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The Conservatives won a landslide victory in December 
2019. Swept into power through the UK’s first-past-the-post 
electoral system, with a majority of 80 seats in the House of 
Commons resulting from 44% of the popular vote.

Boris Johnson and his government now have control over all 
the usual mechanisms afforded to those that govern from 
Westminster. As well as controlling what legislation will 
be put to the UK parliament, Johnson has House of Lords 
appointments at his disposal. With the UK now having left the 
EU, Johnson will also control far-reaching trade deals, which 
have the potential to introduce sweeping changes to our way 
of life.

In the UK’s highly overcentralised political system, a 
parliamentary majority brings with it sweeping powers to 
tinker with or rewrite entirely the relationship between citizen 
and state. So what do Johnson and his government have 
planned for the UK’s democracy?

This pamphlet explores the Conservative Party’s plans for the 
UK’s democracy, which were set out on page 48 of their 2019 
manifesto. From disenfranchising millions of marginalised 
voters by introducing voter ID requirements, through to 
enacting sweeping changes to our democracy through 
a Constitution, Democracy, and Rights Commission, the 
Conservatives have big plans for democracy in the UK - and 
the power to do what they want with it. 
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INTRODUCTION
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“We will ensure we have updated and equal 
Parliamentary boundaries, making sure that 

every vote counts the same – a cornerstone of 
democracy.”

No new legislation was brought forward for 
establishing a boundaries commission. A new 

review is set to be put in place in early 2021

Conservative 
Manifesto[1]

Queen’s  
Speech

What’s the argument for changing parliamentary boundaries?

With a majority, the Conservatives can push through whatever 
boundary changes they want. The government is legally obligated 
to implement the 2018 boundary review recommendations from 
the Boundary Commission. The changes under this review, and 

the strict rules imposed by David Cameron, have the potential to 
gerrymander the vote in favour of the Conservatives.

Why is this bad?

The number of people living in each constituency changes over 
time. Having all constituencies adhere to a threshold of 5% above or 
below a target electorate size ensures that constituencies are more 

equal. 

BOUNDARIES
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What backs that up?

Brief history of the Boundary Review since 2011

The current boundary review in place is the 2018 Review following from 
the Sixth Periodic Review of Westminster Constituencies. This process 
was started in 2011 then, in 2012, postponed until 2018.

New rules were put in place by David Cameron’s government through 
the Parliamentary Voting System and Constituencies Act 2011. Many of 
these were relatively uncontroversial, but 3 issues stand out:

1. The new rules set the number of seats in the House of Commons at 
600 seats, fifty fewer than at present. In practice, this means that the 
review is more disruptive than previous reviews – it’s not just aiming 
to bring seats into line with the quota, but rather rejigging the map to 
divide the country into 600 rather than 650 constituencies.

2. Boundary reviews take place every 5 years instead of the 
recommended 8-12 years.

3. Seats must be within 5% of the population quota of 72,810 to 80,473 
even if it means crossing county boundaries and splitting communities 
between seats.

In 2018, the 2017 general election result was analysed again by 
Democratic Audit under these new boundaries. It showed again the 
Conservatives gaining seats even despite losses of that election.  

The latest assessment of the 2018 changes, by Martin Baxter of Electoral 
Calculus, is of the 2019 general election. This saw the Conservatives 
winning by an even greater majority with the revised boundaries.

“The Conservatives would change from having a majority of 80 seats out 
of 650 to having a majority of 104 seats out of 600. That would be more 
like a landslide result, where the Conservatives would win more than 
twice the number of seats of Labour.”[2]

In June 2011, Democratic Audit created 
a mock set of boundaries based on the 

recommendations. This analysis suggested 
the Liberal Democrats would have lost 

a quarter of their seats held at the time. 
Notional results published in July 2012 

calculated that the Conservatives could have 
won more seats under the new boundaries. 
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Recent developments and changes in policy position

The government is obliged to implement the 2018 boundary review’s 
recommendations. In doing so, the Parliamentary Voting System and 
Constituencies Act 2011 (which reduces seats from 650 to 600), comes 
into effect. Any subsequent review must also be subject to this new 
number. 

