





John Penrose MP

Minister for Constitutional Reform
CabinetO ce

Whitehall

London SW1 100

Dear John

Over the past twelve months the Democracy Matters research team has been conducting a pilot
project on the use of citizens’ assemblies to explore complex elements of constitutional policy-
making in the United Kingdom. The focus has been on English regional decentralisation, as
covered in the Cities and Local Government Devolution Act, and two citizens’ assemblies were
convened in the North and South of England.

It is with great pleasure that | now submit the final report on this valuable research and
engagement project. | hope you and your o cials will find its content and recommendations
valuable in a number of di erent ways.

Two main conclusions come from the research. First and foremost, there is an appetite
amongst the public to engage in informed and constructive discussions about the future of

British democracy and about specific policy proposals. The citizens’ assemblies in Southampton
and She eld have demonstrated that individuals from a range of backgrounds can and are
willing to work together to plan a common future and to understand future challenges. Second,
the research suggests that the public are generally supportive of the principle of devolution
within England. The pinch-point is the nature of the model of devolution on o er from the
Government and the lack of public engagement in the decision-making process as it has so far
been conducted.

This is therefore a generally positive report. It is not about anti-politics, political
disengagement or ‘the politics of pessimism’ and is instead focused on the creation of new
forms of democratic engagement and new ways of ‘doing’ politics that resonate with modern
expectations about transparency and involvement. On behalf of the project team and all those
people who either supported or served on Assembly North or Assembly South | would like to
commend this report to you for close consideration and would welcome a formal response.

Professor Matthew Flinders
Principal Investigator

The Democracy Matters Project
March 2016







could engage in a meaningful manner. Furthermore, not only did the

individual participants go through a transformation by becoming more

active citizens, there is also evidence of follow-on and longer-term
growth in political engagement.

This pilot project has not answered all the questions, and like most good

research projects it has probably stimulated more questions than it has
answered. This in itself illustrates why theoretically informed but policy-

relevant research really matters. Key areas for further work include: how

to recruit and retain a more representative sample of the population;
how digital platforms might enable assembly-c

Conclusions and Recommendations

1. Citizens are ready, willing and able to take part in participatory and and beliefs of participants, but also promote an increasing level of

deliberative forms of democratic practice in relation to complex
policy issues.

2. Citizens want stronger devolution with more public involvement.
They want to feel part of ‘the revolution in devolution’ and not
simply to have change imposed upon them.

3. Political parties, politicians and policy-makers will bene t from

thinking more creatively about stimulating informed public 0.

engagement and about interacting ‘with multiple audiences in
multiple ways', both for the devolution debate, and in policy-
making more generally.

4. Deliberative methods involve signi cant investment in terms of
money, time, energy and relationship building but this should be
viewed as a positive social investment that is likely to increase the
e ciency of subsequent policies and decisions.

5. There was a clear and signi cant “spillover e ect” from the citizens’
assemblies, with many participants increasing their levels of local
political engagement and online activity.

6. Citizens’ assemblies should not be seen in isolation, but instead, if
carefully designed, can become the driver of a far broader public
debate about an issue, challenge or event.

7. Citizens’ assemblies can not only change the individual attitudes

8.

deliberation, con dence and listening as the assembly progresses.

Delivering high-quality, high-impact social science research
demands that academics have new skills in relation to knowledge-
production, knowledge -translation and knowledge-brokerage that
span the traditional disciplinary boundaries and that includes an
awareness of political and policy-making structures.

The timing of citizens’ assemblies is critical for potential outcomes.
These assemblies were conducted within the context of twelve
month ESRC funding, the swift passage of enabling legislation
through Westminster and the rapid announcement by Government
of proposed ‘devo deals’. To have current impact the pilots needed
to be completed within three months, while more time for exibility
and adaptation would have assisted with emergent issues around
resources recruitment, research limitations and realistic impact.
‘Designing for democracy’ is crucial and more work is needed in
relation to recruiting assembly members that are representative of
all sections of society; the role of politicians in assembly processes;
and the relationship between the output of assemblies and the
traditional political processes.

10.The citizens’ assemblies, combined with knowledge from other

deliberative initiatives, provide a rich source of learning to feed into
a future constitutional convention for the UK.
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Chapter One: Introduction

Read this chapter if you are interested in:

* Issues around democracy and devolution in the UK

* What made the UK Citizens’ Assemblies unique

* The origins, aims, processes and outcomes of these assemblies

* A quick guide to the parts of this report

1. The UK Citizens’ Assembly pilots were the rst of their kind
in the United Kingdom. They were organiseéby

1.1 A Citizens’ Assembly for the UK

DEMOCRATIC CHANGE
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constitutional blueprints have been rejected in favour of a
preference fodh adaptation and ‘muddling through’. Unlike
many countries, the UK is not a place where wars, revolutions

or crises have disrupted this political tradition or culture in the
modern age. As a result, some argue that the emergence of British
democratic disa ection is a result of the failure of its political
system to evolve and keep pace with an increasingly dynamic and
demanding population.

