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xxx1 Part 2 – Access to Politics

xxx2 Chapter 3 – Who rules Britain?
_Politics in the United Kingdom_

{{Bildeforklaring:}}

Et maleri som viser “The Houses of Parliament” og “Big Ben” i London

{{Slutt}} 
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The British system of government is the result of centuries of evolution. At the heart of that evolution have been conflicts between the monarchy – usually a king – and other powerful interest groups in the kingdom over who should have the most power to decide the policies of the state, particularly over taxes. In the early days this was a conflict between the king and his nobles – members of the aristocracy who wished to limit the king’s powers. The signing of the Magna Carta in 1215 marked the formalisation of a balance between nobles and the king. Over the following centuries the commoners – by far the majority

of the population – also gained rights and powers. Eventually the House of Lords came to represent the interests of the nobility and the House of Commons the interests of the commoners. Together they became known as Parliament.

  In the 1640s a civil war was fought between the monarchy and Parliament. Parliament won the war, but found it could not govern without a monarch. So a compromise was made. The king or queen appointed the ministers that ran the government, but accepted that the majority in Parliament had the final word about who these ministers were, particularly the prime minister. This is the basis of Britain’s _constitutional monarchy_ and _parliamentary democracy_.

xxx3 The Winner Takes All: Elections in Britain

Politics is about power: about winning power and using it to do what you think is right. In a democracy, the people decide who wins power. In a modern society we arrange our democracy through representative government. The people choose their representatives, who sit in parliament, and these representatives make all the decisions that have to be made at a national level to run society and to change things which they think need to be changed. The crucial event – the moment of democratic choice – is an election, when the people choose their representatives.

  As mentioned above, Parliament is made up of the House of Commons and the House of Lords. The House of Commons is often simply called the Commons, or the Lower House, while the House of Lords is referred to as the Lords, or the Upper House. Both Houses meet in the Palace of Westminster, so people often talk of “Westminster” when they mean “Parliament”.

{{Margtekst:}} 

Note that when British people talk about “constitutional practice” or “the constitution” they simply mean the hundreds of laws and conventions developed over the centuries that, taken together, regulate the system of government and political life in Britain and which protect the rights of the individual.

{{Slutt}} 

{{Gloser:}} 

-- evolution - utvikling

-- tax - skatt

-- commoners - vanlige folk, ikke-adelige / vanlege folk, ikkje-adelege

-- nobility - adel

-- constitutional monarchy – konstitusjonelt kongedømme

-- convention - konvensjon

-- crucial - avgjørende/avgjerande

-- election - valg/val

-- House of Commons - Underhuset

-- House of Lords - Overhuset
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{{Bildetekst:}} 

King John signing the Magna Carta, 1215
{{Slutt}} 
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xxx4 Elections to the House of Commons

There are 646 representatives, called Members of Parliament (MPs), in the House of Commons. Each one of them represents one constituency. Britain is divided into 646 parliamentary constituencies.

  These constituencies vary in size. The largest has over 100,000 people who can vote; the smallest has fewer than 30,000. Most, however, have an electorate of between 60,000 and 75,000. (The “electorate” is all the people who can vote.) On the day of a general election, there is an election in each of these constituencies.

  General elections in the UK are not held at fixed times, but no more than five years can elapse between two general elections. The prime minister can “call” a general election at any time. This is often called “going to the country”.

{{Gloser:}} 

-- constituency - valgkrets/valkrins

-- electorate - velgerne/veljarane

-- general election - parlamentsvalg/parlamentsval

-- to elapse - å passere

{{Slutt}} 

{{Figurforklaring:}} 
_The British System of Government_
The people elect the 646 MPs who represent The House of Commons that has much more power than the The House of Lords who are not elected. The Prime Minister is elected amongst the representatives in the House of Commons and he/she represents the leader of the strongest party.

_Parliament_
-- makes the laws

-- passes the budget

-- "watches" the government

There must be a general election

at least every five years.

{{Slutt}} 
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Let us imagine that three or four years have gone by since the last general election, and opinion polls show the prime minister that his party is popular. He goes to the queen and asks her to dissolve parliament. That means only one thing: a new general election. Here are some features of the general election in Britain.

xxx4 The campaign

-– There must be at least three weeks for campaigning and for preparing for the election.

-– The local party organisations in every constituency must therefore always have a candidate ready to fight an election.

-– There are usually some candidates who do not represent any party at all. Independent candidates usually have no hope of winning, but in the three latest general elections a non-party candidate did in fact win a seat in the House of Commons.

-– In the three-week campaign before Election Day the candidates do all they can to persuade people in their constituency to vote for them.

