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Our democracy is an illusion. Governments are too powerful, and the electoral system is fixed so that nothing can change. This book describes a system that democratises Parliament, constrains the employment of absolute power and significantly improves the relationship between your vote and the exercise of Parliamentary authority.


Change this and everything changes.







Introduction


This book is about protecting our freedom and democracy. To achieve that we need to bring the democratic process closer to the people by changing the structure of the UK House of Commons, and the electoral mechanism we should adopt to populate it. It is not about House of Lords Reform or other constitutional issues, though these also need to be addressed.


The problem is that governments have too much power which is wielded indiscriminately and sometimes unlawfully.1 Every aspect of our lives can be changed on the say so of one person, with nothing being sacrosanct, nothing off the table. In 2020 and 2021, we saw innocent people effectively imprisoned in their own homes, businesses closed, the elderly isolated, and all it took was a simple diktat. Around the world, we saw draconian measures against an innocent and healthy population. Once again, with little or no debate, little or no discussion, and in all cases no opposition. We’ve engaged in disastrous wars in Iraq and Afghanistan where false terrors were fabricated in order to convince a supine parliament to agree and to elicit public support.


However, this is just the tip of the iceberg. I will describe how our democracy is actually an elected dictatorship with our only choice being to decide which dictator rules for the next parliamentary period. Sometimes that power is limited by coalitions, but as I will demonstrate, they can lead to even worse outcomes because of egos, ideology, and self-interest. The reality is that coalitions are just a less effective way of achieving the dictatorial power that majority governments, as we understand them now, desire above all else.


Our current system has a very high bar. By that I mean elected representatives need a great deal of support to be elected. Each constituency is an independent election in its own right and the winner takes all. It’s called ‘First Past the Post’ (FPTP). To win a seat under this system a candidate has to get more votes than all other candidates and all the other candidates lose, even if the second placed candidate has only one vote less than the winner. Its downside is that most of the votes cast are ineffective, it is extremely unfair and the resultant government always has minority support.


One solution to the under-representation the FPTP system creates would be to employ one of the many systems under the generic description of Proportional Representation, which has many variations, some of which are in use in other forms of UK election such as the Welsh Assembly and the Scottish Parliament. A major downside of PR systems is that the overall election winner will not likely gain a majority in Parliament and will need to arrange a coalition with another party to be able to govern. As shown with the 2010 coalition between the Conservatives and the Liberal Democrats, they can work well and be better than the dictatorial nature of governments created by the FPTP system. Although coalition government with a proportional voting system would be a good objective, the system I propose here is stronger and gives more control without the drawbacks.


As I will describe later, the British people don’t like the idea of messy coalitions that can provide excuses for politicians to abandon election promises, and as any change of system will probably be subject to a referendum, getting the people on-board is essential.


The mechanisms described in this book are designed to remove the dictatorial power of the government yet allow a ‘majority’ government to be established for the purposes of governance. What the executive will not automatically have, is a majority in Parliament. The system this book describes will enable this new relationship between government and Parliament whilst dramatically increasing representation without the need for coalitions. No other proportional system can achieve this. Far more people will get the MP they voted for, the constituency connection will be stronger, and each person’s vote will live on throughout the entire parliament.


Make no mistake, government wields enormous power, and even when that power cannot be exercised so easily, they have the unlimited resources to create a justification, to paint a false picture for the purposes of achieving popular agreement, to flood one’s every sense with relentless propaganda. We saw this very effective carpet bombing of a false narrative to elicit support to shut down the UK for two years, force people to stay at home, close businesses, and use extreme coercion to effectively mandate vaccines. We were told that 100s of thousands would die from coronavirus – the ONS revealed that around 17,000 died. We were told we should all test regularly – the test was unreliable and even the inventor of the PCR test said it could not be used for this purpose. We were also told vaccines would stop us catching the disease, becoming very ill and passing it on – we now know that after four vaccinations we can still catch it and spread it, die from it and unexplained mortality occurring after vaccination is becoming an issue.


The intention in highlighting the issues that arose in the Coronavirus pandemic is not to cast any judgement on those acts, but simply to make the point that getting agreement, whether that be from Members of Parliament, or the general public, governments have the resources to convince and persuade. Media, academia, scientists, and politicians can all be manipulated, sometimes bought, so we need something in place to protect the rights of ordinary people, a supra governmental constitution, a charter of rights, where any government’s principal responsibility would be to protect that.


However, one step at a time. The establishment of a written constitution and the protections it should embody is the subject of another book, perhaps the next one. The processes described here will improve matters significantly and would remain an essential part of creating governance with limits.


