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A Parliamentary forum for Media and Marketing Debate 
 

 

Should government information be free? 
 

“Public information does not belong to government; it belongs to the public on whose behalf 

government is conducted”. Journalist Michael Cross quoted these words of the Prime 

Minister in proposing the motion ‘Government information should be free’ at the Debating 

Group debate at the House of Commons on 29 October 2007. The debate was sponsored by 

JICREG and chaired by Lord McNally of Blackpool. 

 
In arguing that government information should be free Michael Cross pointed out that in this digital age, 

information is a massively valuable resource – the most valuable asset government has: in fact its crown 

jewels: from great art collections to the vast collection of facts about our natural environment and personal 

habits collected by millions of public servants in the course of their duties. It is odd that the government runs 

businesses in the knowledge economy. Michael Cross acknowledged that when it comes to specific 

categories of information, this does not apply e.g. where secrecy is paramount – for operational military 

secrets or details of crime investigation, secrecy makes sense. Personal privacy is also worth protecting. 

 

Michael Cross focused on the areas of government information from which the government makes a profit. 

He believes this is short-sighted, first as a matter of principle. If, as the Prime Minister says, information 

gathered at the taxpayer’s expense belongs to the people, why does this cease to apply the moment the 

information has commercial value? The other objection is practical. If the information is commercially 

valuable to government, it is commercially valuable to business too. The current situation tends to squeeze 

out the private sector. Michael Cross commented, “When I started out as a newspaper reporter, the state 

owned great slabs of the economy: car factories, shipbuilders, power stations, mines, telecom networks. 

Today, it is in none of those businesses”. It is, however, in the knowledge industry which should be the most 

dynamic sector of the economy. Michael Cross suggested that this allows government to produce and 

maintain essential databases, while keeping the cost off the balance sheet, even when the state itself is the 

major customer. He argued that this creative accounting carries a wider cost – to government, to the 

knowledge economy and to society. 

 

Technology Guardian’s ‘Free our Data’ campaign argues that government information should be funded 

transparently through taxes, not creative accounting. Over the past 18 months it has collected a number of 

cases where it asserts that governments’ money-grabbing’ has impoverished the greater good.  

 

• Postal addresses. At the moment, the state owns three sets of address databases. “Police officers are 

breaking down the wrong doors, council tax is not being collected and the 2011 Census may fail 

because these bodies can’t agree to share each other’s lists. The reason: they all hope to make money 

from them”. The situation is particularly stupid when local authorities have to pay to use address 

data which they created in the first place – a pointless merry-go-round of taxpayers’ money. 

• Water pollution data. In this part of the country, three quarters of our water comes from the ground. 

Information about water bore holes is a matter of huge public interest – it is important to know 

where these sources are and thus avoid polluting them. The Environment Agency will give you the 
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data about one bore hole, but if you want the whole set, it charges £750. People are thus deterred 

from getting the information and a spring or borehole can be lost for ever. 

 

There are other examples of trading funds which promote value added products in direct competition 

with commercial firms but with the unfair advantage that they are the sole source of the unrefined data 

on which products depend. Michael Cross reported that last December, an OFT report found that half of 

companies depending on public sector information have problems with their supplier. 

 

He suggested an alternative: fund the essential work of bodies like Ordnance Survey from direct 

taxation, and require them to give away their unrefined data for free. Geographical and meteorological 

data should be as freely available as the time signal. The US Federal Government and parts of Canada 

work like this. Although ‘free data’ costs money, the benefits may outweigh the cost. In the EU, public 

sector information is worth about70 billion euros a year. The market in the US is worth ten times as 

much. Governments gain from the increased dynamism in the economy and the taxes from successful 

businesses. 

 

To compensate our trading funds for loss of income would cost about £400 million a year. “But 

remember, we are in creative accounting land”. Half of Ordnance Survey’s income comes from the rest 

of the public sector. OS is far and away the most commercially minded producer of public sector 

information, yet it depends on government for the bulk of its sales.  All these deals with the rest of the 

public sector must be exhaustively procured and negotiated. 

 

Four centuries ago, the state saw it essential to control editions of the Bible. Rights to the King James 

Authorised Version are still vested in the Crown. A hundred years ago debates in parliament were 

restricted. Recently we have seen great strides in the quality of official information made available on 

the web, from hospital death rates to the statute law database. In another good sign, last year the 

European Parliament voted to require states to give free access to geospatial data, though this was later 

watered down. 