In a clarification on policy, Chloe Smith, Minister of State for the Cabinet 
Office, stated that the current position of the government was to keep 
the number of seats in Parliament at 650 stating: 

“The Government is minded to instead make provision for the number 
of parliamentary constituencies to remain at 650. In doing so, we 
would also remove the statutory obligation to implement the 2018 
Boundary Review recommendations and the statutory obligation on 
the Government to make arrangements to review the reduction in 
constituencies to 600 by 30 November 2020.”[3] 

The statement goes on to suggest that this would be through primary 
legislation, likely to be either through the creation of a new Act of 
Parliament or the amendment of the aforementioned 2011 Act. After 
this provision is made, a new review will be commenced in 2021 
accounting for 650 seats instead of 600. The government has also 
stated that they will change the length of time between reviews from 5 
to 8 years, allowing for 2 election cycles to happen. 

2021 Boundary Review

What changes will be made? Constituency boundaries will need to 
be changed to make sure they contain an equal number of voters. 
Although less drastic than before, we may still see some initial changes 
to vote share. Based on the average electorate sizes of all seats, 
Electoral Calculus estimates losses in Wales, Scotland and the North 
of England, with some in the West Midlands whilst seeing gains in 
London and the South and East of England, most of which are more 
Conservative-leaning. Tables are referenced on the next page. 

BOUNDARIES
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Potential seat changes in the 2021 Boundary Review[4] 

PARTY
AV. 

ELECT-
ORATE

2019 SEATS
EST.

ELECT-
ORATE

EST. NEW 
SEATS CHANGE

PLD 50,059 4 73,211 3 -1

ALL 67,099 1 73,211 1 0

LIB 68,210 11 73,211 11 0

SNP 69,680 48 73,211 46 -2

DUP 71,840 8 73,211 8 0

SDLP 72,165 2 73,211 2 0

LAB 72,231 203 73,211 200 -3

SF 72,547 7 73,211 7 0

CON 74,674 365 73,211 371 +6

GRN 79,057 1 73,211 1 0

TOTAL 73,211 650 73,211 650 0

AREA
AV. 

ELECT-
ORATE

2019 
SEATS

EST. 
ELECT-
ORATE

EST. NEW 
SEATS CHANGE

WALES 57,963 40 72,453 32 -8

N. EAST 67,137 29 72,110 27 -2

SCOT 68,697 59 72,378 56 -3

W. MIDS 71,375 59 73,879 57 -2

N. WEST 71,690 75 73,654 73 -2

N. IRE 71,887 18 71,887 18 0

YOR/HUM 73,310 54 73,310 54 0

E. MIDS 75,721 46 74,110 47 +1

LDN 76,479 73 73,460 76 +3

S. WEST 77,073 55 73,087 58 +3

ANGLIA 77,456 58 73,647 61 +3

S. EAST 78,934 84 72,862 91 +7

TOTAL 73,211 650 73,211 650 0

Source: Electoral Calculus
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VOTER ID
“We will protect the integrity of our democracy, 

by introducing identification to vote at polling 
stations.”

“Implementing measures requiring an approved 
form of photographic ID at a polling station in a UK 

parliamentary election in Great Britain and local 
election in England. Any voter who does not have 

an approved form of ID will be able to apply, free of 
charge, for a local electoral identity document.” 

Conservative 
Manifesto
Queen’s  
Speech[5]

What’s the argument for introducing Voter ID?

Why is this bad?

Having to produce identification reduces the risk of voter 
fraud- specifically, ‘Personation’.  A regular example used is 
that Northern Ireland already has voter ID implemented and 

they don’t have a problem. 

Some voters who are used to just turning up at the polling 
station might not be able to get a photographic ID. It presents 
another barrier to a voter in a time when the electorate feels 

increasingly disenfranchised. There is insufficient data to 
formulate a proper impact assessment evaluating how voter 
ID would affect the accessibility of voting and the Electoral 

Commission has attested to that. 
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What backs that up? [6]

Topline Statistics

Different local authorities piloted different voter ID schemes at local 
elections in 2018/2019. In 2018 council election pilots, about 340 
people who were turned away at the polling station for not having 
the right form of ID did not return to vote at that election. In the 
2019 local elections, there were 740 who were turned away. This 
was between 0.03% and 0.7% of all voters in each local authority.  A 
2015 estimate suggested that approximately 3.5m electors would 
have none of the standard forms of ID, which amounts to 7.5% of the 
electorate. 

Northern Ireland

Voters in Northern Ireland have had to show a form of identification 
to vote since 1985 and photographic identification since 2003. This list 
of acceptable photo ID includes an Electoral Identity Card, which can 
be applied for for free from the Electoral Office. 