Let me explain one obvious complication about rights and actions.


In general, it should be a fundamental right to be able to go about one’s business, without intimidation, harassment or in extreme cases being prevented from doing so unlawfully.


By these means, irritating protestors, like Extinction Rebellion, could be sued for preventing people from undertaking their lawful activities. Costs could be high and would be a deterrent to such unreasonable protests. There would not be a need for the criminal law to be engaged as the civil processes would adequately punish and recompense. The right to protest would be part of the statute of rights, but with the proviso that such actions could not impinge upon the rights of others.


So far so good.


Then we view the Canadian Truckers protests of 2022. Oddly, and probably like most people, I do not support the Extinction Rebellion protestors yet supported the Canadian Truckers. It doesn’t matter that I think this way, because many will, and many will have the opposite view, that’s not the point. The point is that there is a difference between the two protesting groups. Defining what it is, is the problem. It is the case that some mass action, probably more than a protest, is justifiable. What if the government do not uphold the constitution or the charter of rights, would mass action then become lawful under the charter? What if the government broke the law? Is there ever a justification for revolution? In essence when a government acts unlawfully can others’ rights then be suspended?


Within any constitution that protects rights and freedoms there would need to be a mechanism to allow necessary mass protest, or another mechanism that would negate any need to blockade roads, and with the power to overturn unreasonable government diktat.


No mechanism is perfect because when the government has weaponry and an army, revolution is the last resort. Let’s never forget the massacre in Tiananmen Square, 4th June 1989. As I write this, Canada is moving perilously close to injuring Canadian citizens, so the actions there have parallels in the past.


Another constitutionally granted right must be access to justice, but for that to happen we would need a revolutionised legal structure with far greater accessibility. Currently, courts are congested, and litigation is too expensive for most people. This needs to improve anyway.


The rights and benefits of people must always trump the self-interest of politicians. Democracy, embodying regular elections, changes the motivations of politicians as their prime objective is to get elected, not to make our lives better. If they can do both, then great, but if one has to suffer it will not be the electoral effort. To balance these swings, to encourage a longer-term view, beyond the next election, the absolute power of the executive, and in particular, the Prime Minister, should be restrained a little. The systems and processes described later will do this, but reform shouldn’t end there.


Democracy works. The better we can apply the principles of people power, the better our governance will be. If that weren’t true, then what else? The electoral system described in this book will extend representation, reduce the dictatorial power of government, whilst enabling a single party government to function, pretty much as it does now.


After the 2015 general election, I completed work on an idea for voting reform that would better address the need for greater representation of the people in the House of Commons, allowing for more people to get the representative for whom they voted and ensuring that votes cast by MPs in the House of Commons reflected the number of votes received by any particular MP.


The system was (and is) called F2PTP, first two past the post. There is a chapter on my voting reform proposals, including F2PTP, later in the book.


This system is still only a part of the eventual solution because in the intervening period, that time between the development of F2PTP and early in 2022, it has become clearer to me that more needs to be changed. Even though this voting mechanism is still far better in terms of proportionality than FPTP, it fails to solve the underlying problems of a system that has become progressively corrupt and manipulative, as do all regimes eventually. There are groups that support proportional representation (PR) and have campaigned for different versions of PR systems. However, none of these have managed to solve the underlying problems and they could make matters worse. I shall discuss the various merits and demerits of these PR voting systems in a later chapter, but suffice to say, and in my opinion, the people in these groups are strongly wedded to their preferred system and are completely opposed to any notion that theirs might not be the one to adopt. UKIP, though not an electoral force, have already declared an allegiance to Make Votes Matter who are unswerving cheerleaders for STV (Single Transferable Vote).


The two main parties remain firmly in favour of the existing system because it benefits them, the Liberal Democrats are already wedded to STV, as declared in their 2019 manifesto, and the Green Party are also committed to Make Votes Matter, almost as if it is the default position for anyone supporting a more representative voting system.


In Labour’s 1997 manifesto, the following appeared:




We are committed to a referendum on the voting system for the House of Commons. An independent commission on voting systems will be appointed early to recommend a proportional alternative to the first-past-the-post system.





It is amazing what a 178-seat majority can do to voting reform promises. You can be certain that neither Labour nor the Conservative party are remotely interested in voting fairness, just winning.


I became interested in the voting mechanisms in 2015 and wanted to devise a system that could garner public support with logical argument, to counter the earlier setback. We had already seen a disastrous referendum on the AV (Alternative Vote) system on 6th May 2011, with the proposal being defeated by a massive 67.9% to 31.1% margin, astronomical in referendum majority terms. Unfortunately, this set the bar far too high for any early repetition of a voting reform referendum.


