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Martial Peerage Findings Based on SCA 2010 Census Results

Introduction

As part of our charter to provide the Board of Directors with actionable information and insights regarding the opinions and desires of the individuals within the SCA, the SCA Census Committee examined the specific issues associated with potential new martial peerage options. These options focus on recognizing Fencing, Combat and Target Archery, Equestrian, Siege Weapons, and Thrown Weapons on a peerage level — either on their own, in some combination, or as part of existing peerages. Where we discuss the martial peerage options, we are referring to the various options associated with these additional activities, not the existing martial peerage of the Chivalry

Overview of Results

1. The respondents in general strongly support the idea of a new martial peerage option (70% of SCA Inc. respondents, 71% of Paid members and current participants, and 73% of people who have participated in the past but don’t participate now). The support varies significantly by Kingdom (ranging from 63% to 79%), and by the specific peerage option in question, with only three of the specific options having even a majority-level of support.
 In the combination of the first question with detailed breakdown question asking people to answer how to recognize each particular activity, only three of the eight options have a majority of support for peerage recognition. Only the Fencing option has a very clear and significant majority of support: 
· 65% for a Fencing peerage option 

· 56% for an Equestrian peerage option

· 54% for an Archery-as-a-whole peerage option (combining both Combat and Target archery together as a single option)
2. Members that indicate greater involvement in the SCA were less supportive than the general public of the martial peerage options. These included those who attend more events, those who have participated longer, those who've held an office beyond the local level, and those who have peerages (particularly members of the Chivalry), and Royal Peers

· While between 70% and 74% of those who participate in one event or fewer a month support a martial peerage option, only 60% of those who participate in more than one event a month do.

· While 75% of those who have been participating 10 or fewer years support a martial peerage option, only between 67% and 71% of those who have been participating more than ten years support a martial peerage option (with support waning by length of participation).

· While 73% to 79% of those with Grant-level or lower awards support a martial peerage option, only between 52% and 62% of those with Baronages or Bestowed or Royal Peerages are supportive.

· Those with Fencing and other non-armored martial awards are the most supportive at 73% to 79% and those with armored combat awards are the least supportive at 53%.

· While 72% to 74% of participants who hold no office or a local office support a martial peerage option, only 65% to 67% of those who hold a regional, Kingdom, or Society-wide office do.

· Smaller majorities, but still majorities, of Peers in general still support the idea of a Fencing (58%) or Equestrian (50%) martial peerage option, but not other options.

· Large majorities of Peers in general are against some of the martial peerage options:

· 59% against a Target Archery or Siege Weapons option

· 73% against a Combat Archery option

· 55% against a "combined" Archery option

· 62% against a Thrown Weapons option.

· Former ruling nobles (including Royal Peers and territorial Barons and Baronesses) are more strongly against all the martial peerage options than Peers in general, with 53.5% of former Crowns and 49.2% of former Prince and Princesses against even the Fencing option. 

· Martial Peers (i.e., Chivalry) in particular are very strongly against all the martial peerage options — the least opposition, at 67% against, is for a Fencing option. Combat Archery, Thrown Weapons, and Siege have the strongest opposition at 85-86% against.

3. The 65% of all respondents behind the most-supported (Fencing) option are generally split in regards to the specific options they prefer. Nearly equal numbers support either a unique peerage (23%) or incorporating it within the Chivalry (25%), while 13% support including it an a new order with other martial activities.

4. While the Chivalry are strongly opposed (59%) to the idea of a martial peerage in general, they are even more opposed to recognizing each activity when taken individually. Their most positive response was to fencing with 33% supporting some recognition for fencing. Of those supporting recognition, they supported a new fencing order more than any of the other options, but not by a majority: 

· 36% support recognition within a new fencing order

· 24% support recognition within a new combined order."

· 22% support recognition within the Laurel

· 12% support recognition within the Chivalry

5. Fencing had the most support for all respondents. Support for the specific activities of Combat or Target Archery, Thrown Weapons, and Siege Weapons options were generally similar in overall levels of support for the options and when broken down by preferred approach. Support for the "combined" Archery and Equestrian options were also generally similar.  

· Support for recognition of the Combined Combat and Target Archery, Combat Archery, Target Archery, Thrown Weapon, and Siege Weapon options ranged between 46% and 54% of respondents, though the Combined Archery option was significantly more supported than the others. The most preferred approach towards implementation (between 37% and 46% of those supporting these options) was for a combined recognition with other options.

· Recognition of Equestrian activities received slightly more support than the other non-fencing martial activities with 56% of respondents. Support for a stand-alone new peerage for Equestrian activities was even stronger than Fencing. 
· 32% supported the stand-alone peerage option (compared to 36% for fencing)

· 24% support recognition as part of a Combined Martial Peerage 

· 24% supported recognition within the Chivalry (compared to 38% for fencing).