That is not to suggest that change has never occurred. For
instance, the New Labour Governments of 1997-2010 introduced
a raft of signi cant constitutional reforms. However, three issues
tie those developments back to a pattern of democratic inertia,
rather than democratic innovation. First, the reforms were enacted
while attempting to retain the mainframe of a centralised and
power-hoarding system. Secondly, no explicit statement of how
the various reforms were intended to t together or how the
inevitable unintended consequences would be dealt with was ever
o ered. And nally—and most posgT Er




13. In these ways, advocates of citizens’ assemblies argue that theyl4. Given the rise in interest in citizen engagement it is important

0 er a promising response to democratic malaise: they provide

a way of narrowing the ‘democracy gap’ without succumbing

to the populist demand that even uninformed and unre ective
public views be followed. Advocates hope that the use of citizens’
assemblies alongside existing political institutions would also help
legitimise decision-making and to some extent defuse antipathy
towards traditional representative organs, and that they would
lead to recommendations that are genuinely well grounded.

to assess whether such claims are justi ed or not and whether
they hold up in the particular context of the UK. These goals are
central to the purposes of this project. As outlined in further detail
below, we seek also to expldve citizens’ assemblies can best be
structured and operated.

15.

The decision to focus the citizens’ assemblies on devolution was
relatively straightforward. At the broadest level there has been
growing evidence of public apathy and disengagement from
traditional forms of political engagement. At a more speci c level,
New Labour’s ‘constitutional revolution’ unleashed a devolutionary
dynamic that increasingly demands a response in relation to the
future of English governance. More speci cally still (but no less
importantly), there is a sense that English devolution could help
deliver economic growth; help address economic disparities across
the country; and respond to certain democratic challenges. The
rst two of these drivers were critical in relation to the post-2015
Conservative Government’s commitment to devolving powers to
elected ‘metro mayors’ who would enjoy far-reaching powers over

Democracy matters




19. Itis into this unfolding devolution process that the ‘Democracy







need to trial new forms of political engagement. If anything the
nature of the Government'’s approach to ‘metro mayors’ and ‘devo
deals’ created concern about a new ‘democratic de cit’ Just days
before Assembly North was due to begin in South Yorkshire, a
proposed deal was suddenly announced between the Government
and the She eld City Region. The secretive process leading to this

announcement sparked considerable controversy. Scope for public
engagement within the process was uncertain at this time, but it
was clear that local public rati cation by referendum was not part
of the plans. In this context the citizens’ assemblies could make an
important contribution to public engagement and consultation
around the proposed She eld devolution deal.

ASSEMBLY STRUCTURE

31. The Table 1.3 sets out the basic details of the two citizens’
assemblies. We will explore the structure and working of the
assemblies in greater detail in Chapter 2.

Assembly South

30 members of the public + 15 local politicians

23 members of the public + 6 local politicians

TABLE 1.3: Assembly North
COMPARING IEICEIEEINIEEGe 45 members of the public
ASSEMBLY . -
DESIGN AND [RAEUERGERIEEIE 32 members of the public
COMPOSITION

Area from which
members drawn




Chapter Two: Assembly Membership

Read this chapter if you are interested in:

* The recruitment process and who attended the UK Citizens’ Assembly pilots.

* The challenges of recruitment and retention.

* The issue of incentivising public engagement and how this project approached this is

*The potential role of external consultants and polling companies in undertaking recrui
tasks for citizens’ assemblies.

33. Without its members, a citizens’ assembly does not exist. But learned. As noted above, our aim was to recruit 90 participants,
recruiting a representative sample of citizens is a complex task. In split evenly between the two assemblies. We intended that the
this chapter, we begin by outlining our recruitment procedures, ‘pure’ Assembly North would involve 45 citizens, while the ‘mixed’

then present the recruitment outcomes, and nally discuss lessons Assembly South would include 30 citizens and 15 politicians.