 

“Things are moving in the right direction”, Michael Cross concluded. “It’s time for government to give 

us back our digital crown jewels”. 

 

The mastermap 

 

Opposing the motion, Vanessa Lawrence, Chief Executive, Ordnance Survey, questioned the 

meaning of the motion.  Do we mean that all government information should be free all of the time? Or 

do we mean that some government information should be free some of the time? She had personally 

found it useful to see the results for her local restaurants from Food Hygiene inspections. However, these 

data were a by product of Food Hygiene Inspections which are a paid for activity of government; the 

collection of data is needed to enforce the Food Safety Act but the by product of the data helps her make 

a decision.  Similarly much information from Ordnance Survey is available free at point of use; good 

examples being on Vanessa Lawrence’s own Local Authority website or from partners of Ordnance 

Survey such as Google Earth which pays Ordnance Survey a small royalty each time you surf the web.   

 

All data being free or some data being free may sound like semantics but Vanessa Lawrence believed it 

was a crucial point.  She supported the motion that some government information should be free some of 

the time.   

 

In considering why government charges for some of its data, she clarified how Ordnance Survey works.   

 

Ordnance Survey is relied on to provide the geographic framework, known to some as the ‘place data’, 

to underpin many key activities in Great Britain within the public and private sector from Land 

Registration, Telecommunications, Utilities and the Security and Emergency Services to list just a few. 

In addition 500 plus Ordnance Survey partners underpin many important parts of the economy by 

underpinning thousands of applications with accurate place-based information from Ordnance Survey; 

generating it is estimated an additional £350m to £400m for the economy.   
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It is Ordnance Survey’s job to collect, maintain and portray the ‘mastermap’ of Great Britain; its 

customers and partners then use it to underpin their decision-making whether it is taking a walk on a 

Sunday using either traditional paper map or using a hand-held device or ensuring the ambulance arrives 

at the exact location where it is needed.  It may be providing the knowledge with pin-point accuracy so 

an object can be tracked. This may be a valuable asset such as a racehorse using a partner application, an 

important dignitary or it may be valuable piece of information needed to reduce the impact on a flooded 

area.  

 

Vanessa Lawrence presented some details on Ordnance Survey:    

• Ordnance Survey is 216 years old  

• It has been a civilian organisation since 1983. It has 1,417 staff and is 100% owned by Government 

• It is an independent Government Department with an Executive Agency reporting directly to a 

Government Minister 

• It has been a Trading Fund since April 1999. Revenue has to exceed cost and surpluses are invested 

back into Ordnance Survey plus a dividend is paid to Government  

• The Annual Report for 2006/07 showed an operating turnover of £115.5m; a dividend to 

Government of £4.6m and investment of £21.5m in future developments to meet customers’ needs.   

• Since becoming a Trading Fund in 1999, it has invested over £162m in transforming Ordnance 

Survey to meet today’s customers’ needs.   

• However, a key fact is that the OS have been at least partly reliant on trading revenue since it sold its 

first map in 1801 and by the mid-1960s over 50% of costs were being recovered through sales and 

licensing of products 

• Today less than 50% of its trading revenue is sourced from the public sector. 

 

So Ordnance Survey is not in any way paid for by taxes.  Instead it depends entirely on receipts from 

licensing and direct sales to customers for its funding.  Trading fund status provides a sound, predictable 

and sustainable platform of revenue that enables continued and consistent maintenance of its national 

geographic database to ensure it is fit for purpose over the long term.  There was significant under-

investment in the inter-war years in Ordnance Survey; it took 44 years for Ordnance Survey to recover to 

its stated specification.  

 

To have value, data must be accurate and up to date; the accuracy of the national database has been 

upgraded to meet the needs of certain customers. 

  

The OS maintains a database of some 440 million features, making around 5,000 changes daily, 

reflecting house extensions, major new buildings and other natural and man-made changes.  In 2006/07, 

99.8% of real world features were represented in the database within six months of their completion. 

Vanessa Lawrence pointed out, “I am sure that if you moved into a new house you can be assured that 

the Land Registration has been undertaken properly but also your refuse collection provider will know 

you are there…just from the mapping”. 

 

From this ‘mastermap’ database OS produce a range of digital data and paper maps that is relied upon by 

public and private sectors alike.   