-– Nowadays the most important debates take place on television between party leaders. Paying for political advertising on radio and television is not permitted, but political advertising is allowed in the press, on the internet and on billboards.

xxx4 Election Day – winner takes all

On Election Day (always a Thursday) the polling stations – the place where you actually vote – are open all day. You can also vote by post. When the polling stations close, the excitement all around the country grows as people await the first results. Counting is still done by hand, usually in a large hall. The candidates are in the hall, pacing up and

down nervously, probably drinking cups of tea. Even party leaders are in their constituencies making polite conversation with the other candidates. This reminds us of an important aspect of British politics: an MP is expected to maintain very close links with his or her constituency

all through a parliament’s life. 

  For most candidates these nervous hours late on a
Thursday night or early on a Friday morning are a short

lived moment in the limelight, because the system of

representation in the UK is the “first-past-the-post”
system: only one candidate is elected, and that is the

candidate with the most votes. So if there are four

candidates, Diana Brown, Douglas Black, Debbie White and

Derek Green and the results are as follows: Brown 20,000

votes, Black 20,000 votes, White 20,000 votes, Green 20,050

votes – who gets elected to parliament? Answer: Derek
Green.
{{Gloser:}} 

-- to dissolve - å oppløse / å løyse opp

-- polling station - stemmelokale

-- limelight - rampelys

-- “first-past-the-post” system - “førstemann-i-mål”-system

{{Slutt}} 
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1. Who can vote? British citizens or citizens of Commonwealth countries or of the Irish Republic who are resident in Britain. You have to be over 18. There are special rules for people living abroad. Members of the House of Lords, those detained in mental hospitals and people in prison convicted of an offence cannot vote.

2. Who can be elected to the House of Commons? Same as above but the minimum age is 21. In addition, the following cannot be elected to the House of Commons: members of the House of Lords, holders of judicial office, members of the armed forces, people serving a prison sentence of more than 12 months. All candidates pay a deposit of £500 which they lose if they fail to win more than 5% of the votes in their constituency. There are strict rules to control how much money candidates spend on the election campaign.

3. How many people vote in general elections? 84% of the electorate in 1950; 76% in 1979; 77% in 1992; 71% in 1997; 59% in 2001 and 61.2% in 2005. The general trend would seem to be downwards.

4. By-elections. When an MP dies, or retires, an election is held in his or her constituency to find a replacement. This election is called a byelection. There is no system of reserve or substitute MPs in Britain. 
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The other candidates can go home and get on with their normal lives. The people who voted for the defeated candidates have, in a sense, wasted their votes. There are no extra seats in the House of Commons to be shared out to gallant losers. It is the winner who takes all.

  As an example, here is a general election result from the election in 2005. The constituency is called Hampstead and Highgate, and is in London.

{{Tabell: 5 kolonner, 9 rader}} 

Name             Party               Votes     %      +/– %

Glenda Jackson   Labour              14,615    38.3   –8.6

Piers Wauchope   Conservative        10,886    28.5   +3.9

Ed Fordham       Liberal Democrat    10,293    27.0   +6.5

Sian Berry       Green               2,013     5.3    +0.6

Magnus Nielsen   UK Ind. Party       275       0.7    –0.2

George Weiss     Vote for Yourself   91        0.2    +0.2

                 Majority            3,729     9.8

                 Turnout             38,173    55.5

{{Slutt}} 

In the Hampstead and Highgate constituency there were a large number of candidates, and that is not unusual in British politics. In this case they were guaranteed extra publicity because the actress Glenda Jackson is a well known celebrity. In 2001 she had 46.9 per cent of the vote, so her majority was reduced considerably in the 2005 election. Glenda goes to Westminster again, while the others go home, representing together 61.7% of the votes!

xxx4 An unfair system?

The British electoral system is often called unfair. This is because it makes it very difficult for medium-sized or small parties to get any of their candidates elected as MPs if the support for these parties is spread evenly throughout the UK. These smaller parties risk coming in second or third (or worse) everywhere. They can only win seats if their support is concentrated in certain areas.

  A glance at the following table shows which of the three largest parties had most reason to be dissatisfied after the 2005 general election.

{{Gloser:}} 

-- gallant loser - modig taper / modig tapar

-- publicity - mediedekning

-- evenly - jevnt/jamt

{{Slutt}} 
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Many people think this is undemocratic, and would prefer a system of proportional representation by which seats in Parliament would be shared out more fairly (see p. 192). In other words, a party’s total number of seats in the House of Commons would more or less match its national support. They maintain that the two big parties have too much power.

  Those who defend Britain’s electoral system point out that it usually produces strong governments, while still giving the people the chance to get rid of unpopular ones. They maintain that a system of proportional representation would produce weak governments – either a minority government or a coalition government made up of more than

one party. Moreover, they say, the MP in Britain’s single-member constituencies feels personally committed to his or her constituency in a very special way and they feel that this contact could be threatened by having more than one MP from each constituency.