Summary of Conclusions

While a large majority of respondents support the idea of recognizing other martial activities at the peerage level in general, there is only a large majority of support for the recognition of fencing. Equestrian activities and archery have small majorities in support. The majorities in favor of the options generally diminish significantly, and in some cases become majorities against, with greater number of events attended, greater years of participation, higher offices held, and higher awards. While support for recognition of these activities by peers is particularly low, a slight majority of 53% of Peers as a group favor recognition of fencing at the peerage level. This activity also has significantly greater support from respondents in general. The most influential and active members of the organization are those most generally opposed to change and most in favor of the status quo.

Opinions about how to recognize fencers at the peerage level are quite split. General respondents found both recognizing them within the Chivalry and recognizing them within a new order alone both attractive (with the first option slightly favored). However, the strong opposition to recognizing fencing at the peerage level among the members of the Chivalry, and their opposition to recognition of this activity within the Chivalry, would seem to suggest recognition within a new peerage order for fencing alone as the more attractive organizational option. 

Among the small majority (56%) in support of recognizing equestrian activities at the peerage level, most support recognition within a new peerage order for equestrian activities alone.

While not a majority, there is substantial support (46-49%) for peerage recognition of Combat or Target Archery, Thrown Weapons, and/or Siege Weapons. Among those supporting recognition at the peerage level, the preferred approach is for recognition within a new combined peerage order.

The Peerages, both in their stated requirements and in the example of their members, are explicit statements of the behaviors and activities to which we aspire as a Society – and help our Society function by promoting the ideals of Service, Art, and Chivalry – upon which we are founded. By promoting and symbolizing the ideals and activities of Service, Artistry, and Chivalry, the peerages promote the behaviors that enable our mission to research and recreate the arts and skills of pre-17th Century Europe. Any actions taken should ensure they further this mission and enhance, not hinder, how the Society and its Kingdoms function.

Furthermore, the different implementation options lead to significantly different likely outcomes. Incorporating fencing into the Chivalry would likely lead to a very different rate of and selection criteria for fencing peerages than if it were to be made a stand-alone peerage. Whereas the Chivalry might select more for strength in tourney, incorporating fencing into the Laurel would likely lead to selection criteria based more on research strength. A peerage that combined most or all of the activities in question could lead to peerages significantly dominated by one or two of the activities in some Kingdoms and by other activities in other Kingdoms. Furthermore, incorporating an activity into an existing peerage or creating a broadly combined peerage would mean those who were already Peers of that Order could not be further recognized for excellence in the other activity or activities if it were incorporated into their existing peerage – which could diminish involvement in those activities for those seeking such additional recognition.

Any actions taken in regard to peerage options should be selected to ensure that the peerages continue to function as clear beacons promoting not only the ideals of the society, but also the activities necessary for our Society to function and to best fulfill its mission. Actions taken should ensure significant support for such major change while minimizing the potential opposition to such change (while there will always be opposition to change, it is possible to choose those changes likely to provide the least significant opposition). Finally, they should be selected with a clear understanding of implementation outcomes to maximize the specific objectives (e.g., recognizing excellence within a field of activity) while minimizing the unintended consequences (e.g., defining excellence in a field of activity from those not directly involved with the field, diminishing the interest of peers to get involved with new fields of endeavor, etc…).

In many ways, the organization is faced with a “lesser of evils” decision, as there will be hurt feelings and opposing groups to any decision. The data indicate that perhaps the "least evil" option that recognizes the realities of the environment while minimizing opposition and maximizing satisfaction would be the creation of a stand-alone fencing peerage with a commitment to examine the historical and cultural bases for the other options and specific plans to re-examine support for additional activities at a later date. This approach could not only satisfy the clear majority of the participants who support some form of fencing option and recognize the dramatic growth of fencing in recent decades while not directly upsetting the status quo within the other peerages… but would also indicate similar opportunity amongst the other activities in the future (thus minimizing dramatic opposition from those communities).
While tasked to provide actionable insights into the issues facing the organization as suggested by the Census data, an exhaustive policy analysis of the full range of options and their benefits, disadvantages and intended and unintended consequences, is beyond the scope of our charter. Consequently, we have provided this summary of conclusions and the following overview of options as those insights, suggested by the data, to act as thought-starters for more comprehensive discussion and consideration.

Overview of Options

Majorities of respondents generally supported the idea of recognition of at least some martial activities beyond armored combat at the peerage level, which suggests that at least some organizational action or recognition of these activities is warranted. Consequently, we have not examined options where the organization chooses complete inaction in this regard, as the disadvantages of such an option seem to far outweigh the advantages given the range of other “reconsider later” or “study further” options. Options for action include:

Create a plan to re-examine support at a future date

· Seek stronger and more decisive majorities for change with a new survey at a future date to ensure any change has more support than 65% of participants.

· Seek weaker opposition (particularly in regards to key constituencies) to ensure more supported implementation with less clear opposition (e.g., 59% of Chivalry against any option, 51% of Royal Peers against any option) to change through a new survey at a future date.

