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I joined the Green Party England and Wales on 1 Feb 2015. I have spent time since then 
meeting my local party (Hounslow), attending various GP-organised talks, and participating 
in the discussion lists.  
I now have some impressions of how the party functions. I have tried to put together a set of 
thoughts on what I see as the organisational deficiencies that limit the party's potential.  
 
My overriding impression, based on many years of involvement in various international and 
national organisations, is that the party's functioning is quite seriously compromised by 
current governance, policy development approach and weak virtual community / ICT 
support. I would like to see a day when 35% of people in the UK think that the GP is the one 
that best represents their interests and is the most trustworthy (or why not 50%?). I don't see 
the GP as getting there without serious reforms.  
 
None of this is to criticise people who have spent years getting what is there into place. I've 
been there many times myself, and am involved in a couple of other self-funding 
communities (including rural intentional communities and health-related non-profits), so I 
know the pain. But at the end of the day, if the GP is to actually create real change, it's going 
to have to be working on a whole new level. Some would call this a technocratic view, and 
that's probably true, but I don't see any alternative. We have to seriously think: how do we get 
35% and more people seeing the GP proposals as the way to go?  
 
I've made the notes below, and I realise that they are based on a fairly approximate 
understanding of things. Nevertheless, I have taken the time to communicate with a number 
of longer term members. I have also spent quite a bit of time on trawling through the 
discussion lists. Clearly it would take me many months to do enough sociological research to 
get a more accurate view. 
 
In the interests of providing something useful earlier rather than something better much later, 
I therefore submit the following, incomplete as it is. I am happy to provide further feedback if 
needed, and can be contacted on wolandscat@gmail.com .  
 
 
Thomas Beale 
Management Board and Specifications Program Lead, openEHR Foundation 
Chief Technology Officer, Ocean Informatics 
Chartered IT Professional Fellow, BCS, British Computer Society 
Health IT blog 
Culture blog 
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1 About this document 
The content of this document represents an analysis of the GP’s vision and policy, understood as its 
outward facing presentation to the voting public, designed to obtain votes and public support. The 
future of this document may well be to convert it or integrate it in a group-produced document. 

I have used ideas and thoughts in various places obtained primarily from reading the GP members’ 
discussion lists. Rather than try to attribute every item or idea (many are mentioned more than once, 
by different people) I would refer readers to the ‘Policy Process Consultation’ discussion threads. 

The scope of the document is limited to issues in Green party vision, policy, and its projection via the 
media and other channels, and its reception by the public. It doesn’t try to address issues to do with 
on-the-ground campaigning, election strategies (e.g. whether to support certain constituencies or work 
across the board), selection strategies or anything else related to organisation of members for 
elections. It also does not try to address public relations (PR) strategies specifically, e.g. how best to 
get media attention, perform well in interviews and so on. The focus is on the core materials that 
define the Party, and on the processes used to develop them. 
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2 Background 
2.1 Some Green Party facts 
As of May 2015, the Green Party England and Wales has around 65,000 members. Informal enquiries 
I have made put the historical figure up to start 2014 in the 15,000 range. This means that something 
like 50,000, i.e. the great majority, have had nothing to do with the vast majority of policy 
development, review, party process, governance, nor the role of Conference. We also know that, due 
to how the Policy development process works via Conference, that the current body of policies was 
actively created by only small minority of the long term membership – perhaps some hundreds of 
members at best. 

• Conclusion: what is there today in terms of party structure, process and policy cannot be 
assumed to be representative of the current membership. 

In the May 2015 elections, the Greens won 1.15m votes, or 3.8% of the 66.1% of the electorate that 
voted. It retained its one seat. UKIP managed one seat for 3.9m votes, while the SNP won too many 
seats and the Liberal democrats too few, according to their respective vote proportions. The 
Economist graphic below shows the effects of FPTP. 
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This document does not try to deal with the problem of the FPTP voting system, other than to note 
that although it is probable that the raw Green vote of 3.8% may be lower than what might be 
obtained in a proportional system, it is assumed here that this is not the main reason for the low Green 
vote compared to say UKIP, or that of the major parties. 

I do make an assumption that the level of ‘intention to vote Green’ is indicated by polls some weeks 
and months before an election, i.e. in the period when policies are most visible, but the perceived need 
to vote tactically has not crystallised in the mind of the voter. The highest level of Green support 
according to polls in the run-up to the May 2015 election appears to have just touched 7%. I take this 
to be the current upper maximum of Green voting intention. This level is probably high as it is partly 
due to significant disaffection with the major parties, which was widely expressed by members of the 
public in all media channels. 

2.2 Assumed model of communication 
The interplay of parties, media, and the public in an election period is clearly complex, and a major 
subject of academic study. One key question is: how does a voter make up his/her mind? How are 
does a voter ‘get informed’? 

I make the assumption here that there are various information routes, as shown below, from the party 
to the voter. The thickness of the right hand set of arrows reflects my assumptions on the relative 
influence of each communication route on the voter’s ultimate voting decision. 

 

I make the following assumptions: 

• Very few average voters read manifestos because of their size and detail. Instead they wait for 
the main newspapers and current affairs shows to repackage them into various short forms, 
assessments etc. I assume that these sources are the main influence on the average voter 
on what any given party’s policies are about. 

Party 
manifesto 

Policy website 

Mainstream 
media 

Local Party activists 

Read manifesto 
& website 

Read leaflets, direct 
contact 

TV, radio, print 

Social media 

Do party 
members 
read the 
manifesto? 
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• While there is certainly useful contact occurring between local party activists and voters, e.g. 
at street stalls, and via local newsletters delivered to homes, this is likely to be patchy due to 
limited resources. 

• The effects of social media are hard to quantify and are diffuse; I assume that its ultimate 
influence is substantially less than mainstream media because mainstream media are 
perceived to include reports and views of reliable, credible and/or authoritative sources, such 
as the BBC, key political commentators, TV shows like Question Time and so on (I make this 
assumption even given the generalised cynicism that is commonly expressed about the 
media). 

My main substantive assumption is therefore that ‘pure’ routes of Green Party communication to 
the voter are of limited efficacy, and are competing against filtered routes, i.e. the mainstream 
media. I believe that the filtering effect of the mainstream media is ultimately disadvantageous to the 
Green Party due to the form, structure and contents of the GP source policy materials, as well as the 
uneven quality of live interviews, performance in debates etc. I assume that voters influenced 
primarily by published materials and media presence in this way correspond substantially to the 93% 
non-Green vote in the electorate. A small selection of the many thousands of articles in the print 
media demonstrates the portrait of the Green Party provided to the public: 

• Telegraph 05 Mar 2015 - Drugs, brothels, al-Qaeda and the Beyonce tax: the Green Party plan 
for Britain 

• New Statesman 16 Mar 2015 – What is the point of the Green party? 
• Mail Online 05 Feb 2015 - The real Monster Raving Loony Party: Turning toilets gender 

neutral, using farm animals for traffic calming and moving the Queen to a council house are 
all policies dreamt up by the Greens 

• Telegraph 07 Mar 2015 - Rodents to be given human rights under Green Party plans 
• 26 Jan 2015 - Green party leader Natalie Bennett says it should not be a crime to belong to al-

Qaeda or Isis 
• 01 May 2015 - Natalie Bennett says Green Party is 'open to discussing' three-way marriages 

and polygamy 

Received communications are only one element in belief-formation. It is also assumed here that many 
‘Green voters’ have internal beliefs formed e.g. due to their own reading, thinking and investigations 
into green issues. People matching this description probably correspond to party members and/or 
sympathisers – i.e. part of the 7% of a priori support. 

I don’t attempt to address live interviews or the performance of Party spokespeople here, other than 
by implication, i.e. the priorities they speak on tend to mimic those in the published manifesto, and 
they tend to have to defend elements of the manifesto which this analysis finds problematic. 
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3 Definitions 
This document tries to characterise challenges the Green Party has with obtaining a significant level 
of voter support among the public, by which I mean 10%, 15% or 25% - levels obtained by various 
other parties. In order to discuss the topic effectively, some definitions will be useful. I propose to 
understand the GP’s activities in terms of vision and mission, and to define the role of published 
policy in realising the mission. 

