
Democracy: 
25 mark plans:

Is direct democracy compatible with representative democracy?

	Yes
	No

	Elected representative enjoy lengthy terms in office, referendums and recalls make them more directly accountable between elections.
	Representative elected in office are given a mandate to act on behalf of voters, representatives should not seek approval from the people.

	Many MP’s toe the party line, rather than represent the interest of their constituents, it reminds who they were elected to serve. 
	Elected representatives are better informed that the general public, they have access to more research. It is nonsensical to leave key decisions to the public.

	Representative democracy limits opportunities of participation, creating political apathy. More ‘direct’ tools may stimulate participation and public debate.
	Representative democracy allows parliament to implement polices that are needed but unpopular.

	R.D, Legislature are drawn from narrow range of backgrounds, some people may not be represented. D.D allows minorities to be represented
	R.D allows for joined-up government where individual policies are decided not in isolation but with full consideration of their effects, referendums undermine this.





Should voting be made compulsory?
	Yes
	No

	Voting is comparable to other compulsory duties such as paying taxes, attending school and completing Jury service. 
	Undemocratic to force people to vote.

	It teaches the benefits of Political Participation.
	The ill informed and those with little interest are forced to vote.

	Governments should focus policy making on the entire populations wishes rather then just the few who turnout.
	It may increase the number in informal votes.

	Voter is not compelled to vote, they ca choose to leave or spoil their ballot.
	It can serve to increase the number of safe seats - encouraging political parties to concentrate on the marginal seats.









Elections and voting:
25 mark plans:

Is FPTP good?
	Yes
	No

	SImplicity- It is easy to understand and operate, voters are familiar with the current system.
	Disproportionate outcomes- number of seats on by parties does not reflect the share of the vote received. UKIP won 1 seat for 4 million votes, Tory 1 seat= 30,000 votes.

	Clear outcome- Normally produce a clear winner, even if no party secures majority of votes the party often with most votes have a secure number of seats.
	Low turnout effects legitimacy: Most voters are represented by an MP who is not from their chosen party, no party receives majority of the vote. In 2010, LIBCON won only 59% votes.

	Effective representation- single-member constituencies provide a clear link between voters and their elected representatives, each MP is accountable to their constituency. 
	Votes have unequal value- Different sizes of constituencies effects the value of votes. 53% votes casted in 2010 were wasted votes, for losing candidates. 

	Strong government- Single-party governments usually with working majorities, can fulfil their mandate by enacting their policy commitments in their manifesto. 
	Limited choice- Only one candidate per party, cannot choose their own candidate for favoured party. Many constituencies are also safe seats i which one party has a substantial lead over rival parties. 




Have the new electoral systems worked?
	Yes
	No

	Election results have been more proportional, translating votes cased to number of seats .
	Extremist parties have gained seats, BNP winning 2 seats in the 2009 Europe Parliament elections.

	Voters have more choice as votes for small parties are likely to be wasted.
	Closed list system used for European elections and the regional list elements of elections restrict voters choice. 

	Voters have become more sophisticated, engaged in politics.
	Weak relationships between representatives and constituents

	Smaller parties win seas and representing those who voted for them.
	Some voters are confused with the new system, higher number of spoiled ballot papers.







Political Parties:
25 mark plans:

Is Britain a two-party system?
	Yes
	No

	The labour and Conservative parties are the only parties with a realistic chance of winning a majority.
	34.9% of voters backed parties other than the ‘big two’ in 2010

	Even in 2010, the labour and conservatives secured 65.1% of the popular vote winning 86.8% of the seats. 
	The UK is a ‘two and a half party system’ where smaller parties have the opportunity to form coalitions with the other two big parties.

	The Labour Democrats are still a long way behind the second-placed party
	different parts of the UK operate under different party systems, in scotland there is a genuine four-way competition.









Pressure Groups:
25 mark plans:

	Yes
	No

	Pressure groups are a form of political participation, rather then traditional voting and party membership.
	Many pressure groups lack legitimacy because they have low levels of internal democracy.

	Pressure groups allow a wide range of opinions to be represented than is possible trough political parties.
	Many non-membership groups are fronts for wealthy and influential business interests, and may have little interest in the greater public good. EG, Insider groups.

	Pressure groups hold the executive and legislature to account, they help ensure that favoured policy is implemented. 
	Less wealthy groups find it far harder to access the policy-making process. Meaning they are undemocratic.


Are Pressure groups good for democracy?



The Constitution 
25 mark plans:

Was the Traditional British constitution effective?
	Yes
	No

	IT provides a clear centre of authority, ensuring a strong government.
	It is outdated, undemocratic elements e.g. HofL are unsuitable for modern democracy.

	The rule of law protects the rights of citizens against the state 
	It produces an excessive centralised power, with few checks and balances.

	The constitution is flexible to accommodate political and social change. 
	Citizens do not get much opportunity to have a direct input in policy-making.



 

Did New Labour reforms (1997-2010) produce a new constitutional settlement?
	Yes
	No

	They were the most extensive package of reforms in modern times, they effected many institutions of government. 
	Parliament remains sovereign and power is still concentrated in the executive. 

	Balance of power in institutions changed, more balances and checks were implemented. 
	More radical changes were not fully implemented e.g. electoral reform for westminster elections and a codified constitution.

	The rights of citizens were strengthened and given greater protection.
	They were evolutionary rather then revolutionary. They have changed the constitution over time rather than dismantling it.