 

Only about 27% of Great Britain’s geography is profitable to map. These areas are large cities and the 

most economically viable parts of the country. Ordnance Survey however provides universal, large-

scale, up-to-date coverage right across Great Britain to the benefit of all its customers and does not just 

cherry pick the most economically interesting areas or scales.    

The Lake District area is not profitable to map at large scale to underpin land registration etc but is 

highly profitable to map at small scale to produce walking maps; conversely London is highly profitable 

to map but the small scale maps on inner city London which are required sometimes to underpin 

emergency planning are hardly ever purchased for a weekend ramble.  Ordnance Survey is a universal 

provider whether you live in the Hebrides or Harlow; Edinburgh or Easingwold.   
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The Power of Information Report, published earlier this year, looked at the way in which information is 

created and shared over the internet.  It recommended an independent review of the cost and benefits of 

the trading fund model for the re-use of pubic sector information.  

 

In its response, the government said that it would commission an independent economic analysis which 

is now underway.  This will be an important piece of information to inform this debate. Vanessa 

Lawrence commented, “The economic argument that additional tax would flow in to the Treasury from 

commercial organisations using ‘free’ data is currently unproven every where in the world. In fact, the 

Power of Information Report noted the lack of evidence on potential tax yield from marginal cost data”.  

 

In 2006 the OFT market study on Commercial Use of Public Information, estimated there was £500 

million of untapped economic potential arising from what it called market distortion.  In Annex G it was 

clearly explained that only £22m of that total related to location information; that £22M or 4% of 

detriment was spread over 12 organisations including Ordnance Survey and the UK Hydrographic Office 

that currently trade in location based information.  

 

In repeatedly calling for core information to be given away, the call that government information should 

be free ignores the fact that someone still has to collect the ‘free’ data, that it needs to be supported by an 

infrastructure…. and to be of any real use, it needs to be maintained.  It is not just about collection – for 

many datasets currency and national consistency are key.  While initial collection costs money – and 

‘best data’ cost significant sums to do properly, it is the maintenance of consistency and currency that 

really costs.   

A further argument used is that, as a percentage of OS income comes from other government 

departments, it is indirectly tax funded.  However, the organisations and departments that procure OS 

data do so in the same way as they would any other product or service. It is therefore funded by the 

taxpayer only in a similar sense as a private sector stationery supplier to a local authority or a drug 

company supplying a hospital is funded by the taxpayer.  A substantial and rapidly increasing proportion 

of OS sales to the public sector are subject to open competitive tendering. 

 

The quality and accuracy of our data is essential and relied on by many of us in ways we might not 

realise.  For example, we rely on an ambulance or fire engine being able to find us in an emergency, we 

rely on our local authority being able to cut congestion on our roads, we rely on our shopping being 

delivered to our door. 

 

Furthermore, the local authorities and utilities that needed support during the severe summer flooding 

knew they could trust and rely upon the quality and integrity of OS data.  The Mapping for Emergencies 

service was able to provide accurate information in a timely way (within half an hour) to support the 

emergency planners managing the evacuation of hundreds of people from their homes during the floods 

in South Yorkshire.   

 

The same team also delivered mapping to the officials and contractors who were working in the Severn 

Valley to supply urgent drinking water to those who had been cut off by the flooding.  In these 

situations, you don’t want to also have to worry about whether the mapping information you are using is 

years out of date.   

 

Operating as a Trading Fund and not therefore being reliant on public funding does mean that, as a 

Board, OS is more able to plan ahead, ensuring that it can build and maintain a stable infrastructure that 

enables it to deliver quality information that can be relied upon, not just today, but into the future as well.   

 

The OS has over 500 partners together contributing between £350m and £400m p.a. new revenues to the 

British economy and no doubt providing very needed solutions to customers. These investments are 

ensuring that the information required by users is highly relevant and fit for their needs.  It is 

empowering others to innovate in applications areas, confident of the national consistency and currency 

of the data they use.  

In addition numerous wholesalers and retailers from major high street chains to small family-run corner 

shops are generating income towards their livelihood from trading Ordnance Survey products; there are 
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over 190 Ordnance Survey mapping and data centres providing bespoke extracts of data in local areas to 

meet the needs for planning applications or the launch of new businesses. 

A further crucial point that often gets missed in this debate is that free access to Ordnance Survey data is 

already possible at the point of use, for example through Get-a-Map on the main Ordnance Survey 

website, the newly launched outdoor Exploration portal, through partners and through local authority 

websites. 