When this was first introduced in Northern Ireland, the uptake of 
this card varied between areas and studies showed that a number of 
disadvantaged groups were less likely to have eligible 
identification. [FR1] Public opinion research since then has suggested 
that voters have not experienced many difficulties in meeting the 
requirement. 

Mixed Model (Photo ID or 2 pieces of non-photo ID)
Source: Electoral Commission

Voter Fraud Statistics

Most cases of voter fraud relate to campaign offences, where a 
party might make a false statement to candidates. A smaller 

percentage (21% in 2018) relate to voting offences like 
‘Personation’, where an individual pretends to be someone else 

to vote. Out of these offences, in 2018, there were no convictions 
or cautions brought forward. In previous years, there have been 

one or two convictions for Personation.[7]

Number of people 
initially refused 

ballot paper

Number of people 
who didn’t return 

with ID

People who didn’t 
return, as % of 

those who voted 
at the polling 

station

Braintree 203 73 0.3%

Broxtowe 231 69 0.3%

Craven 129 49 0.7%

Derby 514 256 0.6%

North Kesteven 145 68 0.4%
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VOTER ID
What backs that up?
May 2019 Voter ID Pilot

The Electoral Commission found that whilst a majority of people 
have access to the forms of ID required in these pilots, some groups 
of people can find it harder than others to show ID. It also stated 
that whilst the pilot provided further evidence about potential ways 
to identify voters at polling stations, no definitive conclusions could 
be drawn and questions remain about how voter ID would work in 
practice at a national level. 

“Some groups of polling station voters were less likely to say that they 
knew they would need to show ID. Awareness was lower among first 
time voters (73%) compared to people who had voted before (87%), and 
among 35-54 year olds (80%) compared to those aged 55+ (89%).” 

“We also asked respondents whether the requirement to show ID 
made them more or less likely to vote. Most people in the pilot scheme 
said it made no difference or made them more likely to vote (90%). 
However, a notable minority said it made them less likely to vote 
(3%), that they didn’t have ID (1%) or that they didn’t know (6%). Non-
voters on 2 May were more likely than voters to say that they would be 
negatively affected or that they were unsure.”

The research states specifically: “These findings raise questions about 
the effects of an ID requirement at future elections, where previous 
research suggests that the demographic profile of likely voters is 
different (e.g. local election voters tend to be, on average, older).”

Poll card pilots (Photo ID and/or poll card)
Source: Electoral Commission

The Electoral Commission did not gather conclusive data 
on the impact and no demographic data was provided.  

Number of people 
initially refused 

ballot paper

Number of people 
who didn’t return 

with ID

People who didn’t 
return, as % of 

those who voted 
at the polling 

station
Mid Sussex 15 8 0.03%
NW Leicestershire 266 61 0.4%
Watford 94-209 33-51 0.2%
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What backs that up?

The Electoral Commission asked 165 national and local organisations 
to provide evidence of how the pilots affected the specific groups they 
represent. 29 organisations responded, no direct evidence was given 
but feedback and concerns raised were:

- Charities representing people with learning disabilities, the BAME, 
LGBT+, gypsy and traveller communities and people without a fixed 
address raised general concerns that some of the people they 
represent are already less likely to register and vote, and they are 
also less likely to have ID.

- Many of the responses highlighted existing difficulties their users 
face in accessing services requiring proof of identity, including 
barriers faced by people who don’t have easy access to the 
internet.

- People without a fixed address would be less likely to have forms 
of non-photo ID such as utility bills.

- A transgender or non-binary person’s ID may not reflect their 
gender.

- People with learning disabilities would need accessible 
information to ensure they knew about an ID requirement and were 
able to access ID.

- The inconvenience and time required to obtain ID may be 
prohibitive for some people.

Number of 
people initially 
refused ballot 

paper

Number of 
people who 
didn’t return 

with ID

People who didn’t 
return, as % of those 

who voted at the 
polling station

Pendle 284 101 0.7%
Woking 87 22 0.1%

Photo ID only pilots
Source: Electoral Commission
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HUMAN RIGHTS

Conservative 
Manifesto

“After Brexit we also need to look at the broader aspects 
of our constitution...The ability of our security services to 

defend us against terrorism and organised crime is critical. 
We will update the Human Rights Act and administrative 

law to ensure that there is a proper balance between 
the rights of individuals, our vital national security and 
effective government...In our first year we will set up a 

Constitution, Democracy and Rights Commission 
that will examine these issues in depth.”

