following list of definitions and vocabulary. Split the class into two halves and get e\ach half to take it in terns to try and match up two. Give a point for each correct one. 

The leader of the government

Prime Minister

To discuss an important issue

Debate

A person who is chosen by voters to represent them in parliament 

MP

The building in London where Parliament meets

Westminster

Rules that everyone has to obey

Laws

The person who opens parliament and who signs bills to make them into laws

The Queen

The group of people which run the country made up of politicians

Government

The process of choosing a leader and making decisions, where each person’s choice is counted

Voting

An event when a new government is chosen by ordinary people voting

Election

	Main Teaching:


	Watch the video “Democracy? You decide” on resource CD.

Tell the class you are going to write the title democracy on the board. Ask them what colour they think you should write it in. then talk about how you could decide this. Create a simple tally chart on the board of votes. 

Tell the class you are going to vote for a class captain. Ask for volunteers. Narrow it down to three or four people with a show of hands. 

	Group Work:


	Send the volunteers off to create a two minute speech. When they have done this they can start canvassing the class for votes and answering questions. 

The rest of the class, on large paper write as many key qualities that they want in a leader. 

	Plenary:


	Get each member of the class to vote for their class captain on ballot slips. To sum up we announced the winner of the vote and I asked the children question numbers 9, 10, 11 and 12 from the ‘Up For Debate’ survey.




6. Concluding remarks – by David Drew MP

This report gives some idea of the complexity and comprehensiveness of this initiative. However, it should also show that contacting thousands of people is both achievable and rewarding. While the ground work was both time consuming and difficult, Up For Debate should demonstrate that such universal research is both achievable and rewarding to the researcher.

Having just listened to the Second Reading Debate of the Constitutional Reform and Governance Bill the appositeness of the timing of Up for Debate could not be better.  For this I owe thanks to so many people. However, the best justification for what has been attempted was the final meeting which featured:

· Peter Hennessy, Professor of Governance and Politics of Queen Mary College, University of London, one of the country’s leading experts in this area.

· Peter Facey, the creator of Unlock Democracy the country’s major pressure group on constitutional change.

· Dr. Tony Wright MP, Chair of the Parliamentary Reform Committee and Parliament’s main spokesperson on a range of constitutional issues through chairmanship of the Public Administration Select Committee.

Over 130 constituents of Stroud attended to help conclude this four month project. Described by Tony Wright MP as “constitutionally challenging Stroud,” they had the opportunity to hear these experts speak proficiently about reforming our political system and put forward questions.  Topics covered ranged from restructuring the Lords to the use of referendums, votes at 16 and the choice of electoral system.

This meeting not only proved that the public have not given up on the political system but wished to be engaged in making it a success for the future.
David Drew

MP for the Stroud Constituency
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