Here I take these words to mean the same as generally used within organisational theory, i.e.: 

• Vision: a description of a desired future state of affairs (i.e. outcomes) that an organisation 
wishes to (help) achieve by its activities; 

• Mission: a description of what the organisation does, and how, in order to realise the vision 
(create the outcomes). 

Although vision and mission are arguably over-used and misused terms in the corporate sphere, I 
believe they provide a good way to conceptualise the different parts of the GP’s understanding of 
itself. 

3.1 Vision 
The GP vision is reasonably clearly albeit diffusely stated in various places. We can probably take 
Core Values 1-9 as expressing the vision, which could be summarised as: 

• The Vision of the GPEW is a sustainable and equitable society, economy and environment 
based on assumptions of universal human rights and a finite physical and ecological resource 
base. 

I’ve used ‘Vision’ here to indicate ‘the vision for a sustainable future as published by the GP’, as 
opposed to some more general / abstract vision for a sustainable future published elsewhere. 

Note that the above definition is solely for the purposes of this document and is not proposed as any 
kind of normative wording for a GP vision. 

Now, since the Vision is the primary statement of what the party ‘is really about’, and what it is 
asking voters to believe in, it does need to be described in sufficient detail as to provide a picture of 
what the party thinks the future should be like. The current statements designed to do this consist of 
the GP Philosophical Basis and significant numbers of items within the policy corpus. These are 
widely agreed to be too voluminous and/or confusingly presented to properly do the intended job. 

One of the challenges therefore is improving the presentation of Vision. This is discussed below. 

3.2 Mission 
The closest to a GP mission statement appears to be the objects and aims of the Constitution of the 
Green party, which says: 

The object shall be to promote the aims of The Green Party, which are: 

a) to develop and implement ecological policies consistent with the Philosophical Basis of 
the Party as expressed in Policies for a Sustainable Society; 
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b) to that end to win seats at all levels of government; 

c) to organise any non-violent activity which will publicise and further the first two aims. 

The idea that the raison d’être of the GP is primarily to work within the electoral political framework 
is also there by implication, via Core Value 10: 

• 10 Electoral politics is not the only way to achieve change in society, and we will use a 
variety of methods, including lifestyle changes, to help effect progress, providing those 
methods do not conflict with our other core principles. 

Since a clear idea of mission is crucial to an analysis of the role of policy in the GP’s activities, I will 
take the primary mission to be as follows: 

• The mission of the GPEW is to work primarily within the electoral system, i.e. by policy 
development and winning seats in elections, to bring about its Vision, i.e. a sustainable 
society, economy and environment. 

Core value 10 implies that the GP would work in other ways as well to achieve its vision. I believe the 
general view on this is that it involves participating in the general (i.e. not specifically election- or 
politically-oriented) public discourse on sustainability so as to engender better understanding of the 
vision for sustainability and the need to implement it. This includes by publishing material, press 
releases, lectures, and may involve participation demonstrations / popular actions. All such activities 
are assumed to be 100% legal and non-violent. I would thus summarise a secondary mission as: 

• To participate in public sphere in order to promulgate understanding of the concepts of the 
vision of a sustainable society, and the need to achieve it. 

3.3 What is ‘policy’? 
Using the above concepts of vision and mission, we can treat ‘policy’ i.e. published policies of the 
Green party as: 

• a set of statements describing how the GP would realise the GP vision, expressed as 
actionable strategies that could be legislated or otherwise enacted by an elected government. 

We can therefore understand the corpus of policy as something like ‘steps to get from A to B’, where 
A represents the socio-political, economic and ecological status quo, and B represents the desired 
future status quo conforming to the Vision. 

In this document I use ‘Policy’ to mean the published corpus of GP policy, otherwise known as the 
‘Policy for a Sustainable Society’, along with any manifestos that may be current, which should 
normally be restatements of particular policies from within the main corpus. 

3.4 How the Party presents itself 
The combination of Vision and Policy published by the GP and received through various channels 
shown earlier is its primary advertisement to the public. The two things together tell the public where 
the GP thinks society should be going, and what it would do to get us there. How much support the 
GP obtains in an election and in polls is heavily dependent on how the voting public receives them. 
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4 The problem 
It appears clear to at least some people in the Green Party, going by reactions in the discussion 
forums, that the GP faces a problem of realising more than a marginal level of voter support for 
policies designed to implement what should be a widely desirable vision of the future. 

I have described the situation in terms of outcomes and causes. The former relates to the ways that the 
Vision and Policy appears to be compromising the party in realising its mission (obtaining votes, 
support). Causes include factors that compromise the party’s ability to develop and publish policy in 
the first place that is intended to a) express the party beliefs in a concrete political manner and b) to 
have the effect of gaining votes so that party members are in fact elected and can have influence in 
parliament so as to implement (elements of) the policies. 

4.1 Expectations 
Before assessing outcomes and causes, we need to briefly consider the expectations of the GP for its 
level of success in the political sphere. I make the assumption here that the GP should be aiming for a 
25% level of voter support in any poll or election, in line with any of the major parties. 

Other ways can be found for expressing the broad level of support sought, e.g. a goal of number of 
seats sufficient to have real influence, say 50. The point here is to assume a level of positive response 
in line with a major party such as Conservative, Labour or (prior to 2015) Liberal Democrat. 

The implication of the assumption is that the GP Vision and Policy offering is broadly seen as 
desirable, necessary and achievable. There are two ways this might come about. One is that the Vision 
and Policy as published are indeed seen as an attractive direction to voters, and a high level of support 
occurs directly because of this. The other is that it doesn’t, but that with appropriate public education, 
e.g. by the press, academia, NGOs, and potentially the GP as well, things would change. In this 
reading, it is the GP’s secondary mission that matters most. 

Below I consider the first path to success. 

4.2 Outcomes 
We need to qualify what we consider to be an ‘issue’ that adversely affects the GP mission. If the 
mission is to obtain seats in parliament in order to implement a policy programme based on the Vision 
(or equivalently influence the programmes of more major parties in a similar direction), then we need 
a concept of measuring success for the mission. The simplest way I believe it can be put is as follows: 

• The mission of the GP is being achieved when every voter who agrees with the Vision of the 
GP votes for the GP at an election, and/or indicates they would vote that way, were an 
election to be held, and ignoring the need for tactical voting due to the current election system 
(the First Past the Post problem). 

Cleary there will be members of the voting public who disagree in principle with the Vision, or large 
parts of it. We therefore don’t expect to convert these people to Greens votes as part of the primary 
mission (but we may think this can be done by implementing the secondary mission as noted above; 
this is dealt with later below). Conversely, people who do, in terms of their own beliefs, agree with 
the vision, but don’t vote Green, have to be considered as indicating failure for the primary mission. 

V1.0 10 Thursday, 02 July 2015 



  Thomas Beale / GPEW governance review 

Why might a member of the voting public who believes in a sustainable future not vote Green? We 
can posit a number of reasons. The first are to do with problems in the GP Vision as published: 

• The Vision is articulated in a way that is not understandable (at least for some people); 
• The Vision is too complicated; 
• The Vision is over-prescriptive – it places too many requirements on how people should live 

and society should be run, in the mind of the voter; 
• The Vision as published isn’t representative of the GP’s intended vision i.e. it may articulate 

the vision of a few individuals or niche interests, or in some other way not represent what is 
understood by the majority of GP members or society in general, as being a vision for a 
sustainable society and planet. 

Other types of problem can occur, even if the Vision as published is understandable and 
representative of the GP’s real intentions, including: 

• The voter doesn’t believe it is realisable (in principle), i.e. it is essentially a fantasy; 
• The voter does believe it is realisable (in principle), but doesn’t believe the GP Policies 

represent correct, and/or relevant and/or feasible ways of doing so – i.e. the voter doesn’t 
believe the GP correctly understands how to achieve its Vision; 

• The voter’s understanding of the GP Policies as published doesn’t correspond with the GP’s 
intended idea of the policies – i.e. the policies don’t properly communicate what was intended 
in the first place. 

The above list is undoubtedly non-exhaustive, but even as it is, represents numerous reasons for which 
a member of the voting public who wants a sustainable society and planet might not vote Green. 