{{Gloser:}} 
-- proportional representation - mandatfordeling etter forholdstallsvalg / mandatfordeling etter forholdstalsval

-- to maintain -- å hevde

-- committed - engasjert

{{Rammetekst:}} 

{{Tabell:3 kolonner, 3 rader}} 

Party              UK share of vote     Share of seats

                                        in House of Commons

Labour             35.3%                55%

Conservative       32.3%                30.7%

Liberal Democrats  22.1%                9.6%

{{Slutt}} 

{{Bildetekst:}} 

Woman at the ballot box, 1920s

{{Slutt}} 
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>>>> Activities

1. Vocabulary
Write a brief explanation of these terms: constitution – representative government – MP – constituency – electorate – election campaign – non-party candidate – deposit –

by-election 

2. Discussion
Discuss in groups:

a) Why do you think people in prison and in mental hospitals are not allowed to vote? What are your views on this?

b) You can vote when you are 18, but have to be 21 to stand as a candidate. How do you feel about this?

c) Why do you think there is control of spending during election campaigns?

d) Why do you think local campaigning is less important today than fifty years ago?

e) The queen can vote. Why do you think she and other members of the royal family always choose not to?

3. Writing
Write a report (see Toolbox on access. cappelen.no) in which you explain the main differences between the British electoral system and the Norwegian one. You will find information about the Norwegian electoral system on our website.

4. Listening – voter turnout
a) In the 2005 general election, the turnout in Britain was only 61.2 per cent. Sit in groups and discuss what the reasons might be for low voter turnout.

b) Then listen to some British people saying why they did not bother to vote in the election. Make notes of the reasons they give and compare these to the points you came up with in your discussion. The text can be found on the Access CD or on access.cappelen.no.

5. Discussing the result: hampstead and highgate (P. 157)

a) Which candidates do you think were most satisfied?

b) How many of the candidates lost their deposits?

c) Was the turnout above or below the national average?

6. News Update
Make a news update on the hottest current issues in British politics. You might want to limit your update to a single area of interest, for example health, education, crime,

unemployment, poverty, devolution or international relations.

7. Quick research
Choose one task. Summarize your findings in no more than five bullet points.

a) “There are strict rules to control how much money candidates spend on the election campaign,” the text says. Go to access.cappelen.no to find out exactly how much money a political party can spend in a constituency.
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b) Go to our website to find the latest national election results from Norway and the United Kingdom. Compare vote percentages/representation of the three largest parties in the Norwegian parliament with the three main parties in the UK. What conclusions can you draw?

8. Vocabulary – the language of politics
a) Match the word with the correct definition. 

-- legislation 
-- candidate 
-- Westminster 
-- lobby 
-- minister 
-- petition (verb) 
-- constitution 
-- going to the country 
-- voter turnout 
-- interest group that tries to influence politicians

-- calling an election in the UK

-- the making of laws

-- the basic principles and laws of a nation, state, or social group that determine the powers and duties of the government and guarantee certain rights to the people

-- a member of the cabinet entrusted with the management of a division of governmental activities

-- the number of people who participate in an election

-- to make a formal written request

-- an example of metonymy; the name of the place where Parliament sits is used as a name for Parliament itself

-- someone who is nominated or qualified for an office

b) What are the verb forms of the following nouns from activity 8a? legislation – lobby – constitution – voter

c) What are the noun forms of these verbs? petition – represent – participate – nominate – regulate – elect
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As mentioned at the start of this chapter, the House of Commons is by far the most powerful political institution in Britain. The monarch cannot stop it doing what it wants, and the other House, the House of Lords, can only postpone its decisions.

xxx3 Centres of Power: Parliament and the Prime Minister

The House of Commons has these main functions:

-– it makes new laws;

-– it decides the level of public spending and of taxes;

-– it is a watchdog over the government and a debating chamber in which the government must defend its decisions;

-– it is a recruiting office for the top jobs in government;

–- although most of the work of the House of Commons is organised through political parties, it can still give all sorts of different groups in Britain a “voice”;

-– all in all, the House of Commons gives, or refuses to give, its assent to the government, and it can defeat a government and force it to resign.

Let us look at each of these functions.

  The House of Commons makes new laws. Any new law has to win a vote (called a “reading”) in the House of Commons three times. Most new laws start out as government proposals, but some time is set aside for “private members’ bills”. These are proposals made by individual MPs. Sometimes a private member’s bill runs its course through parliament and ends up as a law. Most new laws, however, become laws because the government wants them.

  Second, the government’s decisions about what it spends money on, how much it spends, and where it gets its money from, must be approved by the House of Commons. This is an area which is followed closely by the public, and the annual budget is one of the highlights of the parliamentary year. Will taxes go up? Will more money be spent on hospitals? Will petrol be cheaper? It is the House of Commons that decides whether or not to accept the government’s proposals.