What’s the argument for amending the Human Rights Act 1998?

Why is this bad?

The Human Rights Act 1998 (HRA) applies universally to all 
people, without discrimination of the individual’s background. 

Some argue that it should not apply to certain groups, such 
as those convicted of criminal offenses. There is also a debate 

as to whether it should apply in exceptional circumstances 
such as in a military or battlefield context, on UK territory or 
abroad and if it should apply before came into effect in 2000, 

an argument that often arises due to historic allegations cases. 

The HRA protects our fundamental rights as set out in the European 
Convention on Human Rights (ECHR). These are rights like: the right 
to life, the right to free elections, and the right to no slavery or forced 
labour. Ironically, the ECHR was inspired by the Bill of Rights 1689, a 

landmark piece of constitutional law in England.
It is the suspect wording backed up by MPs that makes this 

commitment alarming. Discourse around amendments to the Human 
Rights Act now carry heavy authoritarian overtones.
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What backs that up?
Bill of Rights 2015

Boris Johnson has previously said that the Conservatives would not be 
progressing with the controversial 2015 Bill of Rights, a proposal which 
was introduced in an attempt to side-step the European Convention 
on Human Rights (ECHR). This proposal didn’t want to radically change 
the content of the Act but in which cases and who could invoke the 
Act, undermining the universal nature.

The track record of Conservative MPs and Boris Johnson

Although absent on the 2016 Queen’s Speech vote to repeal the HRA, 
Boris Johnson voted against retaining the EU Charter of Fundamental 
Rights, which incorporates elements of the ECHR, which the HRA 
is based on. In both of these votes, the majority of Conservative 
MPs voted to repeal the HRA and not to retain the EU Charter of 
Fundamental Rights.[9] 

Johnny Mercer, the MP for Plymouth, Moor View and Minister for 
Defence People and Veterans, had listed “ending vexatious historical 
prosecutions”[10] as his number one priority. Indeed, on 18th March 
2020, the Ministry of Defence introduced the Overseas Operations 
(Service Personnel and Veterans) Bill (more details in the following 
pages). 

Policy Exchange Publication ‘Protecting Those Who Serve’ 2019[11]

The think tank Policy Exchange has deep ties within the highest levels 
of government. It was founded by Michael Gove, Nicholas Boles and 
Francis Maude, all of whom have had prominent roles as Conservative 
MPs. Alongside the likes of the Centre for Social Justice and the 
Institute for Economic Affairs, they are regarded as important for 
shaping policy within the Conservative Party.  Key Conservative MPs, 
including Boris Johnson, have openly backed a Policy Exchange report 
(with two MPs writing the Foreword and Introduction), which called for 
the amendment of the HRA so that it did not apply to any death before 
2000. If passed, such an amendment would have widespread effects 
on historical cases that are being brought against individuals or the 
state on the grounds of a breach of rights as laid out in the HRA. 

21 out of 22 members of the current Cabinet have generally 
voted against laws to promote equality and human rights.[8]
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HUMAN RIGHTS
What backs that up?
Policy Exchange Publication ‘Protecting Those Who Serve’ 2019

“In relation to historical investigations in Northern Ireland, 
Parliament should:

Amend the Human Rights Act 1998 to specify that it does not apply 
to any death that takes place before the Act came into force in 

October 2000; this would restore the intended scope of the Human 
Rights Act, from which courts have wrongly departed, and would 

restore the discretion of investigating and prosecuting authorities.

 Consider legislation that would draw a clear line under the 
past, bringing to an end all ongoing investigations, inquests and 

prosecutions into Troubles-related deaths...

Enact legislation forbidding investigation or prosecution of historic 
allegations in which the question is the reasonableness of the use of 
force in making an arrest or in preventing crime, unless and until the 
Attorney General for Northern Ireland certifies that in his or her view 
there was no honest belief in the reasonableness of the use of force 

in question.”

“In relation to operations outside the UK, including Iraq, Afghanistan 
and future operations:

Parliament should amend the Human Rights Act 1998 to limit its extra-
territorial reach. The amendment should provide either that the Act only 
applies within the territory of the UK or that the Act only applies outside 
the UK in carefully limited circumstances. This would not only protect 
UK forces from much of the vexatious litigation which has emerged 
from the conflicts of the past two decades but would also prevent some 
of the more absurd and troubling situations that have arisen on the 
battlefield...