Should the UK have a codified constitution?
	Yes 
	No

	It would provide greater clarity and protection of rights of citizens and what is constitutional.
	It would be entranced and difficult to amend.

	It would set limits on the powers of the state and its governing institutions. 
	It would give judges, who are unaccountable, greater political power.

	It would be an authoritative reference point for the courts to use. 
	Who would write up the constitution, it would be partisan to the governing party at the time of writing it.






Parliament
25 Marks plans:


Are select committees effective in scrutinising the executive?
	Yes
	No

	Select committees scrutinise the policies and actions of government, conducting detailed examinations of issues.
	A government with a majority in the comment often has a majority in Select committees. 

	They question ministers, civil servants and outside experts and can request to access government papers.
	They have no power to propose policy- government can ignore any recommendations made by committees. 

	Select committees are made up of cross bench MP’s who choose their chair, enchanting independence.
	Ministers and Civil servants may not provide much info when being questioned, government papers access may be denied.






Is parliament an effective check on the power of the executive?
	Yes
	No

	The executive’s control over the parliamentary timetable has been weakened by the creation of the Backbench Business committee, which determines the business of the HofC for 1 day per week
	Government defeats are rarer- most backbench MP’s obey the party whip on many divisions.

	Backbench MPs provide greater checks on government policy than in the past; increased incidents of rebellion are a constraint on government action.
	Select committees have very limited power. The government is not required to accept their recommendations and nearly 60% is ignored. 

	The HofL has no party majority, and is effective in revising government polices and actions. Amendments made in the Lords often force the government to rethink their policies.
	The government has significant control over the commons timetable, MP’s hoping to steer legislation through parliament often face many obstacles. 









Should the House of Lords be wholly elected?
	Yes
	No

	Fully elected house would mean that the Lords have legitimacy that can only be derived form democratic elections.
	Legislative gridlock with the HofC. Both chambers would claim to democratic legitimacy. Both also have similar powers.

	If elected by proportional representation it would be more representative of the electorate.
	An appointed house omits expertise and independence of cross bench peers.

	It would be more confident in its work scrutinising and amending government bills, improving the quality of legislation.
	Party whips and patronage would have influence in the Lords.





























The core Executive:
25 Mark Plans:

Is coalition government a significant constraint on the powers of the prime minister?
	Yes
	No

	The Coalition Agreement for stability and Reform sets the number of Liberal Democrat cabinet ministers. Cameroon could not dismiss or reshuffle LibDem ministers without Clegg’s approval.
	The Prime minister retains significant patronage powers, creating an making appointments to Cabinet committees. 

	The PM must manage tensions between both parties, ideological divide cabinet.
	Coalition ensure that the government has majority in commons, even if some compromise is needed. 

	Requires a more collective style of government. 
	PM determines the overall direction of government policy and shapes its responses.




Has there been a presidentialisation of the office of Prime minister?
	Yes
	No

	Prime ministers are becoming more reliant on a close circle of senior ministers and advisors e.g. Tony Blair use of close ministers.
	Senior ministers enjoy support from government departments and have their own special advisers.

	Prime ministers appeal to the public directly, through the media, and claim a personal mandate from the electorate.
	The PM needs the support of ministers and officials to achieve their objective. 

	Prime ministers have authority as Party leader, they are chosen by members and MPs and exercise personalised leadership.
	The PM leads but cannot command the executive, particularly in a coalition. 




Does the Civil Service play a crucial role in policy-making?
	Yes
	No

	Senior Civil servants hold the key roles in government departments, which often develop their own policy ethos.
	Ministers often rely on special advisers, appointed from outside Whitehall, for policy advice.

	Civil service shape gov policy by defining which options are workable and affordable.
	Minsters are accountable for policy decisions, but not for operational ones.

	Civil servants are key actors in policy implementation, which is critical to the success of a policy.
	Senior Servants spend more time on departmental management, and seven out of ten civil servants work in operational delivery.


Has the UK judiciary become more politicised in recent years?
	Yes
	No

	Politicians have often broken the convention by publicly criticising rulings handed down by senior judge. e.g. teresa may 
	The process by which senior judges are appointed in the UK has been made more transparent and less open to accusations of political interferences- result of the creation of an independent Judicial Appointments Commission.

	The Factortame case 1990 showed that UK courts are able to ‘suspend’ acts of parliament where they are found to contradict EU law.
	Increased conflict between judges and politicians is a ‘good’ sign, as it shows that the courts are challenging the government when it appears to be encroaching upon our civil liberties. 

	Human rights act 1998 have drawn senior judges into political arena, by requiring them to rule on the ‘merit’ of individual pieces of statue law as opposed to their ‘application’.
	Senior judges still benefit from security of tenure and guaranteed salaries affords them a degree of ‘insulation’ from political pressure. 




Does the UK need a formal Bill of Rights?
	Yes
	No

	A properly entered Bill of rights would enhance constitutional protection to those rights considered fundamental.
	Entrenching rights would undermine the doctrine of parliamentary sovereignty.

	A bill of rights would serve to limit the power of the state.
	It would be difficult to decide to choose what is featured.

	The presence of a formal Bill of Rights would help to raise cubic awareness of rights, thus contributing to the emergence of a rights cultured.  
	It would be difficult to entrench the Bill of rights properly in the absence of a codified entrenched constitution.