{{Margtekst:}} 
The making of laws is called legislation. An institution that makes laws is a legislature (Parliament in the UK, the

Congress in the USA, Stortinget in Norway). Every new law is an Act of Parliament, signed by the monarch; the proposal for a new law is called a bill.

{{Slutt}} 

{{Gloser:}} 

-- to postpone - å utsette / å utsetje

-- public spending – offentlige utgifter / offentlege utgifter

-- watchdog - vakthund

-- assent - tilslutning

-- to resign - å gå av

-- proposal - lovforslag

-- bill - lovforslag

-- legislation - lovgivning/lovgiving

-- legislature - lovgivende instans / lovgivande instans

-- to approve - å godkjenne

-- annual - årlig/årleg

{{Slutt}} 
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Third, everything the government does is examined and debated in the House of Commons, and especially in Question Time. Everything is also examined in the many specialist committees MPs belong to. The prime minister and every minister in the government must explain what they are doing, and if necessary defend it against the criticism of

MPs who disagree with it.

  Fourth, the House of Commons is a recruiting office. Anyone who wants a career in politics must be elected to the House of Commons. A prime minister, when he picks cabinet ministers, does not (as in the USA and Norway) go to other places like the world of business or to the universities or to “old friends” to find names, but instead chooses, nearly always, from the lists of his or her own party’s MPs.

  Fifth, MPs often put forward their views on issues that do not fall within the normal scope of party politics at all and can express the views of groups of people who do not really have a political mouthpiece (such as the elderly, or particular occupations). The House of Commons has the job of expressing what the people of Britain feel.

  Sixth, and summing up, a government needs the support of the House of Commons to carry out its policies. Generally, the government gets this assent, since it is supported by the strongest party in the Commons.

{{Margtekst:}} 
Debates in the House of Commons are chaired by the Speaker or Deputy Speaker. He or she is an MP, and is chosen by the other MPs.

{{Slutt}} 

{{Gloser:}} 

-- to examine - å granske

-- scope - ramme

-- mouthpiece - talerør

{{Slutt}} 

{{Bildetekst:}} 

27 June, 2007: Tony Blair (seated, centre left) receives a

standing ovation from Labour Members of Parliament at the end of his last Prime Minister’s Question Time in the House of Commons

{{Slutt}} 
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Fortunately, however, some MPs have minds of their own, so even a government with a large majority in the House must expect a constant stream not just of support but also of questions, suggestions and criticism.

xxx4 The House of Lords: still going strong?

The House of Lords is the Upper House, or Second Chamber, of Parliament. It has gradually lost power through recent centuries. In the 20th century it lost its power to stop laws, and it lost its power to influence the budget. In addition, the composition of House of Lords was changed in a major reform in 1999. Here are the main changes:

{{Tabell: 2 kolonner, 5 rader}} 

Before 1999                    After 1999

About 800 hereditary peers     92 hereditary peers

About 400 life peers about     600 life peers

12 Law Lords                   no change

26 Lords Spiritual             no change

{{Slutt}} 

{{Gloser:}} 

-- Hereditary peers: people who have inherited a title 

-- Life peers: people who have been given a title for life by the government

-- Law Lords: senior judges 

Lords Spiritual: 2 archbishops and 24 bishops from the Church of England

{{Slutt}} 

xxx4 What does the House of Lords do?

The main function of the House of Lords is to act as a revising chamber – to revise what the House of Commons has decided and passed on. In the course of an average year over 1,000 changes are made and it is in fact rare for the House of Commons to reject changes made by the House of Lords. The Lords therefore give a very useful second look at legislation.

  The House of Lords also keeps an eye on what the government is doing and debates many issues of current interest. In some areas it has much more expertise than the House of Commons: after all, many people are made life peers precisely because they are experts in some field like

medicine, science, astronomy, education, town planning or whatever it might be.

xxx4 What do people think of the House of Lords?

Those who support the House of Lords put forward the following arguments. 

  – The House of Lords does a useful job. A system that works should not be scrapped.

{{Gloser:}} 

-- composition - sammensetning/samansetning

-- heriditary peer - et medlem som har arvet sin plass i Overhuset / ein medlem som har arva plassen sin i Overhuset

-- life peer - et medlem som har blitt tildelt sin plass i Overhuset for livet / ein medlem som er tildelt plassen sin i Overhuset for livet

-- to revise - å revidere

{{Slutt}} 
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{{Rammetekst:}} 

_Snapshot from Politics: Strange Customs in Parliament_
Nowhere is British conservatism more obvious than in Parliament. In the House of Commons, the party in government sits facing those in opposition, and the distance between the front benches is two swords’ lengths. You would, of course, be hard pressed to find an MP brandishing a sword in the chamber today, but they used to,

and change comes very slowly to Westminster.