The political authorities should stand ready to resist judgments of the 
European Court of Human Rights that purport to apply the European 
Convention on Human Rights to military action abroad. The UK should 
be at least as ready to protect those who served in defence of our 
nation as it has been to maintain the disenfranchisement of convicted 
offenders serving their sentence in prison.”
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Overseas Operations (Service Personnel and Veterans) Bill 2020

Quietly tabled by the government on 18th March 2020, the Overseas 
Operations (Service Personnel and Veterans) Bill affirms the 
government’s position on this subject. This sees a five-year limit being 
put in place for bringing prosecutions against soldiers and military 
personnel who have served abroad. When the government announced 
the bill, they stated that one of the purposes of this legislation was 
to “Ensure that all future governments are compelled to consider 
derogating from the European Convention on Human Rights in 
relation to significant overseas military operations.”[12]

Writing for Human Rights Watch, Senior Legal Adviser Clive Baldwin 
stated that the claim that these prosecutions were “vexatious” was “a 
dubious claim, given there have been hardly any such criminal trials. 
Even though British civil courts and public inquiries having found 
extensive evidence of torture by UK forces in Iraq after 2003.”[14] 

There is a large section in this bill that seeks to amend and propose 
derogations of the Human Rights Act, undermining the universal 
nature of it. The consequence of this is that it sets clear limits on 
when prosecution can be brought against the government and in 
what context, and potentially creates a culture of implied immunity in 
overseas operations.

A new independent body for historical investigations in Northern 
Ireland 

On the same day the above bill was announced, the government also 
proposed new measures to ensure “that Northern Ireland veterans 
receive equal treatment to their counterparts who served overseas.”[15] 

This sees an independent body being set up to make ominous-
sounding “final” decisions on unresolved deaths from the Troubles. 

This proposal limits reinvestigations into historic claims from that time. 
The UK government is due to engage with Northern Irish political 
parties and the Irish government to discuss the proposals. 

“The UK does indeed have a problem with justice 
for crimes committed by military personnel and 

civilian officials overseas – but the problem is 
that hardly anyone gets prosecuted, 

let alone convicted.”[13]
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JUDICIAL REVIEW

Conservative 
Manifesto

“After Brexit we also need to look at the broader 
aspects of our constitution: the relationship 

between the Government, Parliament and the 
courts; the functioning of the Royal Prerogative...

and access to justice for ordinary people...In our 
first year we will set up a Constitution, Democracy 

& Rights Commission that will examine these issues 
in depth.”

What’s the argument for reviewing the role of the judiciary?

Why is this bad?

The prorogation of Parliament in August 2019, and the 
Supreme Court’s ruling that it was unlawful in September 

2019, was seen as a crisis point on both sides of the political 
spectrum, albeit for vastly different reasons. Making sure 

the government can’t be overruled in this way again would 
bolster parliamentary sovereignty, the core principle of the 

UK’s political system.

Lawyers fear that the Conservative government wants 
‘revenge’ for the prorogation ruling.  What is in question 

is judicial review - one way that the public holds the 
government to account. 
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What backs that up?
In parliament, Boris Johnson reiterated the Conservative’s manifesto 
pledge, stating that they will ensure that judicial review “is not 
abused to conduct politics by another means or to create needless 
delays.”[16] This can be seen to be a reference to prorogation.

In numerical terms, the number of judicial reviews has been 
decreasing in recent years. 2019 saw the fewest in the past 20 years 
(Ministry of Justice, Judicial Reviews 2000-2019)[17]. This could be 
a sign that access to judicial review is already being restricted in 
other ways, for example, through lack of available support or public 
information. There have, however, been a number of high profile 
cases in recent years, they are:

2017 - Employment Tribunal fees ruled unlawful.
2018 - Legal aid fee cut ruled a breach of government power.
2019 - Citizenship Fees for children ruled unlawful.
2019 - Prorogation ruled to be unlawful in the context.

Shona Jolly QC stated in a themed episode of Newsnight 
(BBC, 16/01/20):

“...at the moment there is no reason put forward that justifies the 
timing of this, the urgency of a fast-track review, and you simply 
can’t ignore the context of three and a half years in which the 
government has been battered into major decisions by the Supreme 
Court. And the sense of the timing and urgency of this is that this is a 
reaction to that scrutiny.” [18]
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JUDICIAL REVIEW

What backs that up?
Many on the Conservative right see the judiciary as a branch of 
government that should serve the UK parliament before everything 
else. But it is not yet clear how much parliament will do to curtail the 
judiciary’s powers or change its role.