2.1 Recruitment Procedures

35. Recruitment of citizen members was based on YouGov's panels in  drawn from the British Election Study, allowing us to analyse the
the areas of Assembly North (South Yorkshire) and Assembly South sorts of people who did or did not express interest.
(the Solent region, comprising the Southampton, Portsmouth and
Isle of Wight area). In both cases the panels comprised around
5,000 potential participants.

b) A second survey, sent to those who expressed interest in the
rst, then asked speci ¢ questions about willingness to be
involved, including whether people could commit to both

36. Through discussion of the nature of these panels and the practical assembly weekends and were willing to be contacted by

possibilities for strati cation, we decided to stratify for gender and YouGov with more information. A positiveT EMC /Sp(r)11 the
age (over or under 40 years), while ethnicity and political a liation

would be monitored without setting thresholds. We considered

but excluded other strati cation criteria because of the complexity

of ful lling multiple requirements in small groups.

37. Working with YouGov, we developed a ve-step recruitment
process. This was designed to ful | three objectives: to enable
respondents to make informed decisions about whether they
wanted to participate in an assembly; to recruit the required
number and diversity of participants; and to maximise the
likelihood that those recruited would in fact attend. The ve steps
were as follows:

a)Potential participants in the two panels were rst asked to
complete a survey. This asked generic questions, including
whether respondents knew what citizens’ assemblies were,
whether they would be interested in participating in one in their
area, and whether they would be available on the proposed
dates. It also included questions about attitudes to politics

Democracy matters 13




38.

39.

This plan was implemented largely as intended, although the nal
recruitment outcomes fell somewhat short of our goals. After survey
one, the process was on target. From the 650 people who completed
the survey in the Assembly North area, 111 consented to the next
stage, of whom 61 were women, 46 were aged less than 40 and six
were representatives of black or ethnic minority (BME) groups. In the
Assembly South area, 645 completed the survey and 113 consented,
with 51 women, 44 aged less than 40 and 4 BME. After survey two,
46 people in the north and 31 in the south had provided a contact
phone number. It was not possible to oversample because of booking
limits on hotel rooms: we did not want to invite a participant and have
to turn them away later.

However, subsequent email and phone contact identi ed that

the requirement to attend both weekends was a barrier for some} 1.,
Anecdotally, phone calls indicated that people were excited about
the opportunity to be involved, but family or prior commitments
prevented them from doing so. Subsequent analysis by YouGov

found that some potential participants did not take the call
because they do not answer callers with an unfamiliar number.
This could have further reduced the response rate.

0. In response, YouGov initiated another phase of recruitment where

they blocked panel members in the regions from completing

any other surveys until they had completed a new survey

that combined the previous two. This strategy was ultimately
successful, as at the end of the phone call phase we had reached
the recruitment targets, with 45 participants in the north (with
gender balance, but only six people aged under 40 and only one
person from a BME background) and 31 in the south (again with
gender balance, but with only seven people aged under 40 and
four from BME backgrounds).

The following days saw some attrition, which YouGov attempted
to redress by drawing from the additional survey groups. On the






TABLE 2.5:
RECRUITMENT
ANALYSIS BY
ETHNICITY

Participants

Ethnicity

Invited, but declined to

(YouGov) participate (YouGov)

White British 90.9% 93.8%
Any other white background 5.5% 2.5%
White and Black Caribbean 0.4%
White and Black African 0.2%
White and Asian 0.2%
Any other mixed background 0.5%
Indian 0.2%
Pakistani 0.1%
Bangladeshi

Any other Asian background 0.1%
Black Caribbean 0.2%
Black African 0.3%
Any other Black background

Chinese 0.5%
Other ethnic group 1.8% 0.5%
Prefer not to say 1.8% 0.5%

48. Political interest/participation\Where our participants do di er
considerably from the general population is as regards their
interest in politics and level of political participation. Speci cally,
on average our participants considered themselves highly
attentive to politics, with a mean of 9.5 on a scale of 0 to 10,
compared to 7.4 for the sample of participants in She eld and
the Solent who were invited to attend but declined to participate.
There is an even larger gap with the general population of GB,
as measured using the British Election Study face-to-face survey,

TABLE 2.6:
RECRUITMENT
ANALYSIS BY
POLITICAL
INTEREST

How much attention do you
generally pay to politics (0 to 10)

Participants
(YouGov)

Average

where the average is 5.1. In terms of voter turnout 94% of our
participants had voted at the 2015 General Election, compared to
90% of the respondents who declined to take part and compared
to the o cial turnout for the 2015 General Election which was
66.1%. Unrepresentativeness in terms of political interest is not
especially surprising given the time commitment involved in

the assemblies, the technical nature of the discussion, the lack of
coverage in the media and the lack of monetary compensation.

Invited, but declined to

participate (YouGov)

BES face-to face surve!
2015

Median

Did you vote in the past elections?