  In the Commons the benches are green, but in the Lords they are red, and some of them – those where the bishops sit – have supports at the ends. This is because in the old days peers used to have a few drinks – a good few in many cases – at lunchtime, and it was thought undignified for a bishop to fall into an alcohol-induced sleep and tumble onto the floor.

  There are lots of odd titles in Parliament: the Lord Privy Seal, the Sergeant-at-Arms, Gold Stick and many more. Most of them are ceremonial. One of the most interesting survivals from centuries ago is the Gentleman Usher of the Black Rod. When Parliament is opened by the Queen, this official summons MPs to the House of Lords to listen to Her Majesty. When he arrives at the House of Commons, however, the MPs slam the door in his face until he has knocked (with a black rod, of course) three times and identified himself. This is to show that nobody, not even the monarch, can order MPs around.

{{Slutt}} 

{{Bildetekst:}} 

The Mace is carried back to the House of Commons followed by the Black Rod and the Speaker of the House of Commons, following the traditional reading of the Queen’s Speech

{{Slutt}} 

{{Gloser:}} 

-- to brandish - å svinge

-- alcohol-induced - forårsaket av alkohol / framkalla av alkohol

-- to summon - å tilkalle

-- rod - stav

{{Slutt}} 
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-– If the House of Lords became elected, it would rival the House of Commons, and the whole democratic process would be changed. At the moment, precisely because it is not elected, the House of Lords cannot hope to rival the power of the House of Commons.

Some people think an Upper House is unnecessary. The House  of Commons, they argue, should be able to organise itself so that it does everything that needs to be done alone. Others want to keep a second chamber, but want much more radical changes. Among their suggestions are these:

-– there should be no hereditary peers there at all;

-– some, or all, members should be elected;

-– political parties should be given a share of the seats according to the relative strengths of the parties in the Commons;

-– leaders of other religions (i.e. not just of the Anglican church) should be included.

The reform that was put through by the Labour government in 1999 was quite cautious and did not change too much. The changing of the composition and power of the House of Lords is a fairly slow process. The important point is that Parliament is free to make these changes as it decides, since there is no constitution that lays down the law.

xxx4 How to become prime minister

Immediately after a general election in accordance with the practice of constitutional monarchy, the monarch asks the leader of the largest party in the newly-elected House of Commons to be the king or queen’s prime minister and form a government. If one party has an overall majority, this is no problem. For example, in 1997 the Labour Party was the largest party after the general election. The incumbent (i.e. sitting) prime minister, John Major, leader of the Conservative Party, resigned, as he had to do. The queen asked Tony Blair – leader of the victorious Labour Party – to become prime minister, as she had to do.

  It is also possible to change the prime minister during a parliamentary period. In 2007 Tony Blair resigned and passed on the reigns of power to Gordon Brown, who had been serving as the finance minister (chancellor of the exchequer) of Blair’s Labour government.

{{Gloser:}} 

-- relative strengths - styrkeforhold

-- cautious - forsiktig

-- overall majority - simpelt flertall / simpelt fleirtal

-- incumbent - regjerende/regjerande

{{Slutt}} 
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xxx4 What does the prime minister do?

An hour or so after being asked to form a government the prime minister, who for the rest of this text we shall assume to be a man, stands outside the door of 10 Downing Street, smiling and waving and probably telling the TV microphones that it is a “historic moment”. So it is.

The prime minister has enormous power, and a large number of decisions to make. He is also constantly in the media limelight.

Here are some of the prime minister’s responsibilities:

-– He appoints all cabinet ministers and can re-shuffle the cabinet whenever he likes.

–- He decides the government’s overall strategy.

–- He has a wide range of patronage, like dealing out good jobs, and deciding who should get what in the queen’s honours lists.

–- He can ask the queen to dissolve parliament and call a general election at any time, as long as no more than five years elapse since the previous election.

–- He has regular contacts with foreign leaders.

–- In prime minister’s Question Time (half an hour once a week) in the House of Commons he is asked difficult questions and is expected to answer them convincingly.

The cabinet usually consists of about twenty ministers. The most important are the chancellor of the exchequer, in charge of finances, the foreign secretary, in charge of Britain’s relations with other countries, and the home secretary, who has responsibility for law and order issues,

the police, and services like the fire service. The prime minister can, however, himself take the lead in any of these areas if he wishes.

  In a sense the prime minister is supreme. He can get away with just about anything so long as he commands a majority in the House of Commons. If his party has an overall majority there, and if party discipline is good, then he knows that his support is secure. If, however, his support in the House of Commons cracks, he is finished. In this, the prime minister’s position is completely different from the American president’s position. The British prime minister is not elected in a separate election. The prime minister knows that a general election is never more than five years away, when the people will deliver their verdict on his and his government’s performance. This is a constant reminder that he is not all-powerful.