   

Comparisons are frequently drawn with the United States and other territories where public sector data 

are made available free or at marginal cost of dissemination but these comparisons tend to be highly 

selective and have limited validity. In the US, the data available at national level are in the most part 

over 40 years out of date but many States actually have a commercial model like Ordnance Survey.   

 

Utilities in the US have to collect their own data which they do not currently share with each other; they 

choose their own standards and certainly a major finding of the major California outages was that the 

lack of interoperability, clear data maintenance standards and lack of understanding of the availability of 

data led to the massive electricity outages experienced in the State of California.      

 

Vanessa Lawrence concluded, “I therefore strongly oppose the motion as I believe that to do this would 

be to seriously threaten the quality and integrity of our information at a time when it is relied on by more 

people in increasing ways.  

 

Collecting and producing any high quality data requires investment and manpower and that has to be 

paid for by someone; today Ordnance Survey along with the other Trading Funds of Government have a 

very trusted source for that funding…ourselves”.    

 

He who pays the paper calls the tune 

 

Seconding the motion, Neil Shepherd-Smith, quoted the Latin aphorism ‘Qui pecuniam dat, imperat’ 

meaning ‘He who pays, commands’. Today, the more familiar version is, ‘He who pays the piper calls 

the tune’. In the commercial world, commissioners of services (those paying) take great care to own and 

control the results. If the owners of the Borchester Echo wish to find out how many readers they have, 

they would commission a research company to conduct a survey for an agreed price. If the research 

company did the survey but then said it would only reveal the readership for an extra million pounds, the 

publisher would probably get rather ratty. In the research industry, it is clearly established that the 

research company will charge for the service at a rate to enable it to make a reasonable profit, but the 

client, who is paying for the survey, owns the copyright of the questionnaire and the results. He who 

pays the piper calls the tune. 

 

Nowadays there is an enormous amount of information that is commissioned by the Government and is 

referred to as Public Sector Information. It is the British taxpayer who pays for it. Neil Shepherd-Smith 

maintained that there is no such thing as ‘government money’. “There is only taxpayers’ money which 

Governments like to extract in as large amounts as possible as that they can return at least some of it in 

the form of alleged social benefits which they can then claim as Government generosity”. There are 

clearly some things that taxpayers’ money is worth spending on – education, defence of the realm and 

some basic information about the country in which we live. 

 

The State is in the best position to co-ordinate the collection and dissemination of information that is 

valuable to the public. Sadly, in many cases currently, there does not seem to be one single source. For 

example, the state owns three sets of databases containing addresses. “Wouldn’t it be wonderful if there 

were one accurate list of dwellings in the UK giving the name of the property, the street address, the 

postcode and the grid references in each case? Of course, there are copyright issues that would have to 

be sorted out. The Ordnance Survey would claim ownership of the grid reference, the Royal Mail would 

claim ownership of the postcode and the local authority would claim copyright on the name of the 

street”. Once such a database is established, compiled by civil servants during the course of their duties, 

then the information should be provided free of charge to all those who paid for its provision, which 

means the taxpayers. It could be provided on the Internet, so that everybody who wants the information 

could access it. There would have to be safeguards if, for example, there were genuine issues of national 
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security, but the economic benefits to the public utilities, police and fire services, courier and delivery 

services and anybody else who needed to find the location of a specific address would be enormous. The 

provision of raw data does not mean that the state should pay for the cost of disseminating the 

information other than providing the facility to access it. If somebody wishes to have 10,000 copies on 

CDs, then they should pay for it, at the cost of production. And if other individuals or companies wished 

to take the raw data and add extra value by aggregating, sorting or combining the information with other 

data sources, then that would provide an extra benefit as a cost which competition and market forces 

would determine and control. The important point is that the State, financed by the taxpayer, is ideally 

placed to collect and maintain public sector data, but it should then make the unrefined information 

freely available in order to maximise its benefits. 

 

The trouble is that the Government’s role has become confused. What began as State organisations to 

collect the data, have now been expanded into ‘trading funds’ to try to recover the cost of providing such 

data by commercial trading. Any suggestion that the revenue from these commercial activities could in 

any way be reduced is greeted by cries of alarm and dire warnings, that if the trading revenue were to be 

diminished, then the quality of the data would suffer. Neil Shepherd-Smith did not accept that argument, 

maintaining that most people do their jobs to the best of their ability. The best way to maintain the 

quality of information is to distribute it as widely as possible, thus increasing the number of those 

examining and analysing the data and who, as a result, are then in a position to detect errors. 