4.2.1 Evidence 
It is not difficult to find evidence in the public sphere of negative and dismissive reaction to the Green 
Party. All print media, including newspapers one might expect some sympathy from (Guardian, 
Independent) regularly ridicule or treat as non-serious specifically quoted policies taken from the GP 
Policy site and/or the published election manifesto. In some cases, the target is easy in the sense that, 
as stated, it does not sound like part of a serious manifesto. Sometimes the press is guilty of poor 
journalism. Television coverage is similarly dismissive on average, for similar reasons. 

Since much of this treatment in the media is based on the published Vision and Policy material (i.e. 
what is known on the Policy website as Core Values, Philosophical Basis and Policies for a 
Sustainable Society, as well as any extant manifesto), we need to examine all of this material. 

[more specifics here as needed] 

It should be noted that however much one may complain about the press, the current media 
environment is what it is, and is so for everyone. The UK in particular, for all its possible 
shortcomings undeniably has better and fairer media than many other countries1. 

There are undoubtedly other reasons for negative / dismissive reactions by the public such as: 

• Preconceived notions of what the Greens are about, e.g. ‘they’re all hippies’, ‘a party for 
living in the trees’ or some other picture essentially unrelated to the true Green agenda; 

1 https://freedomhouse.org/report/freedom-press-2014/press-freedom-rankings#.VZA0QPn4-Cg  
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• Poor performance of spokespersons in interviews or articles; 
• Misinformation from other sources, e.g. other parties, sections of the press, right-wing 

institutes and thinktanks; 
• General lack of visibility in the media. 

It is also possible to find positive reaction to the Green Party in recent times: its membership has gone 
from around 20,000 to nearly 60,000 in the period mid 2014 – end Q1 2015. However it is difficult to 
know how much of this corresponds to public consumption and understanding of Green Vision and 
Policy and how much is disaffection with major parties (membership and interest in other small 
parties has also risen). 

It has to be said in summary that a prevailing characterisation of the Green Party in the British press 
and media in the months leading up to the 2015 general election tends toward the negative and 
dismissive, and that it is easy to show that many instances of such treatment are based on ridicule of 
GP published policy and/or philosophical basis. 

4.3 Symptoms 
If we look inside the GP for reasons that contribute to the issues described above, we are essentially 
asking the question: what goes wrong internally to cause the outward-facing presentation of the party 
to fail to get the intended reaction from the public? 

One way to look at this is to assume that all of the issues listed above do exist to some extent, i.e. that: 

• the Vision is not sufficiently understandable by the average person; 
• the Vision may be too complicated; 
• the Vision is not sufficiently representative of the actual vision as understood by GP 

members; 
• the Vision contains elements perceived by the public as unrealistic or fantasy; 
• some of the Policies are not perceived as being a good way to realise the corresponding parts 

of the Vision; 
• Vision and/or Policy are seen as over-prescriptive; 
• Some/many Policies are seen as not relevant to a Green vision; 
• the Policy is not sufficiently representative of the GP members’ real views on policy, if the 

latter were available. 

Various characteristics of the published presentation of the Party can be identified as causes of the 
above. 

4.3.1 Structure of the presentation of the Materials 
As mentioned above, I understand the GP vision to be expressed in some of the Core Values, 
some/most of the Philosophical Basis and some of what are currently published as policies; the Policy 
is understood to be that part of the published policy that could actually be considered policy in the 
definitional sense above. 

If the Party were to subscribe to the Vision/Mission/Policy conceptual basis given above, the first 
issue is clear enough – the actual published presentation of the party does not clearly identify these 
elements, and indeed mixes them up. The Policy particularly contains numerous items that are in 
essence vision statements (the desired future state) rather than policy (‘how to get there’ statements). 
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It also most likely contains numerous items that are neither Vision nor Policy and which should be 
deleted, for example the following: 

• PP102 'Carrying capacity' is the term used to describe the population that can be sustainably supported 
in any given region. It is not a fixed number but depends on consumption patterns. 

• PP103 There is a need to explicitly consider population since, if it is ignored indefinitely, the risk of over-
consumption of natural resources will increase, leading to conflict and ultimately a reduction in carrying 
capacity. 

The confusion in the structure of the published materials causes confusion in the mind of the public, 
and reduces comprehensibility. 

4.3.2 Complexity and Size 
The size of the Philosophical Basis (PB) and Policy are frequently cited on the Party discussion lists 
as problems, with the PB coming in at 3,000 words, and the Policy at 60,000 [CHECK], and 
consisting of XX separately identified policies. 

How much is too much? We can ask: 

• Can the core vision ideas be communicated more efficiently and simply? 
• Is there extraneous material? 
• How much policy material do other parties publish? I.e. what is the expectation of the public 

of political party policy? 
• How much can the party reasonably expect voters to read? 
• Is the material easy to navigate, and is it arranged in a hierarchy corresponding to headline 

questions, with detail made visible as needed? 

TBC 

4.3.3 Irrelevance and Over-prescriptiveness 
The Vision and Policy both contain items that are unlikely to be directly relevant to the main thrust of 
either a vision for a sustainable society, or policies to achieve it; it also contains items that are most 
likely seen as too detailed, and possibly over-reaching. Irrelevant items are typically statements about 
niche issues, such as the following (my bolding): 

• AR420 The Green Party will end puppy farming by banning the sale of young puppies and kittens unless 
the mother is present. 

• AR426 The Green Party will end the exploitation of animals in horse racing, greyhound racing and 
all  situations where animals are commercially raced. There would be an immediate ban on the use of 
the whip in horse racing and in jumps racing, and on the use of a non-linear track in greyhound 
racing. A single regulatory authority would be put in place for each sport, tasked with establishing and 
enforcing strict welfare standards. There would be a requirement for full traceability of all animals 
involved in racing  throughout their lives (using microchip technology where applicable) and full 
publication of injury and  death statistics. These statistics would be used as evidence to close 
dangerous tracks and ban trainers with poor records. Breeding and import of animals for racing will be 
tightly regulated and monitored to  improve welfare and prevent over-breeding. There would be 
regulation on the conditions and times of  transportation of animals used in sport as well as the housing 
of all animals. A high level of compulsory levy  would be imposed on all betting, to be used solely for 
welfare improvements. 

It is hard to see the direct relevance of these policies to a vision for a sustainable world in which 
society at large determines best how to live within a broad ethical and legal framework. The second 
policy above has become infamous in GP circles as the ‘straight dog-track policy’. 
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Examples of over-reaching policies: 

• AR411 The Green Party will ensure that high quality, nutritionally balanced vegetarian and vegan menu 
options are widely available and promoted in all public sector establishments such as schools, hospitals 
and care facilities (see ED190, FA222,HE322). We shall ensure that catering and nutrition for vegetarian 
and vegan diets is included in all catering certificates and that lessons in preparing nutritious vegetarian 
and vegan food are included in food technology courses. 

• HE502 – HE511 (Maternity services), e.g. HE509 has 7 detailed points just on breastfeeding. 

The first policy above may be some people’s idea of a means of reducing meat consumption, but may 
not be the most popular or appropriate way to achieve the outcome. This policy exemplifies what 
must be considered a philosophical error in some Green thinking: that Policies are about telling 
people how to live their daily lives according to particular solutions that some individuals have for 
achieving sustainability. For example, some Greens believe in a future in which everyone lives in 
energy efficient low rise dwellings in small rural villages supplied by wind power; others appear to 
believe everyone should be vegan. These beliefs correspond to various versions of narrow utopian 
thinking.  

However, a Green Vision and Policy for the real world has to function differently: it needs to operate 
mainly via a regulatory and planning framework that enables society, industry and government to 
find their own particular sustainable solutions in each local case. For example regulation can control 
the general characteristics of buildings, amounts of carbon fuels burned and so on. 

The second example above, policies for maternity, may express good ideas, but fails to recognise that 
the details of how maternity care and breast-feeding should work is the concern of clinical 
professionals, mothers and society in general. Again, the GP’s job here isn’t to say how people’s lives 
are run, it is to enable society to function in the way it wants to, to achieve commonly agreed 
outcomes (quality of care, for example). 