{{Gloser:}} 

-- to re-shuffle - å stokke om

-- patronage - utnevnelsesrett/utnemningsrett

-- to dissolve - å oppløse / å løyse opp

-- chancellor of the exchequer - finansminister

-- foreign secretary - utenriksminister/utanriksminister

-- home secretary - innenriksminister/innanriksminister

-- supreme - suveren

-- to crack - å svikte

-- all-powerful - allmektig

{{Slutt}} 
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{{Bildetekst:}} 

Newly appointed Prime Minister Gordon Brown waves with wife Sarah in front of the door step of 10 Downing Street on June 27, 2007

{{Slutt}} 
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>>>> Activities

1. Understanding the text
a) How does the House of Commons check and scrutinise what the government is doing?

b) Why is the House of Commons sometimes called a “recruiting office”?

c) Can MPs do anything on their own?

d) Quickly run through the main functions of the House of Commons.

e) What powers did the House of Lords lose in the 20th century?

f) What power, if any, does the House of Lords have over the House of Commons?

g) What are the arguments people use for keeping the House of Lords as it is?

h) What sort of changes would other people like, and why?

i) Explain when and how a new prime minister is appointed.

j) Explain what power the prime minister has, and the limitations to this power.

2. Vocabulary
a) Match these terms: 
-- dissolve parliament 
-- cabinet 
-- chancellor of the exchequer 
-- Question Time 
-- incumbent prime minister 
-- foreign secretary 
-- minister who travels most 

-- noisy session in the House 
-- the sitting prime minister 
-- the government 
-- call a new general election 
-- minister who is best at counting money

{{Bildetekst:}} 

The House of Lords during the annual State Opening of Parliament ceremony
{{Slutt}} 
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b) Here is a list of nouns. Make sure you know what they mean, and then find adjectives that correspond to the nouns, as in the example.

{{Tabell: 2 kolonner, 10 rader}} 

Noun                Adjective

power               powerful

separation

law

support

caution

decision

responsibility

force

defence
{{Slutt}} 

3. Discussion
Discuss in small groups:

a) “Fortunately, however, some MPs have minds of their own” (p. 163). Why is this a good thing in a democracy? On the other hand, MPs are expected to vote in the way their party wants, and party whips are responsible for maintaining this party discipline. Is this also a good thing? Explain!

b) How would you sum up the changes in the House of Lords in 1999? Why do you think many people were disappointed?

c) Do you think we should have a nonelected “upper house” in the Norwegian parliament as well? Why or why not?

4. Working with a news article
Here is a news article written before the 2005 general election. Read it and then do the activities that follow. Note: The Conservative Party in Britain is also called

the Tory Party.

{{Rammetekst:}} 

_Fresh Lords reforms are promised_
The House of Lords could face further modernisation.

The final 92 hereditary peers would be ousted from the House of Lords if Labour is re-elected, according to the party’s election manifesto.

  Parliament would also be given a free vote on who sits in the Lords, leaving open the possibility of elected peers.

  And there would be a review of how the Lords works, something the Tories fear would make it less powerful.

  Most hereditary peers were removed in 1999. The 1999 changes were meant to be the first stage of the Lords reform. The government later tried to remove the remaining hereditaries but dropped the plan because of Lords’ opposition.

  On Wednesday, Labour’s Patricia Hewitt pledged: “We’ll complete the reform of the House of Lords, getting rid of the hereditary peers and allowing a free vote on composition. And we’ll modernise the Lords procedures to improve scrutiny.”

  A time limit would be imposed so the House of Lords could spend no longer than 60 sitting days debating legislation. The Lords can currently delay bills by up to a year.

  Hewitt says the limit is designed to ensure the Lords does not become more politicised, with opposition parties able to derail the government’s programme.

  But Conservative Lords Leader Lord Strathclyde said: “What on earth is the point of electing people to a body that is even less powerful than the current second chamber that we have?”

  The Tories would make the Lords more independent of government “and therefore, more able to do its job, which is to hold the government to account”, he said.

  (BBC News)

{{Slutt}} 
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a) What features of the text (style, language, structure) reveal that this is a news article? (See Toolbox on access. cappelen.no for help on genres.)

b) Direct speech is used in the article. What is the effect of this?

c) Would you say that this article presents the topic in an objective manner? Support your answer with examples from the text.

5. Writing

Read the text below and then write a letter to the editor of The Independent, stating either that the time has come to get rid of the monarchy once and for all, or that the

monarchy is an important institution in British society. (See Toolbox on our website for help on writing letters to the editor.)