 

Neil Shepherd-Smith has found encouragement for the view that Government data should be more freely 

available from the comments of Michael Wills MP, Minister for Information at the Department of 

Justice, who thinks that the case for free re-use of public sector data in and outside government is 

‘compelling’ and who is currently awaiting the results of a study into the matter.  In an interview with 

the Guardian in July he said, “I think we have to be extremely careful about the role that government 

plays in markets, and there is always a risk that the state can stifle innovation and 

creativity…Government should provide the proper infrastructure… But beyond that,...by and large the 

presumption must always be that you let people follow their own instincts, let them make some money; 

if it works – great! That’s the way you’re going to get the creativity and the energy”. 

 

Neil Shepherd-Smith concluded "Thank you Minister! News of your progress will be eagerly awaited”. 

 

Trading fund model 

 

Seconding the opposition, Steven Feldman, Pitney Bowes MapInfo, addressed the case for both 

economic benefit and public interest. He suggested that there is a fundamental but subtle difference 

between the information created as a by product of the primary function of a government department or 

agency (e.g. the Postcode Address File) and data that are created as the sole function of an organisation. 

In that regard he believes that the Ordnance Survey and the Hydrographic Office are unique. Their tasks 

are to map Great Britain and our coastal waters. They have no other purpose. Steven Feldman found it 

strange that the proposers of the motion only saw fit to challenge the trading fund model and ignore 

many other public sector information holders whose primary revenue source is not the sale of their data 

products. 

 

The idea that something should be free is superficially attractive, but inevitably ‘someone had to pay’. In 

the case of OS, currently users of the data pay; the OS is a trading fund and is not directly funded by the 

taxpayer. The fact that about half of its revenue comes from public sector clients does not make it 

taxpayer funded any more than the large systems integrators, defence contractors, civil engineers or 

pharmaceutical companies are taxpayer funded. Currently most OS data are available free of use to the 

general public at the point of use through sites such as Google or Multimap which directly or indirectly 

license OS data. One could ask whether this is any different from the NHS which is free at the point of 

delivery, but no one is suggesting that the private sector should obtain healthcare services free of charge 

from the NHS and then be able to re-sell them in innovative new services. 

 

Underpinning the ‘Free our Data’ campaign and the motion of this debate is the proposition that OS data 

should be made available to commercial concerns without charge. The argument is that this would 
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stimulate new information industries and that the overall benefit to UK plc would outweigh the cost of 

funding OS directly from taxpayers’ funds. 

 

Steven Feldman believes that the US model, so frequently quoted, has impacted on quality. Western 

Australia and Singapore have recently switched from a taxpayer funded model to trading funds. He 

challenged the proposers of the motion to provide any evidence of the economic gain they claim for their 

policy. Speaking as the owner of a medium sized fast growth business in this sector, he doubted that any 

significant business opportunities have been stifled by the cost of licensing OS data. 

 

Michael Cross and other members of the ‘Free our data’ campaign repeatedly state that they do not want 

OS to be privatised and that they recognise that it needs to be adequately funded to continue maintaining 

Britain’s’ National Map. However, according to Steven Feldman, they have failed to offer an alternative 

to the current trading fund model. The danger of a treasury funded model is that the quality of OS 

mapping could be dependent upon the vagaries of pending reviews and budgets. Maps versus schools or 

hospitals could be a difficult political decision in an economic downturn. Moreover the lack of continuity 

of funding impacts on investment planning and the maintenance of quality. Five-year plans are usual in 

this sector. 

 

The process by which the OS charge the government is known as transfer pricing and is common in 

organisations which transfer goods or services from one part of an organisation to another. This is to get 

some sense of the usage of a product rather than a merry-go-round. Most of the significant public sector 

users of OS data have entered into collective licensing agreements with OS to have unlimited access to 

OS data. There is not significant benefit to be gained from switching from a user pays model to a direct 

taxpayer subsidy. Indeed if commercial users received the same terms the taxpayer would 

unquestionably be worse off. 

 

On the question of creativity, there are many new and innovative services being offered by charities and 

organisations on the fringe of the public sector such as MySociety. Some of these are combining publicly 

available data in mashups on Google Maps – it is difficult to understand how these services would be 

improved if they were able to obtain free access to OS data. 