Many of the policies in this category particularly are characterised by the press as 'crackpot' policies 
- typically narrow interest policies that only address a very specific issue, demographic or low 
priority, and/or have no precedent or external reference point (i.e. the GP appears to have invented it). 
These are widely reported in mainstream press and actively harm GP credibility. 

4.3.4 Unfeasibility 
Some policies and vision statements fall into the realm of the unrealistic and unachievable. The 
following is arguably an example: 

• LP600 Architecture/building clinics should be set up in every town to give free professional advice to 
householders and building owners. This could cover the approach to improving property, how to obtain 
grants or take action against nuisance, or to object to development, and how to generate new work. 

It is not at all clear what this policy would cost, whether it is a good way to achieve its aim, which is 
presumably to improve energy-efficiency in the construction sector.  

In a similar vein, many of the economic policies created for the 2015 general election were not 
properly costed, and/or relied on dubious economic assumptions. 

4.3.5 Immaturity 
The Policy corpus contains policies that regardless of whether they address something that might be in 
scope, are poorly thought out, and give the impression of being the first version of an idea, rather 
than the result of research, review and proper drafting. 
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The following policies exemplify this problem: 

• AR402 To take pressure off wild animals by voluntarily limiting our population, by actively discouraging 
and penalising pollution and by preserving and restoring stable habitats. (see 'Pollution'). 

• AR427 The Green Party will endeavour internationally to initiate and develop an Animal Rights Division 
within the United Nations Organisation. 

• CJ381 Recognising the nature of the female prison population, with high levels of mental illness, 
experience of being a victim of crimes such as sexual assault and domestic violence, and caring 
responsibilities for children, the only women who should be in custody are those very few that commit 
serious and violent crimes and who present a threat to the public. 

The first policy above would not stand up to even a superficial analysis. What is intended by 
‘voluntarily limiting our population’? Is this about immigration? Moving farmers off the land?  

It is difficult to understand what the AR427 even means. 

CJ381 probably does recognise a real problem and may well be something that should be a policy. 
However, it is clearly badly drafted, and implies that women and men who commit the same crime 
would be treated differently – undoubtedly not the intent of the original drafters. 

4.3.6 Lack of Clarity 
Some policies are simply too unclear to understand, for example: 

• CJ361 While the protection of the environment would be promoted in accordance with the principles set 
out herein, a strong legal base will make it both easier and more desirable to establish community-
based and regional forums for the settlement of environmental disputes and for preventing 
environmental harm by means of voluntary agreement. Third party mediation of multi-group disputes, 
where there are genuine conflicts of interest in the community, are now well-developed techniques and 
should be adopted in preference to authoritarian planning decision making structures. Coercion should 
be a last resort. 

It is unclear what the policy proposal here is. 

4.3.7 Coherence 
From the point of view of the external consumer of the materials, lack of coherence and consistency 
across the materials as a whole make them difficult to understand. 

Concretely, there is significant overlap of policies across different areas, making it hard to know if 
one has actually found all the policies on a certain issue.  

• examples: energy (EN) and climate change (CC);  
• Animal rights/Health/Science. 

4.3.8 Subjectiveness / Judgementalism 
The published material contains a surprising number of statements and policies that are clearly of a 
subjective nature and are unlikely to either reflect general societal opinion nor relate usefully to any 
vision or policy required to achieve a sustainable society. For example: 

• AR424 In view of the fact that animal acts in circuses are cruel and degrading to performer and observer 
alike, we will immediately prohibit the import of, and sale from other sources of, all animals to circuses. 
We will immediately prohibit the use of animals in circuses and will encourage the re-homing of all 
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existing circus animals to sanctuaries or other suitable establishments with relocation to the wild 
wherever possible. 

While there may be all kinds of issues with circuses and animal acts, the idea that animal acts are 
cruel and degrading to performer and observer alike is an emotional one, and although undoubtedly 
sometimes true, also demonstrably false in some cases. The problem here is that the wording indicates 
that the policy has been formulated on an emotional rather than rational basis, e.g. by defining the 
general shape of regulations to prevent cruelty to animals. 

Another type of subjectiveness is shown in the following example [my bolding]: 

• LP802 Building systems must be investigated thoroughly to determine their true cost in comparison with 
traditional methods. Many of them are uneconomic on grounds not always immediately apparent, for 
instance, relying on imported components, high levels of maintenance, high running costs, etc. Their 
extensive use has also led to a lack of standardisation. Traditional building was, contrary to popular 
belief, highly standardised and dimensionally coordinated. A return to this quality of standardisation 
would cut down on much of the waste that is taken for granted in present building systems. 

What ‘traditional’ means here is anyone’s guess. Building in the time of Shakespeare was anything 
but standardised. One of the things arguably most needed for a sustainable future is modern, energy-
efficient urban design and denser habitation, as found in many other parts of the world. Why 
importation of some components from elsewhere would specifically be a problem is unclear. 

4.3.9 Unrealistic, Unscientific Policy 
Numerous examples of unrealistic policy and policy proposals can be found. One major area of 
contention is that of Animal rights. 

The following policy is for example quite unrealistic: 

• AR415 The Green Party would ban all experimentation and research which harms animals, 
including harmful procedures used to obtain animal-derived materials. 'Harmful' is defined in 
this context as 'having the potential to cause pain, suffering, distress, lasting harm or death in 
animals, except where it is designed to benefit the individual animals concerned 

Of course no one wants to harm an animal. However, use of animals in medical research, which 
includes for example, fish, nematodes, flies and mice, as well as higher animals, is already heavily 
regulated in the UK. It is also known that there are some medical areas where animal model research 
is known to be the only avenue of progress. 

Two things need to be recognised here. Firstly, there are multiple moral stakeholders in the picture, 
including not only animals, but humans with specific diseases (often degenerative ones such as ALS, 
Multiple Sclerosis, Alzheimers) and society at large, which has an interest in containing costs and 
impact of specific diseases. Any analysis of the question needs to take account of this, and most likely 
refer to an accepted framework of ethical analysis. 

Secondly, blanket statements about ‘there always being alternatives’, and ‘no useful outcomes have 
come from testing involving animals’ simply don’t square with reality.  

Without getting into the debate here, the policy as stated prevents even regulated testing on e.g. flies, 
nematodes, and fish. Such testing already occurs and generates demonstrable value for clinical 
medicine. Banning it will cause a negative reaction from the scientific and medical establishment, but 
is unlikely to contribute to the main Green mission of sustainability. 
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A related recent policy proposal that probably has to be regarded as unrealistic is to completely ban all 
commercial horse and dog racing. As one poster pointed out on the discussion lists, the racing 
industry corresponds to £3.4bn income to the UK p.a., and provides 17,000 full time jobs, 80,000 
part-time jobs, and is already regulated [source: Deloitte 2013 study]. The widespread interest in 
gambling and betting shops in the UK may be seen as undesirable by some in the Green Party but it is 
the way society is. Trying to change any of this would undoubtedly generate a negative reaction from 
the public, but contribute nothing to the Green party main mission. 

4.3.10 Currency 
It is clear that some policy is simply out of date, and no longer relates properly to today’s reality, or 
the Party’s understanding of it. Defence policy for example has not been updated since 1990, until 
updates being worked on in 2014/2015. 

Some policies are over-taken by events, but are never revisited. As a discussion list poster pointed out 
in March 2015, the GP Policy on immigration firearms (CJ500), presumably written many years ago, 
is worse than 2006 legislation on this issue. 

4.3.11 Linguistic Style and Consistency 
Inconsistent standards of drafting and grammar are evident in the Policy. Some policies appear to be 
direct lifts from Conference motions. Others are carefully worded. The levels of detail are widely 
variable. 

4.4 Causes 
This section tries to identify causes and processes within the Green Party structure that lead to the 
above outcomes. 

4.4.1 Can all Possible Member Interests be Accommodated? 
One striking fact for any newcomer to the Green Party is that it appears to have members who expect 
to politicise a vast range of interests / perceived needs, well beyond the needs of a ‘sustainable 
society/planet’ vision that one would suppose to be central to Green Policy. 