{{Rammetekst:}} 

The UK is a monarchy. The queen has a formal role as head of state, representing the UK at home and abroad, and a formal role in government, with a long list of duties. These include the signing of Acts of Parliament to make them laws, and the opening of Parliament.

  She is “above politics” in the sense that she must be completely impartial. In this, Queen Elizabeth II, who by 2007 had worked with eleven prime ministers, has been impeccably correct.

  The queen and the rest of the royal family are the nation’s foremost celebrities, which means enormous publicity for royal marriages and royal babies, and

for royal divorces, or scandals of one sort or another.

{{Slutt}} 

6. Language – Metaphors
Newspaper reporters like to use metaphors. A metaphor is language that directly ascribes a quality in one thing (object A) to another thing (object B). Use one of the

following metaphors to rewrite each sentence below so it has the same meaning. brick wall – tower of strength – ivory tower – tower above – gateway to – cement

  Example: Social welfare costs have risen sharply. Social welfare costs have gone through the roof.

a) He failed to get his point across because no one wanted to listen.

b) While so many other members of his party were taken down by scandal, he was a symbol of the strong and resolute man.

c) The writer of the report has no idea what the man in the street wants, he is out of touch with the real world.

d) By agreeing with him in the environmental case he felt that he had ensured their political relationship.

e) There was something about the woman, the way she spoke, her actions and her speeches that made her stand out from her opponents.

f) Winning the by-election was the way for him to get into the upper echelons of the party.

7. Quick Research
Work in pairs. Go to access.cappelen.no and find information about recent developments in the process of reforming the House of Lords. Make a short summary of

your findings in the form of an oral news report, and then join another pair. Read out your reports to each other.
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One reason that power moved to the House of Commons after the establishment of a constitutional monarchy was the organisation of political parties in Britain. Of course, there had always been factions and groups in Parliament which represented important interests in the kingdom, but the gradual extension of the right to vote during the

1800s made it necessary for these factions and groups to have a more formal structure and organisation to find candidates, mobilise voters, adopt a programme and keep discipline among MPs once elected. Gradually well-organised political parties emerged.

xxx3 Political Parties in the United Kingdom

Contemporary politics without parties is unthinkable. They are, in a journalist’s words, the “glue of politics”. So, what do the parties of Britain do, and what do they stand for? 

  First, the parties fight for political power – that is, to win control democratically of the House of Commons and the other political institutions of the country. They represent coalitions of different groups in society and allow them to clash in an organised and institutionalised way. They try to persuade the people continually that they have the best solutions to the needs of society.

  Second, they give ordinary men and women a chance to participate in politics. If you want a career in politics you must pin your colours to one party – the one that lies closest to your heart – and get selected as that party’s candidate at an election, preferably an election it has some chance of winning.

  Finally, they are accountable – at election time the voters say what they think of the performance of the parties. Unpopular parties lose elections; popular ones win them.

  Since 1918 British politics has been dominated by two large parties: the Conservative Party and the Labour Party.

{{Gloser:}} 

-- faction - fraksjon

-- extension - utvidelse/utviding

-- to emerge - å oppstå

-- contemporary - nåtidig/notidig

-- pin your colours -- vise troskap / vise truskap

-- accountable - ansvarlig/ansvarleg

{{Slutt}} 
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xxx4 The Conservative Party

The Conservative Party (also called the Tory party) was the party of government for two-thirds of the 20th century. It is a centre-right party in which the following beliefs are strongly held:

-– the individual should be given maximum opportunity to manage his/her own affairs

-– market forces should be allowed to operate relatively freely

–- taxation should be relatively low

–- public spending should be kept low

–- privatisation is healthy

As its name suggests, the Conservative party is, in social matters, fairly conservative. This means that it supports slow steady change, not quick sudden change. It also supports “traditional” values and institutions, like family life, the House of Lords and public (i.e. private) schools, and it opposes a lot of “new” ideas, like independence for Scotland. However, in some fields, such as modernising industry, it supports change and new thinking.

  It is a traditional Tory belief that government should show concern for ordinary people – for example, their health and living conditions – and should attempt to build “One Nation”. In the 1950s the Conservatives inherited from a Labour government a mixed economy (i.e. a mix of private and state enterprise and control) and a welfare state, and decided not to dismantle these things.

  During Margaret Thatcher’s period as prime minister (1979–90) this moderate tradition was thrown on the rubbish heap, and the party sharpened its attack on what it saw as the enemies of British efficiency and progress: the trade unions, high taxes, too much social welfare and high spending by local and central government.

  The Conservative Party is split in its attitude to the European Union. Today the party is divided between the Eurosceptics, many of whom want Britain to leave the EU, and pro-Europeans, who want Britain to join the monetary union and replace pounds and pence with Euros. The right wing of the party looks with horror at the size of the non-white British population.