The excuses given for the astonishing defeat were principally technical. AV really isn’t PR (as if anyone knew the difference). If we’d had a proper PR system, etc., when the reality was that it was defeated by two statements but just one argument:




• FPTP realises majority government, which is strong government.


• PR means coalitions, just like that shower over in Europe.





Majority government was defined as being decisive, a government with the power to implement its policies without partisan objections based on political agendas. It’s a familiar system, we know how it works and, principally, we know that we can kick out an entire government in one fell swoop. It is a powerful argument. Any system that keeps this as an option will garner support.


In the referendum campaign, people were reminded of the horror stories about Belgium being without a government since 26th April 2010 (it was to continue like this for 589 days), or the never-ending machinations of other European governments struggling with their PR systems and difficult coalitions. In 2011, we also had a coalition government at the time and were beginning to see the downsides of two parties haggling over the right thing to do, and abandoning, in the case of the Liberal Democrats, a cast iron manifesto commitment on student fees that got them many of their seats in the first place. As we know, it all ended in tears.


There was an instinctive dislike of coalition politics by the British people, and I’ve seen nothing since to change that perspective. The inescapable conclusion is that unless the argument of strong majority government is defeated by a simple to understand and equally powerful concept, then any future attempts to reform our voting system would be met with the same objections.


There were also many peripheral objections to a complicated system where the outcome is not transparent to the voter. All so-called PR systems suffer from this excess of complication and, as a result, nobody understands how they work. More importantly though, they suffer from the coalition monster. Under the same structures we have now, any form of more representative voting will lead to coalition government between parties, and coalitions are abhorred by the people.


The voting system I developed, whilst easy to understand and implement, will still lead to coalition, so I have amended the overall concept to arrive at a mechanism that doesn’t rely on coalitions yet retains a significantly better spread of representation. Before going further into this concept, I want to discuss some of the real problems of broad coalitions between parties with quite different views.


In the last couple of years, I’ve spent a lot of time in Sweden, a country with a very proportional voting system that has eight parties which form the 349 members of the Riksdag (Swedish Parliament). There is also one independent at the time of writing, though only by virtue of leaving the party she was elected for after the 2018 elections. Currently, it has a continuing and fragile coalition between the Social Democrats, who have ruled for decades with the Greens (formerly) and the Left Party, but suffers from a growing presence of conservative parties, in particular the Sweden Democrats, typically labelled as ‘far-right’, as the left are wont to do to any opposition. Currently, the Sweden Democrats have 62 of the 349 seats in the Swedish Riksdag, but coalitions are difficult to achieve when truly far left parties refuse to cooperate with the Sweden Democrats. This situation will likely become very interesting at the next election later this year (2022) as support for the Sweden Democrats has risen substantially.


Typically, small parties, like the Greens, who have walked out of their coalition because they didn’t get what they wanted, have exercised power and influence far beyond their electoral support. Like the UK, Sweden has enormous but very green energy resources, delivered largely by the hugely successful dams in the north, yet is suffering (also like the UK) a massive hike in electricity prices.


The Swedish coalition government is a direct result of their voting mechanism and parliamentary structure, and whilst that remains, meaningful change is difficult to come by. Smaller parties dominate by insisting on closing down nuclear generation for ideological purposes. If your party manages to pass the arbitrary 4% of the national vote barrier then your one or two members may be needed for that all important majority, so ministerial positions await.


Remember how that works? The smaller partner in the last UK coalition managed several ministerial positions and their leader was rewarded with the important sounding, but utterly meaningless title of ‘Deputy Prime Minister’. Ministerial positions weren’t awarded on merit but on political expediency – and I don’t wish to imply that they are awarded exclusively on merit at any other time.


Sweden has a huge immigration problem, entirely self-inflicted. In keeping with left-wing views, their left-wing government has had an open door to immigration, particularly Muslim immigration. The general election in September 2022 is likely to add a new and interesting dimension. A new Islamic party has been formed to contest these elections called Nyanset (Nuance Party). Currently, of Sweden’s alarming 20% levels of immigration, those from majority Muslim countries make up over 8%. The Swedish voting system is going to struggle with this option as, if only half of the immigrants from Muslim countries vote for them, parliamentary representation is guaranteed. Were the Nyanset Party to be needed in a coalition, Sweden may be pushed toward Islamic political objectives against the interests of the native Swedes.


The ruling Social Democrats have benefitted from the immigrant vote significantly, so things may just balance themselves out, but the risks are clear.
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