The internal processes, both official (e.g. at conference) and tacit (e.g. on discussion lists, local 
meetings etc), appear geared toward near-total inclusivity of all ideas and ideals, and an antipathy for 
‘alienating’ anyone.  

While it is certainly the case that everyone’s (rational, ethical and non-violent) interests for a better 
society should be respected, it is another matter entirely as to whether all such interests can be 
converted to party policy for a specific Party. Common sense would say that they cannot, since if they 
were, the policy would be voluminous and weighed down by numerous special interest policies not 
germane to the main party sustainability Vision. The huge corpus of Green Party policy would seem 
to be diagnostic of exactly this situation. 

The question has to be asked: can a political party really operate this way? 

We can assume that every member of a party has his or her own list of ‘ideals for a better world’. 
Within that set, there should be a subset that corresponds to the core mission of the Party; one would 
hope to be able to make this assumption as well, but it may not be strictly so. We can probably 
assume that ‘most’ party members do have a common set of beliefs relating to the Vision and mission.  
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For a political party to function properly, only the beliefs that relate fairly strongly to the central 
Vision and Mission can be considered as a basis for policy. (Note: this is not to say that any of the 
other beliefs are not important – it is just a question to relevance to the mission of the Party). We can 
think of this set as the ‘minimal common subset’ of members’ beliefs. 

However, if a significant number of members hold strong beliefs outside this scope, and think that 
these beliefs should be part of the Party policy, and if the Party operates in such a way as to 
accommodate that, the result is that a ‘maximum superset’ of beliefs becomes the basis for policy. 
The two situations are shown below.

 

The gold areas indicate the set of beliefs that will inform the total policy of the Party. A survey of the 
policy as it stands today indicates the second situation rather than the first. 

A number of problems, most of them already mentioned or implied, result from this situation. 

• The policy repository is unavoidably large. 
• There are numerous policies that correspond to the beliefs of only a very few members (those 

on the extremities of each person’s set of beliefs in the right hand side of the diagram). 
• There are likely to be policies that are mutually inconsistent. For example, the above-

mentioned proposal for policy that seeks to ban all commercialised horse and dog racing will 
clearly not sit well with employment and other economic policies, not to mention cultural 
policies, if we can admit that some people should be allowed to enjoy horse-racing. 

• The set of policies relating to the main Vision and Mission may well be in the minority, and 
be overshadowed by the large amount of potentially incoherent special interest policies, many 
of which tend to attract controversy and/or ridicule – both demonstrably and frequently the 
case in the British media. 

There are undoubtedly other points that could be made here, but the essential problem appears to be 
clear enough.  

One may ask: why does this situation occur in the Green Party? Why does it not occur in other 
political Parties (or appear to be present at least)? A proper answer would require a detailed study of 
party operations in the UK, but one suspicion as to cause, anecdotally raised frequently enough to be 
worth repeating, is that the Green Party is often seen (in many countries) as a Party that will welcome 
anyone, respect their beliefs and give them a political voice. In the abstract this is a great sentiment, 
but concretely, if it means accommodating every policy proposal from militant vegans, animal cruelty 

Minimum common set Maximum super set 

Beliefs of one member 
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activists, conservative Christians, free love advocates and many others, it’s not hard to see the 
inherent difficulty for a political Party. 

Addressing it will surely require some adjustments both in how the Party runs itself, and in the 
expectations of its members. Once again, I stress that thinking differently about policy and members’ 
cherished beliefs is not about trivialising them, nor construing them as irrelevant in the wider world. 
The issue here is wholly related to relevance to Vision and Mission of the Party. 

4.4.2 Conference as the basis for Policy creation 
A key problem may be that Conference is the main decision-making forum for everything, including 
the conversion of policy proposals and modifications (expressed as motions) to actual policy. 

At Conference, only those present (approx 1,000 out of currently 60,000+) who attend can vote on 
things. In theory proxy voting could ameliorate this, but in practice I suspect it is not heavily used. For 
some types of decisions, Conference is undoubtedly the right place, and a delegate-based voting 
system is probably the right approach.  

However, for policy creation it is hard to see how it can be appropriate, because it has the effect of 
bypassing a) most GP members and b) what would normally be any quality controls on policy, i.e. 
measures to prevent the symptoms and problems listed earlier. 

What actually appears to happen at Conference is that a relatively ad hoc ordering of presentation of 
motions occurs, each followed by a limited amount of informal debate / discussion from the floor. 
Where motions are passed, it appears that in many cases, the text of the motion barely modified 
becomes the policy on its subject. There appears to be little or no attempt to validate the motions for 
relevance, coherence, nor to integrate the results of successful motions into the existing body of policy 
so as to ensure overall coherence. 

4.4.3 Lack of policy quality criteria 
One of the causes of many of the above-listed issues is that there are essentially no stated 
requirements or guidelines for the corpus of Vision and Policy. In many industry sectors, these would 
be known as ‘quality criteria’, and be part of a ‘quality assurance’ process. Although this may sound 
corporate to some, in fact it just means that there should be objective general (i.e. content-
independent) criteria for writing good quality Vision and Policy. If these existed, the development 
process could apply them in an objective way. 

4.4.4 Is the Green Party anti-science? 
The Greens are regularly portrayed as being anti-science (e.g. Guardian 28 Jan 2015; Guardian July 
2013; Telegraph 2012) and/or having a very ambiguous relationship with science. My investigation of 
the policies in two important areas finds evidence for this claim. The first is the animal rights area, 
specifically the use of animals for medicine. Current policy quoted above (AR415) is that any use of 
any animal in which the animal may be harmed would be banned. This includes all lower animals, and 
may include insects. As discussed above, while this area needs to be well regulated, an outright ban is 
not a rational approach. While many efforts are being made to reduce and replace animals in scientific 
research, they are still the only option in some high value areas including cancer research and research 
into degenerative diseases such as Alzheimers and Multiple Sclerosis, which carry great social and 
financial costs for modern societies. As with other areas, GP policy in this area needs to be rational 
and realistic, not purely emotional. Policy needs to be informed by major policies on the ethics of 
animal research for medicine and science, such as that developed by the UK Medical Research 
Council. 
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Similarly in the area of nuclear power, the current policy is an outright ban. This appears to be in 
principle, rather than on contingent fact. Of course everyone recognises various risks with nuclear 
power (although the dangers of waste storage are generally mis-reported by environmentalists). 
However, we live in an age where the pressing facts of climate change force humanity to consider 
best approaches to limiting CO2 production, as time runs out; these clearly have to include 
consideration of nuclear power in some locations or circumstances. The eminent scientist James 
Lovelock, responsible for much of our understanding of the Greenhouse Effect has said as much. It 
may be that nuclear power might be considered and rejected in a scientific exploration of alternatives, 
but to reject it on principle is simply irrational. The following graph (available at Gapminder.org) 
shows France’s CO2 output per capita compared to other industrialised countries. 

 

France generates a greater proportion of its power from nuclear sources (75%) than any other country. 
This is not an argument for nuclear power (the risks have been clearly demonstrated by Fukushima 
and Chernobyl, to mention just the two worst accidents), but it is an argument against banning it in 
principle rather than carefully weighing up risks and benefits. 

It is not obvious from my own survey of GP policy that the Party is actively anti-science, but the 
policy does contain positions on major topics that are clearly not based on rational considerations of 
evidence and needs. The very fact of existence of such policies implies at least a toleration for anti-
science positions. This is not likely to be conducive in the long term to formulating policies in 
response to the critical problems of our time, since in almost all cases, all beneficial avenues of action 
incorporate serious costs and risks. 

It would seem therefore that the Green Party needs to internally clarify its general stance on the use of 
rational investigation and evidence rather than ideology as a basis for policy. 

4.4.5 Lack of Effective Virtual Community 
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The Green Party England and Wales membership is over 60,000 as of May 2015. This membership 
undoubtedly includes people from all walks of life, expertise, experience, general knowledge and 
abilities. Seen as a community, the Party membership has the potential to be a valuable human 
community, and quite probably a huge intellectual resource. Currently however, it does not operate 
like this, although the intention to do so appears to be there. Instead, it operates primarily as separated 
local Parties (reflecting its roots) with a small amount of communication across the whole 
membership, via the central Green Party website and other events e.g. lectures. 