Benefits

· Avoid confrontational major organizational change during a time of organizational duress

· Provide time to build greater support and diminish strength and nature of opposition

Risks

· Significant delay indicates decision-avoidance further weakens faith in the BoD

· Proponent groups are further alienated from the organization and might seek or create alternative venues

Create a plan to gain deeper insight into the issues

· Develop an historical and cultural assessment of the options to more broadly frame the debate in terms of the historical basis for the martial peerage options (e.g., the difference between direct vs indirect or gentry vs yeomanry martial activities) as well as the basis for those options within the SCA's specific cultural context.

· Undertake surveys and/or focus groups of specific proponent and/or opponent groups to clarify the nature, depth, and ramifications of their support or (perhaps more importantly) their opposition.

Benefits

· Enhance justification for/against specific options through historical and cultural rationale and clarification of ramifications

· Enable more precise tailoring of options based on specific nature of opposition

Risks

· Minor delays may indicate some decision-avoidance and weaken support for the BoD

· Over-emphasizing importance of current power "elites" may further alienate the larger populace

Consider examining options for recognition of other martial activities at the peerage level within a broader assessment of the peerages in toto

· Discussion of the options for recognition of martial activities has already involved the non-martial peerages; there is reasonable support (8-14%) amongst the various options for inclusion of these martial activities into an existing non-martial peerage, rather than as a new peerage or inclusion in the existing martial peerage.

· A more comprehensive and strategic examination of peerage in general could more fully address all stakeholders and interests and more completely justify and incorporate changes through a systemic reorganization.

Benefits

· Expands and extends the current discussion and interest groups to more fully embrace the scope of SCA activities and stakeholders in a more strategic debate

· might reduce opposition of existing martially-oriented stakeholders

Risks 

· Might significantly extend the length of the current Peerage options debate. 

· Might create additional opposition to change from existing A&S and Service peerage stakeholders 

Conduct an issue-specific polling to ensure complete awareness and participation of interested parties

· Undertake another participant-wide survey with a specific focus on the issue to ensure maximum awareness and participation.

· Undertake a membership-only polling with a specific focus on the issue to ensure the deepest possible understanding of paid membership support.

Benefits

· Avoid confrontational major organizational change during a time of organizational duress

· Avoid opposition based on claims of insufficient understanding of the Census
Risks

· Membership-only polling could significantly alienate current non-member participants

· Issue-specific survey response rates might prove much lower than those of the Census (prior 4th peerage surveys had just over 3,000 respondents)

· Significant delay indicates decision-avoidance further weakens faith in the BoD (and one was already conducted just a few years ago with very similar results).
Democratize the decision through a determinative vote on the issue

· Develop a policy to implement appropriate voting policies and procedures

· Membership-only voting ballots

· Locally-run business meeting-based ballots

· Participant-wide unique identifier ballots

Benefits

· BoD can avoid responsibility and blame for any results

· Avoid confrontational major organizational change during a time of organizational duress

Risks 

· Likely to lead to results (as suggested by Census responses) that are particularly disliked by the most influential SCA participants (Longer participants, more active participants, Officers, Peers, Chivalry, Royal Peers)

· New precedent set for democratic rule weakening the power of the BoD within a culturally Monarchic organization

· Membership-only polling could significantly alienate current non-member participants
Begin to implement or more fully explore implementation of the most strongly supported option

· The creation of a stand-alone fencing peerage appears to be the best candidate. Recognizing fencing at the peerage level was highly supported (65%). While opinions about how to recognize fencing were not decisive, a stand-alone peerage was one of the two most popular responses (with very similar rates of support). It is also the option that is likely to create the least potential opposition.
Benefits

·  BoD strengthened by image of decisive action following Census results
· Implementing most supported and least controversial approach to change

Risks

· Influential opposition groups strengthen their opposition
· Opposition grows amongst those activities not (yet) selected for peerage options
· Precedent set for proliferating highly specialized martial peerages creating additional opposition amongst activities not (yet) selected for peerage options.

Along with the most strongly supported option, begin to explore (or even implement) the next most strongly supported option(s).

· A small majority (56%) of respondents supported recognition of Equestrian activities, with the most popular approach being a stand-alone Equestrian peerage. A stand-alone Equestrian peerage would appear to be the next most strongly supported option with the least opposition.

· While majorities did not favor recognition at the peerage level of the specific activities of Combat Archery, Target Archery, Thrown Weapons, or Siege Weapons, support for each was close to a majority. Among those supporting recognition, the most popular approach was a combined peerage for these activities. A combined Combat Archery, Target Archery, Thrown Weapons, and Siege Weapons peerage would appear to be the third most supported option.

Benefits

· Most fully embraces activity communities by demonstrating an implementation of one change with an eye to future implementations and further changes

Risks
· Least supported by most influential members of the organization (though implemented in the most supported approach)
· Precedent set for proliferating highly specialized martial peerages creating additional opposition amongst activities not (yet) selected for peerage options.
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