Participants (YouGov)
— refers to 2015

Invited, but declined to participate
(YouGov) — refers to 2015

49. Partisanshipthe nal criterion against which assembly
representativeness can be assessed is the party a liation of
participants. There was a slight over-representation of Labour and
UKIP voters among our participants, and under-representation
of Conservative voters, compared to those who were invited




TABLE 2.7:
RECRUITMENT
ANALYSIS BY
PARTISANSHIP

Participants
Party (YouGov)
— 2015 election

Conservative

Invited, but declined
to participate (YouGov)
— 2015 election

Labour

Liberal Democrat

UKIP

Green Party

Other

Don't know
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ASSEMBLY SUPPORT TEAM

65.

66.

As the preceding paragraphs imply, running citizens’ assemblies  fashion and reminded members of the broader signi cance
well requires the e ective performance of a wide variety of tasks.  of their work. The Main Facilitator trained and led the team of
We discuss administrative aspects of the assemblies in further ~ facilitators and guided the Academic Directors in engaging
detail in Chapter 7. It is worthwhile at this stage, however, to note Participants, facilitating learning, and applying appropriate
the support team around each assembly. pedagogical approaches. Beyond these individual roles, three

o further roles were ful lled for the most part by student volunteers.
Each team had three lead members: Academic Director, Assembly These were the roles of small-group facilitator, note-taker, and

Chair and Main Facilitator. The Academic Director was responsible |ogistical supporter, and they are discussed further in Chapter 7.
for developing, sculpting and delivering the schedule. The Chairs  The importance of these roles was one of the clearest lessons of
guided each assembly through the scheduled activities in a timely the assembly pilots.

BOX 3.1: Key Insights from the Building Phase

1. Itis crucial to meet and welcome assembly members right from the beginning of the process.

2. Attention to detail (in terms of name tags, luggage storage, expense claims, refreshments, etc.) is really important
so that assembly members can focus on the task at hand.

3. Citizens’ assemblies are resource intensive in terms of the number of support9 ((ocess. )TJETEMC Span #CIr)10 (e)10 (.9




3.2 Phases of Assembly Business

67. We now outline the work of the two assemblies in greater detail,  di ered slightly from this, particularly in weekend 2, re ecting
breaking it down into the three phases: learning, consultation, lessons learnt from the earlier assembly, the di erent course of the
and deliberation. By way of illustration, the schedule of Assembly discussions and di erent preferences of assembly members (see
North is summarised in Box 3.2 (below). Assembly South’s schedul®ox 3.3 below).

Saturday (10-17.30)

Morning

Survey of members
Introductions (small groups)
Setting values and ground rules (small groups and plenary)

Re ection on experiences of local government (small groups
and plenary)

Saturday (10.30-17.00)

Morning

Survey of members
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Saturday (10-17.30)

Morning

Getting to know each other (small group)
Setting values and ground rules (small group and plenary)
Experience of local government (small group and plenary)

Saturday (10.30-17.00)

Morning




LEARNING PHASE

68. Citizens’ assemblies seek conclusions based upon informed, carefumembers to use as they wished: it was never assumed in scheduled

69.

deliberation. An important step was therefore the ‘learning phase’,
when assembly members received, discussed and questioned 70
extensive information on local governance options. ’

The research team prepared brie ng materials ahead of the
assembly meetings with the assistance of experts, researchers,
policy o cers and practitioners. These were made available to the
assembly members online before the rst weekend, and hard copies
were provided on the rst morning. These papers summarised
current local government arrangements, outlined a variety of reform
options, and provided other background information (see Appendix
D for full list). A number of ‘plain language’ introductory videos were
also made and placed online. These materials were resources for

activities that members had read them.

Much of the rst weekend of each assembly was devoted (after
introductory and community-building activities) to learning. Plenary
sessions were used to convey core information about current local
governance arrangements and a range of reform options. The exact
nature of these sessions varied with the style of the discussion leader,
but we mixed up approaches to maintain interest, energy and
engagement, particularly when the matters being discussed were
complex or when members tired towards the end of the day. These
plenary sessions were interspersed with small-group discussions,
allowing members to re ect on what they heard and relate it to their
own perspectives.

CONSULTATION PHASE

71.

The consultation phase of the citizens’ assembly pilots aimed  72.
to connect the assembly members with the range of public

views on devolution options. It was divided between the two
assembly weekends. For the rst weekend, the research team
invited a diverse array of speakers to each weekend who o ered

a broad range of perspectives. They included local councillors

and council o cials, experts from universities and think tanks,

and campaigners. For the second weekend, we asked assembl;s3
members the kinds of people or the kinds of opinion they would " ="
like to hear more of, and we sought out appropriate speakers in
response.