 

Steven Feldman cited the highly accurate and current data that OS maintains to a vast range of public 

services including: 

 

• Location and exploitation of natural resources – minerals, soils, vegetation, landscape 

• Viewing and analysis of networks – transport, water, energy and telecoms 

• Location and distribution of people, businesses, new developments, services and other built 

infrastructure 

• Co-ordination of responses to emergencies, natural and man-made disasters – floods, epidemics, 

terrorism 

• Monitoring and management of spatially distributed variables – health statistics, demographics, 

weather 

• Multi-purpose recording and dissemination of information – topographic mapping, hydrographic 

charting, weather forecasting 

• Monitoring of environmental change – ecology, sea level rise, pollution, temperature etc. 

 

Steven Feldman stressed that this is not a trivial list of activity and we should be concerned that we do not 

seek a marginal benefit from increased access to some smaller organisations at the expense of the risk of 

reduced data quality that could arise from a taxpayer funded model for the OS. We must maintain the 

protection of the Crown Jewels. 

 

Discussion from the floor 

 

For the motion 

 

• In arguing for the motion, the contributor pointed out that the government is ever more intrusive and 

if information is freely available there should be opt ins and opts out for sale to others. Restricting 
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information by price is dangerous. We should encourage private organisations to get public data so 

that we all benefit from free data. 

• The contributor pointed out that free data means free from cost, not free from legal constraints. 

These are covered by legislation. 

• The contributor suggested that local authority funding costs are difficult. A House of Commons 

Select Committee highlighted the lack of clarity, high prices and long licenses. We need a model for 

the future rather than a model of the past. A Cambridge study has identified new ways of funding 

data. 

 

Against the motion 

 

• The contributor believed there is so such thing as free data. Somebody has to pay for them. The 

money comes from the taxpayer. Most people, most of the time, do not use government data. Why 

should ordinary people, who don’t want data, pay for what organisations can afford? The contributor 

was also concerned about the inaccuracy of many government economic and demographic statistics 

and believed there was faint hope that market disciplines would induce improvements. 

• Storage, maintenance and distribution of data require funding. The current model provides focused 

management with accountability. Partners such as the Hydrographic Office store and maintain data. 

Hydrographic offices around the world are adopting the UK model. 

 

Summing up 

 

Summing up for the opposition Vanessa Lawrence pointed out that the 5,000 changes made by OS each day 

cost £30 million. 

 

The OS provides accurate data and its maintenance and storage of data underpins public services. Trading 

funds work hard to help people to develop data. Organisations are encouraged to experiment with data. Most 

of the partners have come to work with the OS since the inception of the Trading Fund. Many partners are 

involved in highly innovative projects solely because of the growing sophistication and consistency of OS 

data, and as a direct result of innovations that it is pioneering.   

Investment by Ordnance Survey in its products, services and the technical infrastructure that supports these 

has been greater and more sustained since the inception of the Trading Fund than at any time since WWII.   

 

The user pays model provides predictable and sustainable revenue, funding investment to meet future 

demands. 

The user pays model ensures that customers pay a fair price for a superior product. 

The ‘user pays’ concept is not unique to Britain.  

Funding by taxation is prone to inconsistencies arising from the changing policy priorities of governments. 

Vanessa Lawrence reminded the audience of the ‘Geddes Axe’ of 1921 which left some mapping over 50 

years out of date.  

Summing up for the motion Michael Cross acknowledged that the OS is outstandingly successful. 

Nonetheless when the OFT reported on the re-use of public sector information, there were a number of 

complaints. He put forward an alternative model whereby instead of selling value-added products, the 

functions should be split. There would be a flat user charge and the other half – ‘government maps are us’ – 

would be transferred to the private sector. The situation at the moment is that the government sees itself as a 

map producing agency. The term ‘free’ would cover information as by products. 

 

The result  

 

As a show of hands did not reveal a clear result, a count was declared with the following result 

 

For the motion              41 

Against the motion       36 

 

The motion was therefore carried. 
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Next Debate 

 

The next debate will take place on Monday 26th November 2007, sponsored by the Direct Marketing 

Association. Details from Debating Group Secretary, Doreen Blythe (Tel: 020 8994 9177) e-mail: 

dblythe@varinternational.com           