It appears clear that there is very limited direct engagement of the Green party membership as a 
whole, other than by generic emails and physical mail-outs. This limits two types of engagement that 
would be beneficial: 

• Expert input into formulation of policy 
• General review of policy 

Here an ‘expert’ is anyone who knows the subject matter – it may be an energy specialist, but may 
equally be someone with relevant experience – e.g. a physically disabled person who can explain the 
concrete difficulties of public transport to the rest of the Party. At the moment, the level of expert 
input and review both appear to be low and/or patchy, going by the currently published policy.  

Enabling this means enabling a proper virtual community that supports communication and also 
supports all the face to face activities. A ‘virtual community’ simply means the community made up 
of all those not physically co-located. Since the GP’s agenda is mostly universal in its outlook and 
application, one would expect that benefits could come from connecting members with similar 
interests and knowledge. 

There are other types of engagement that might be beneficial as well, such as special interest groups, 
education via webinars, and use of the membership as an internal polling / survey resource. 

Currently the online facilities are a fair way from functionally supporting community activities. What 
is there (discussion forums for example) is used by a small minority indeed. Additionally, it seems 
clear that discussion groups dedicated for local party use are rarely used (one can inspect the dates of 
most recent messages, and frequency of use), with the result that even local planning activities are 
managed by phone calls or ad hoc emails. 

It seems clear that this situation retards the Party's general progress and growth, since it clearly must 
contribute to disillusionment and loss of some members, and makes many activities slower than they 
might otherwise be, if proper collaboration tools were available. It certainly adversely affects the 
quality of published policy. 

I would suggest that for an essentially self-funded party, no investment is more important than the 
online virtual community infrastructure - all the more so since many in the GP recognise that time 
really is of the essence. 
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5 Strategies for the future 
Various strategies are available for implementing changes.  

5.1 General Philosophical Approach 
In order to develop Vision and Policy material that properly represent the GP’s vision and mission, 
the question naturally poses itself as to what this really is, and how it should be conceived. There are 
many points of view possible for any political party, ranging from the totalitarian to anything-goes 
free market mercantilism. I’ll make the assumption here, based on general knowledge of the GP and 
Green ethos, that the GPEW aims to be a party that accepts and operates within a secular democratic 
public framework, such as we have in the UK, and the West in general. 

The most basic implication of this is that the GP believes in democracy not just in terms of voting in 
elections, but in its deepest form, namely the concept of self-determination. In a society founded on 
this principle, everyone agrees on setting in place a framework of general norms and limits within 
which society agrees to operate. Today this is primarily done by voting for representatives in a 
parliament that creates legislation, but it is also sometimes effected due to popular pressure (e.g. 
demonstrations, petitions etc), or because of recommendations of parliamentary committees (e.g. 
media rules). These norms and limits don’t generally tell people what they can do, or how to live their 
lives, rather they define objective limits on what they can do. This has an important implication for 
framing a vision for a better society and planet, as the Greens wish to do: it means that the vision 
cannot be in the form of a prescriptive utopia (whose utopia?), it has to be in the form of a 
framework of norms and limits – most likely expressed as an ongoing series modifications to the 
current framework. 

Let us consider the Green vision. Understood in the general terms stated earlier, it looks toward a 
world that is sustainable in its economy, social structures and use of the natural environment, and 
which recognises some core moral foundation. The latter could be assumed to be something like the 
UN Declaration of Human Rights, and/or other moral positions, e.g. to do with animal rights or 
recognition of things like ‘natural capital’. Some moral foundation is needed to ensure that 
sustainability is achieved in a way that is reasonable and fair for all humans, societies, cultures and so 
on – without it, a programme of removing most humans from the planet might count as perfectly 
acceptable approach to achieving sustainability. If the implications of ‘sustainability’ and ‘human 
rights’ are examined and articulated, it will be found that most more specific ideas such as ‘non-
violence’, ‘universal healthcare’ and ‘energy-efficient transport’ are covered in principle by these top-
level general ideas. 

The key point here is that both the Green Vision and its Policy need to be written on the basis of the 
GP (as for any political party in a secular democracy) as an entity enabling society to evolve toward a 
sustainable future, and not an entity pushing a highly prescribed utopia, whose implication is a ‘nanny 
state’ or worse – a totalitarian state. 

Achieving this means thinking in minimalist enabling terms, and developing policy that aims to set up 
the conditions for citizens, companies, other organisations, and government (e.g. local councils) to 
achieve desired outcomes. Ultimately, it must always be the choice of society to move in a certain 
direction, not the dictatorial whim of politicians or government. 
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5.2 Member Expectations 
If the Party were to agree with the diagnosis made above in Section 4.4.1, i.e. that the problem of over 
representation of members’ beliefs in policy, then some adjustments are likely to be necessary. The 
obvious change would be to adopt some of the other suggestions made here that would have the effect 
of limiting policy to the scope of the Vision and Mission; the other sections here describe such 
changes in detail. 

A less obvious, and potentially less easy change is to educate members on realistic expectations for 
converting personal beliefs into Party policy. There is no doubt that an effort to do this will meet some 
resistance and possibly the ire of some members. It would need therefore to be done sensitively, but 
nevertheless with conviction. It would have to be accepted that some current members may even leave 
the Green Party, if they cannot accept that some of their personally important beliefs (which may be 
very real and truly important in the real world) are not likely to translate to policy as such. It would be 
hoped that this number would be minimal, and that the idea of all members concentrating much more 
heavily together on policies for a sustainable planet, economy and society would appear an attractive 
reason to stay. 

5.3 How much democracy? 
The GP appears to be somewhat obsessed with its internal democracy. Philosophically, this is a good 
thing, but the practical result doesn't quite match the rhetoric. The key problem is that Conference is 
the main decision-making forum for everything, but only those present (approx 1,000 out of currently 
60,000+) who attend can vote on things. In theory proxy voting could ameliorate this, but in practice I 
suspect it is not heavily used. For some types of decisions, Conference is undoubtedly the right place, 
and a delegate-based voting system may be the right approach. However, for policy development it is 
completely inappropriate, and this needs to be addressed (see below). 

It is worth asking the question: how much democracy do we need? Experience shows that people in 
participatory organisations (including 'society' itself) value democracy (the right to actively have their 
say) in measured doses, but truly value transparency (being apprised of what is going on) and 
accountability (being able to hold those in positions of responsibility accountable).  

If we take a system of voting on policy for example, we could in theory make it more democratic by 
enabling every person to vote on every stage of policy development, from inception to publication. 
However realistically, policy requires a focused group (people who don't mind writing documents, 
doing research), often professional expertise (e.g. economists), and relevant real world experience 
(e.g. teachers, trade unionists). The usual approach would be to set up a policy group for each area, to 
create an open and transparent means of filling it (e.g. asking for certain kinds of volunteers), and then 
doing the work and publishing the results. Most people therefore wouldn't be directly involved in a 
core policy group, although the latter may well regularly petition the membership for specialist 
knowledge, experience reports etc, and most will be happy to let it do its work. 

My conclusion here is that the Party needs to find a better balance among democracy, transparency 
and accountability in its processes, so that both wide engagement and specialist knowledge are 
optimally taken advantage of. 

One of the key areas in which this can be done is to consider how the national Party works with 
respect to the local and regional Parties. The current structure appears to be based on a federation 
concept, whereby the national level Party exists primarily to coordinate various general functions 
common to local Parties (membership, media relations, manifesto development), rather than to 
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provide a leadership function. Policy development committees for example are only weakly defined at 
the national level and according to some members are of widely varying quality, and as noted 
elsewhere here, the function of policy development is primarily based on a supposedly democratic 
process occurring at Conference. 

5.4 A Better Structure for the Materials 
One of the obvious problems with Policy as it is today is its size. This is due to a) being too detailed 
when more general statements would suffice and b) covering non-core issues. The first can be 
addressed by some an improved process for policy development, including application of quality 
criteria for example.  