The exact format of these sessions varied across the assembly
weekends, but in all cases speakers gave brief presentations and
assembly members were able then to quiz them. Wherever time
permitted, we allowed members to re ect in small group on what
they had heard in the presentations before asking questions. This
was intended to ensure that all members could take part equally
and to allow members to consider their questions carefully.

These activities were two-way: members gained exposure to

a range of views; and presenters could hear back members’
questions and concerns. As many of the presenters were involved
in the process or scrutiny of the devolution negotiations in some
way, this was an avenue for informal but direct impact.

DELIBERATION PHASE

74.

75.

The deliberation phase allows assembly members to work through
the information and arguments available to them, develop their
own thinking, and come to conclusions. In fact, much deliberation
was contained in the phases already described: members were
encouraged constantly to re ect on and discuss what they heard, =
asking questions and developing ideas during the rst weekend
and via the Facebook group between the assembly weekends.

But dedicated time was also provided in the second weekend for
further collective re ection.

The deliberation phase was structured slightly di erently in the
two assemblies. In Assembly North, we broke the subject of local
governance into four broad aspects — the geographical scale of
any new regional body, the structure of such a body (whether, for
example, there should be an elected mayor, an elected assembly,
and/or other possible arrangements), the powers of such a body,

Finally, members also discussed and voted on their position
towards the existing proposals for devolution to the She eld City
Region.

6. In Assembly South, deliberation and decision-making in the

second weekend took a slightly di erent form. The deliberation
phase began with small group discussion of ‘hopes and fears’ for
devolution. These were fed back to the assembly via a plenary
and post-its on walls that members could read and add to

during the rest of the weekend. The afternoon of the rst day

was then divided into three small group and plenary discussions
on prioritizing objectives (or powers) for any devolved body, its
geographical scope and its governing structure. Out of these
discussions three ballot papers were agreed. In the morning of the
second day, members voted on the three issues. Not surprisingly,
the forthcoming ballots were the subject of much informal

and any other aspects of such a body (such as its electoral system discussion over dinner and breakfast. Aware that members had a

and the rules governing its functioning) that assembly members
chose to highlight. On each of these, we sought ideally to begin
with small-group discussion to allow members to gather thoughts,
then have a plenary session to agree a framework for considering
the issue and a ballot paper for voting, then hold further small-
group discussion so that members could work towards their

own considered conclusions, and nally take a vote by secret
ballot. In some cases this process was slightly truncated, either

range of other concerns beyond the three votes, we facilitated an
open space for the remaining period of the Assembly. Members
were asked in small groups which issues they would like to
discuss. These were collated and split over two sessions. Members
were able to pitch their ideas and other members chose which
discussion group they would like to join. Groups varied in size and
were asked to generate a proposal that could then be voted on

by all Assembly members to gauge the degree of support. Finally,

because time was short or because members felt they had already the members were asked to vote on whether they supported

debated these matters su ciently. Through this process, members
were able to come to recommendations as to their optimal
arrangement for local and regional governance in South Yorkshire.

the devolution deal proposed by local councils, enterprise
partnerships and national parks.
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3.3 Post-Assembly Activity

77. While a positive member experience of citizens’ assemblies is a
contribution to stronger democracy in itself, ongoing democratic]

activity is also an important measure of the success of the BOX 3.4: Key Lessons

assembly pilots. Assembly members have been able to maintai

their involvement since the conclusion of the second assembly . Breaking the assembly process up into a number of
weekend in a variety of ways: clear and designated phases is crucial for both the

a)After the assembly meetings ended, we merged the two organisers and the participants.

assemblies’ Facebook groups in order to create an online . However, the specific content, focus or structure of
community able to discuss ongoing developments in each phase may have to be altered at short notice
devolution policy. as the organisers respond to the demands of the

b) Many members have pursued opportunities individually assembly, or they perceive a shift in atmosphere.

to engage their local elected representatives or their local . Flexibility within a clear framework is therefore a
communities with the issues that the assemblies discussed critical balance that must be achieved.
and with the concerns many members shared with the curren

devolution proposals. . Itis important to have role-clarity within each of

these phases and to be clear about the aims and
c)We organised a further event at St George’s House, Windsor objectives of each component session.

Castle in January 2016. This was an opportunity for memberd
the two assemblies to meet each other and share experience:
for the research team to thank assembly members for all thei
work, for further information to be recorded on members’ post
assembly experiences, and for key messages to be transmittd
to external stakeholders.

. Time must also be allowed between each session for
small group and plenary reflection and discussion.
It is easy to overload an assembl