In the same program, Sir Desmond Swayne, a Conservative MP, 
reinforced this sentiment by saying:

“I want us not to take this [the prorogation case] lying down but to act 
to prevent it. There are judicial reviews which are effectively taking the 
role of Parliament. It is for Parliament primarily, to hold ministers to 
account.”

Track Records

On 14th February 2020 UK government officials said that this 
review would be overseen by the Cabinet Office, headed by Michael 
Gove - the Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster and one the most 
senior ministers after the Prime Minister. He will work alongside the 
Justice Secretary Robert Buckland and the new Attorney General 
Suella Braverman. A non-partisan figure will also head up the review 
alongside Lord Sumption, who held the position of Justice of the UK 
Supreme Court from 2012-2018.

What links all of these people together? They all support judicial review 
reform. Judicial review is an important tool with which people hold the 
government accountable to the law. 

For example, a judicial review process launched by six local councils 
resulted in a stay on a decision by Michael Gove in 2011 to axe the 
Building Schools for the Future (BSF) projects in 6 areas. The judges 
stated that this was “so unfair as to amount to an abuse of power”[19] 
and cited the lack of consultation by Gove before he took the decision 
to end the projects. Even then the government did not reinstate the 
BSF in those areas.
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The appointment of Suella Braverman as Attorney General is one of 
the most alarming developments. The Attorney General acts as the 
chief legal adviser to the government. The appointment, at this point 
in time, reflects where the party stands on this issue. Braverman has 
been consistently critical of judicial review and wrote in an article for 
Conservative Home:

“Parliament’s legitimacy is unrivalled and the reason why we must 
take back control, not just from the EU, but from the judiciary.”[20]

And expanded on her position in the UK parliament:

“...the explosion of judicial review and judicial activism has led to a 
censoriousness and litigiousness in our society and has distorted 
questions that ought to remain exclusively political”[21]

Myth-busting judicial activism

Scepticism about the impartiality of judges is not new and is not 
the exclusive preserve of any one political party or tendency. There 
have been exceptional cases of judicial overreach in the last 40 years, 
yet the idea of judicial overreach has been given a lot more media 
coverage in the months that followed the prorogation crisis. The 
notion that courts are undermining parliamentary sovereignty has 
become a prominent aspect of that coverage.

What the government seems to be hinting towards is to get rid 
of that altogether, leaving a weaker judiciary overseen by the 
executive. What is confusing is the language that is being used, 
where politicians are seeking to discredit the judiciary for being too 
political, when in fact what is proposed as the alternative is to pull 
them closer into the parliamentary system, thus politicising them by 
default.  

The courts should exist independent of UK parliament so that they 
can stay impartial should the executive need to be held to account. 
They are not politically appointed and must continue to exist as the 
last balance if the executive abuses their power. Judicial review is 
not a perfect system but it doesn’t need to be limited further. 

How would a majority parliament hold its own ministers 
to account? So far, the composition and content of the 

Constitution, Democracy & Rights Commission have been 
kept under wraps, but there are already warning signs on 
what this would mean for the judiciary and judicial review.

17
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CONCLUSION
There are many ways in which democracy in the UK could be deep-
ened to counter the malaise felt by many around the UK towards 
our arcane political institutions. 

But we find, time and time again, that governments of all stripes 
and political persuasions eschew updating our political system in 
favour of tinkering reforms that maintain the status quo. 

The sweeping power that the UK’s highly over centralised political 
system gives the government of the day is too tantalising to let go. 

When the interests of the politicians who hold the reins of power 
favour the status quo, rather than the deepening and extending of 
democracy, what can we do about it? 

At Unlock Democracy, we are campaigning for a democratic soci-
ety protected by a new and codified constitution that is built and 
owned by the people.

We can create our new constitution through an inclusive, 
deliberative, and above-all democratic process. We want to unlock 
the potential of people, unlock democracy in the UK, and transform 
the UK’s political system into one that is more democratic than it 
has ever been.

To do this, we want to: 

Build a UK-wide movement demanding democracy which grows so 
big that politicians will have no choice but to listen to us.

Create a new constitution that centres justice and equality for 
all, and a political system that reflects and upholds the values we 
collectively share. 

Visit our website to find out how you can join our movement:
www.unlockdemocracy.org.uk/get-involved
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