The latter is more complex. The GP includes members who care passionately about many things, 
some niche (cruelty to animals in circuses, veganism in schools), some more general (breast-feeding 
and maternity). The arguments set out here would jettison most of these from the main Vision and 
Policy documents on the basis of non-relevance to the mission (presenting materials to the public that 
are minimal, digestible and on-mission). However, this is not to say that all of these ideas should be 
forgotten, although some clearly should, as they are both off-mission and either wrong or misguided. 
The question is what to do with the ‘good ideas’ that are off-mission. 

One approach would be to create a new category of GP material, known as ‘positions’. These 
positions could act as a body of good ideas on more or less any topic related to civic society, but 
would not have the status of policy, nor would they appear in the published manifesto. They would 
remain an internal resource on which GP spokespeople could draw in appropriate situations, e.g. when 
questioned in the media on non-core topics, as all politicians inevitably are. 

5.5 General Outlook for Policy Development 
It is clear that in order to develop good quality policy, defensible stances are needed with respect to 
science, economics, the environment and society. Some things that could be argued for: 

• a rational, scientific realist approach to underpin thinking on real world aspects of policy; 
• a realistic, evidence-based approach to economics policy, preferably backed by modelling 

and/or studies produced by dedicated organisations; 
• a basic understanding of political and democratic thought in history, where relevant to policy 

on democratic institutions and foreign relations; 
• a basic understanding of areas of moral philosophy relevant to policy. 

With no underlying concepts in these areas, it is difficult to see how workable, consistent policies in 
difficult areas such as the Citizen’s Income, carbon pricing and the UK housing crisis can be 
formulated. 

5.6 Quality Criteria for Policy 
It was stated above that the lack of guidelines, or quality criteria for objectively controlling the quality 
of policy is a problem. Examples of requirements, guidelines and quality criteria that could be used to 
improve the quality of policy: 

• A definition of scope, i.e. a statement that says what the content of the Vision and Policy 
address, and a way of determining what is out of scope. The scope determines what is 
relevant. 
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o Vision scope; the Vision should consist of high-level statements characterising the 
future state of a sustainable society, economy and the environment being put to the 
voting public by the GP. 

o Policy scope: the Policy should consist of policies that state, at a high level, things 
that would be done by the GP if in government. These should be limited to areas 
central to the Vision. It should not contain anything else. 

• Size: the overall size of the materials should be limited, according to some criteria, e.g. 
maximum size of political party policy published elsewhere, time to read and understand etc. 

• Currency: all policies should be reviewed at least once every 2 years, and more frequently 
where circumstances indicate a review is necessary. 

• Traceability: all policies have associated with them additional statements or reasoning that 
clearly connects them with some identified part of the Vision. 

• Objectivity: all policies should be stated in objective manner and not rely on subjective or 
emotional language as implicit justification for the policy. 

• Non-judgemental: Vision and Policy material should not contain judgemental statements 
relating to social norms, e.g. painting people who are not vegan or do not breastfeed as 
somehow unacceptable. 

• Limited prescriptiveness: the Vision and Policy should avoid being prescriptive at a detailed 
level. It needs to work on the basis of describing a framework of targets (e.g. for CO2 
emissions), regulations (e.g. for energy-efficiency in construction; structure of banking sector; 
general health outcomes) and enabling the various sectors of the economy and society to find 
particular solutions (business models, technical solutions, legal reforms etc) and implement 
them. 

• Feasibility: policies need to be shown to be feasible in the appropriate sense, i.e. financially, 
sociologically, environmentally or legally. 

• Maturity: policies cannot be published until deemed to be sufficiently well researched, 
justified by available evidence and/or publications. 

• Coherence: the Vision and Policy, considered as whole should be kept in a coherent, self-
consistent state, with minimal overlaps or repetition. The language and terminology should be 
used consistently throughout. 

These are just examples. An agreed set of quality criteria would need to be developed and signed off 
by a collaborative Party process. 

5.7 Organisational Structures 

5.7.1 Working Groups 
It would seem logical to empower working groups (WGs) on major policy areas, e.g. Energy, Climate 
Change etc, to be the ‘owners’ of the policy development processes in their respective areas. The 
WGs would follow broad procedural and process guidelines re: engagement, reporting, online 
visibility, voting and so on. They would facilitate member input and debate, obtain expert input, and 
working using the quality and other relevant criteria to generate a balanced body of coherent policy in 
their area. 

5.7.2 Policy Committee 
The Policy Committee would be empowered to coordinate the activities of the WGs, and to manage 
the policy corpus as a whole. To achieve this they would be responsible for integrating WG-generated 
policy, detecting overlaps, stylistic differences and any other quality issues. The Policy Committee 
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would be responsible for the final published form of policy online and in other forms, e.g. 
summarised, for print etc. 

The Policy Committee should also be responsible for creating new Working Groups, and making 
other adjustments to WGs and policy development such that the overall policy output is limited to its 
scope, comprehensive within the scope, and of good quality according to the Quality Criteria. 

5.7.3 Using Expertise in Policy-Making 
It is crucial that policy created by the Green Party is based on a) an informed understanding of the 
subject matter and b) on evidence. Although Party members can often do a reasonable job of creating 
policy on their own, obtaining expert input is likely to greatly improve the quality of the policy and 
also reduce the time it takes to create it. 

It is undoubtedly the case that much expertise on Green policy topics is available within the Party 
itself. There are arguably two kinds of experts – those who work professionally in a relevant area, e.g. 
the energy sector, health or education, and those who have relevant ‘experience’. The second is harder 
to quantify but it could include people with organisational experience of trade unions and people who 
may be disabled or have other life situations which could inform policy making in certain areas. 

Mechanisms need to exist for obtaining the help of these ‘internal experts’ as and when needed. Doing 
so would require a maintained register of experts within the Party membership, including the usual 
demographic data relating to contact. One approach to the second kind of ‘expert’ would be to have a 
register of ‘knows about’ topics commonly used in social media sites today, e.g. Quora. 

External expertise should also be obtained where possible, e.g. from NGOs and other independent 
organisations, e.g. the various Green/Environmental campaign groups, New Economics Foundation, 
and academia. Doing this might imply setting up ongoing relationships with certain institutions and 
universities, and maintaining a database of such experts, as for the internal expert group. 

5.8 Process 
There are numerous possible ways to go about defining an actual process for Policy building. It is not 
my intention to do more than just mention a few points in this area. Other GP members have provided 
good suggestions, and there is much material available online. 

One way to look at the policy making process is to consider it from the point of view of three actors: 

• The Party, represented through the Policy Committee: the Party’s interest is policy that is: 
o Relevant to the Vision and Mission; 
o Of good quality: well-drafted, properly researched etc; 
o Properly reflects the Party’s input. 

• Policy Working Groups: a WG’s interest is in actually developing and refining policy – 
developing the ideas, doing the research, ensuring claims are under-pinned by evidence etc; 

• The Party membership – wants Policy they can understand, believe in and explain to others. 

Any process needs to take into account these three points of interest. Following the general notion of 
balancing democracy with transparency and accountability discussed above, an optimal process is 
probably one that offers possibilities for participation and review without requiring it; it also needs to 
impose some discipline, e.g. by having the relevant WG be responsible for producing materials, 
processing comments and feedback. 
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In terms of specific process models, models of process for developing technical deliverables can be 
found in most industries. An engineering development process for example consists of the activities: 

• Problem domain understanding 
• Requirements capture 
• Analysis 
• Design 
• Implementation 
• Validation 
• Deployment 

It is not hard to see how to map these to a policy development process (deployment = ‘publishing’ for 
example). More general models could be adopted / adapted, e.g. the ‘Collaborating Minds’ process 
proposed by a regular poster on the Green party discussion lists, which is illustrated below. 

Whichever model for a process is chosen, the next steps are important: provide online tool support for 
the process, so that steps and activities are performed as intended, and documented along the way. 
The IT and project management industries probably have the most evolved approaches, with many 
online tools now available to model multi-step process workflows, including managed reviews, 
notifications, commenting and so on.  
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6 Conference 
6.1 Get Policy-making out of Conference 
The use of Conference attendance, motions and proxying as the means of creating and modifying 
policy is fundamentally unsound for a number of reasons: 

• It does not even come close to enabling broad party membership involvement; 
• The actual process of creating motions and then processing them in Conference sessions does 

not correspond well with the kind of process needed to generate quality deliverables – it is 
diffuse, unmanaged, and largely ad hoc; 

On the first point, it might be claimed that proxying should enable all party members to have their 
say. This would only possibly be true with much more streamlined and efficient online policy 
resources, groups, mailing lists and so on. This doesn't exist in reality, but even if it did, we can 
assume that if people can be sufficiently engaged to make a proxy vote, they are sufficiently engaged 
to make a direct contribution and/or vote. 

It might also be argued that the current system of ad hoc policy groups is sufficient, since it should in 
theory generate good quality policies that would feed into conference. I would argue that here too, the 
virtual structures are too weak to engender wide engagement. Policy working groups should be 
stronger, and should be the primary generators of new policy proposals, not Conference motions. 

Accordingly, the process of policy development should be made independent from Conference. 
Instead, I would recommend the creation of a policy steering committee that manages the overall 
policy development, i.e. defines the policy areas, its governance, quality criteria, performs policy 
'integration', tests for being on-mission and so on. The terms of reference of the committee would be 
made available for review so that it represents a broad agreement on how to develop policy. I will 
leave the specifics of the terms of reference for this committee to a separate document on policy 
development process. However the key elements of new process would be: 

• a way of determining that policy proposals are in scope at the outset 
• standing policy committees for the main policy areas 
• as much involvement of subject matter experts and real world experience (e.g. child carers for 

childcare policy; clinicians for health; union leaders etc) as possible 
• a standard template for detailed process that involves research, modelling where appropriate, 

external review where possible, defined review process and publishing 

It is essential as a corollary to develop a more effective online facilities that reflect the new processes 
be developed. There is no doubt that the most effective way to make use of the virtual community that 
the party constitutes is with effective virtual infrastructure. This topic has also been discussed in detail 
by a number of members online, and there are already numerous ideas. 

6.2 Repurposing Conference 
It appears to me that the purpose of the Green Party Conference could be as follows: 

• Inward-facing function: a core conference to get delegates and leadership together to work 
on election campaigning strategies, dissemination;  
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• Outward-facing function: provision of major manifesto to the press; press conferences and 
interviews etc. Attendance would be limited to delegates from local parties, leadership, policy 
experts etc. 

• Public engagement: satellite conferences - a programme of 'green education' events at which 
outside (and GP) speakers can be heard. This might include workshops, thinktanks, thought 
leadership sessions, experience reports - possibly more like a cross between a literary festival 
and a science fair. This would need to be paid for. Any member could attend. Any member of 
the public could attend. This could become a major way of disseminating thinking on 
sustainability to the public in the UK, and it might become a way of getting new members. 
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7 Virtual Community 
7.1 The Effect of Weak Community 
The Green Party membership represents a valuable human community, and quite probably a huge 
intellectual resource. One of the invisible but damaging problems is that it is so inefficient.  

Policy development is just one of the functions of the party requiring virtual community ICT support. 
Nearly all the activities of the party have a communications and / or collaboration element, and in 
nearly all cases, the participants are geographically distant. This tells us that a high-quality virtual 
community infrastructure is needed. 

I would suggest that for an essentially self-funded Party, no investment is more important than the 
online virtual community infrastructure - all the more so since we in the GP recognise that time 
really is of the essence. We can't wait forever to slowly get our internal process and structure right. 

7.2 What a Virtual Community can provide 
A virtual community can provide capabilities like the following: 

• continuity over time for physical meetings that people can only rarely attend 
• a record of thinking, sometimes known as 'community memory' 
• support for making logistical arrangements, rather than relying on phone calls, ad hoc 

emailing etc 
• ways of doing seminars (webinars) where the participants are across the country 
• ways of voting on things 
• support for collaborating on work products, e.g. policy documents 
• huge cost savings on the use of physical media for communication 

Getting a proper virtual community set up would take some time and effort, but there are excellent 
tools available today, and technically capable people within the membership. 

The starting point would be to look at requirements (what do GP members want to achieve in terms of 
communication and community?), look at the problems it could solve and then to develop a vision for 
change, based on as much input as can be obtained from members and anywhere else. 

Getting the whole thing working would not be an instant process, and would require finding ways to 
engage and connect with all those who don't habitually use online facilities.  

7.3 ICT Infrastructure Development Approach 
The current IT facilities appear to be developed in-house, in an opaque way. It is clear that the 
provider company or developers are struggling to address community needs, with basic oft-mentioned 
capabilities remaining unaddressed for long periods of time. 

Various members have mentioned in the discussion forums that an open source development 
approach would be far preferable, and I would strongly agree with this, for various reasons. The 
primary two are: 

• It would enable more ICT capable party members to contribute to the work, regardless of 
where they are geographically. 
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• It would enable the use of more / better tools to improve the facilities, e.g. better quality 
discussion forums. 

Various types of tools are useful as well. For example software engineers and project managers use 
project management tools like Atlassian Jira to manage tasks, people and time. The Jira tool is one 
of many that are available free of charge to non-profits and .org entities. This kind of tool could be 
used to manage policy work, and also other ‘projects’, e.g. Conference administration. Similarly, 
wikis are used throughout the IT and other industries to enable collaboration of geographically 
dispersed groups on creating documentary material (e.g. policy ideas). 

My primary recommendation is that a dedicated Virtual Community Committee or Steering Group be 
set up within the Green Party, and that its members consist of: 

• People who know the requirements for GP virtual community 
• Experienced people from the ICT and other sectors who have knowledge of managing virtual 

communities, of tools, software development, open source and so on. 

This group could create a virtual ICT team and project management capability, which would 
implement the required infrastructure. Ideally this would occur as a progression from the current 
facilities, with careful management of replacements and improvements over time. 

If virtual community is taken on as a core Party support function, it needs to be recognised that a 
community (re-)building phase will be needed, via which current members are connected with tools 
and each other in the virtual community infrastructure. This applies to policy building, general 
discussions, local party organisation, Conference and central functions. 

7.4 ICT Support for Policy Development 
Some ideas on online infrastructure supporting policy development. The key idea is to define policy 
process / governance properly and implement it with good quality virtual collaboration tools. 

• Principles: state some principles that the final outcome should satisfy, e.g. level of 
democratic involvement; 

• Process: describe an overall process in a formal or semi-formal way, i.e. including workflow, 
times etc  

o some parts of this process can occur online  
o some parts at conference or in other face 2 face situations (I personally think that face 

to face policy workshops are a good idea)  
o describes artefact lifecycle and change management  

• E-collaboration platform: according to the above, describe specific requirements for the 
online collaboration infrastructure, i.e. how to improve / add to what exists today 

o presumably including support for implementing various workflows, policy-specific 
discussions etc  

• Policy database: solve the question of how policy material itself should be electronically 
represented - I assume the current form is as text fragments inside Drupal? Alternatives - 
database, Wordpress, ...  

o this would presumably include the ability to easily search (free text), query (e.g. 
keywords, various dates, lifecycle status etc) and report on policies  

• People: strategy for getting people involved.  
o There need to be ways for new people to orient themselves not only in the policy 

matter itself, but in the current state of work. In some of my work environments, it's 
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easy to see for example what is currently 'in review', what items are requesting 
participants / reviewers etc.  

o Potentially ways of ascertaining what skills members have so they can be asked to 
contribute / review material in their domain (although, with a good visualisation of 
the current state of policy development, this might not be needed, since members 
could more easily see what is what)  

• Project management: it would make sense to apply project management principles and tools 
to the whole policy development process, i.e. identifying needed resources, dependencies, 
delivery milestones, also enabling people to log time, comment, vote etc?  

o this would potentially help make things efficient for people who only have small bits 
of time available (most members), by e.g. providing notifications / list of their tasks, 
input required etc  

• Publishing: a publishing system that generates out policies in various forms - various kinds 
of document, web, full / short etc  

• Dissemination: there are usually a whole raft of activities to a) promulgate material to 
members, so they know what the policies are and b) disseminate in the wider world. 

o press releases  
o derivative video material, slide shows, talks  
o etc 
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