{{Gloser:}} 

-- taxation - skattlegging

-- mixed economy - blandingsøkonomi

-- to dismantle - å nedbygge / å byggje ned

-- efficiency - effektivitet

-- progress - framskritt, framsteg

-- trade union - fagforening/fagforeining

-- monetary union - valutaunion

{{Slutt}} 

{{Margtekst:}} 

For more on this period in British history, see Chapter 1, p. 45.

{{Slutt}} 
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xxx4 The Labour Party

The Labour Party came into existence in 1900 specifically to get people elected to parliament who could represent working-class interests. It is a left-of-centre party whose ideology has always supported the cause of the have-nots in British society.

  Welfare is still at the core of Labour’s ideology, but over the last decades the party has toned down its original socialist ideology in order to recapture middle-class voters it had lost to the Conservative Party during the 1980s. It no longer believes the state should run large-scale industry and it is no longer suspicious of big business. It is even willing to accept a role for private enterprise in the state run welfare state. So big has the

change in the Labour Party been that it is now often called “New Labour”, although it has not officially changed its name.

  Tony Blair became Labour’s leader in 1994 and in 1997 he became prime minister on the basis of this more moderate centrist program. While moving to the centre, he also developed a close relationship to the USA, first working with President Bill Clinton for peace in Northern Ireland and later with President George W. Bush, supporting the war on terrorism and the invasion of Iraq. This latter policy was not very popular with the British people and there were many unhappy voices within his own party. Another source of criticism was from people who attacked him for making Labour too much like the Tories.
{{Margtekst:}} 
The Labour government which came to power in 1945 undertook

to take care of the health of the British people “from the cradle to the grave”. It nationalized most of the medical and dental sectors, and treatment, medicines and even spectacles were provided free of charge. The establishment of the National Health Service (NHS) was a milestone in British social history.

{{Slutt}} 

{{Gloser:}} 

-- the have-nots - de eiendomsløse, de fattige / dei eigedomslause, dei fattige

-- extension - utvidelse/utviding

-- National Health Service - Storbritannias offentlige helsetjeneste / den offentlege helsetenesta i Storbritannia

-- large-scale industry - storindustri

-- private enterprise – privat initiativ

{{Slutt}} 
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Blair stepped down as prime minister in 2007 and was replaced by his Labour Party colleague, Gordon Brown.

xxx4 The Liberal Democrats

The Liberal Democrats were formed as a single party in 1988 when two small parties (the Liberals and the Social Democratic Party) united. They emphasise the freedom of the individual and are sceptical of big business – so they oppose both socialism and conservatism. They are strongly in favour of power moving from London to the regions – a

policy called Devolution – and they have always favoured Britain being a full member of the European Union. No other party can equal their enthusiasm for the EU. They generally welcome social change and have a fairly relaxed attitude to traditional values and institutions.

{{Margtekst:}} 

_Parties in Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland_
Each of these countries is an integral part of the United

Kingdom, and although each has its own parliament or assembly it also elects MPs to the House of Commons. See

Chapter 8 for more information about political parties in

these countries. 
{{Slutt}} 

{{Rammetekst:}} 

_Snapshot from Politics: Loony Parties_

We have all heard of New Labour, the Tories and the LibDems, and people – well, a lot of people – take them

quite seriously. Not so well known outside the UK are

smaller parties with satirical agendas which have been

founded to show how absurd politics can be. The Official

Monster Raving Loony Party, for example, has fielded

hundreds of candidates with ridiculous names, and, like the other loony parties, has never won a seat in the Commons. Nevertheless, its campaigns for passports for pets and 24-hour pub opening have been extremely popular.

  Then there is the Death, Dungeons and Taxes Party, whose manifesto includes proposals such as lowering the school-leaving age to nine, re-introducing hanging (but only for offences such as throwing away apple cores in the street) and conquering France. Perhaps the Church of the Militant Elvis Party, headed by “Lord Biro”, might get your vote? It is pledged to abolishing capitalism, which, it claims, turned Elvis into a media joke.

  Obviously, not many people vote for these parties, but a few do, and this is a sign of the times. The fact that loony parties actually win handfuls of votes, and that they attract a good deal of media attention, indicates that some people are quite bored with conventional politics in the UK – and that many have a good sense of humour. 
(Picture:)

The leader of Britain’s Official Monster Raving Loony Party, former rock singer Screaming Lord Sutch. When Sutch died in 1999, a spokesman for Prime Minister Tony Blair said: “Screaming Lord Sutch will be much missed. For many years he made a unique contribution to British politics”

{{Slutt}} 

{{Gloser:}} 

-- to emphasise - å legge vekt på / å leggje vekt på

-- integral - vesentlig/vesentleg

-- agenda - dagsorden

-- manifesto - programerklæring

-- to pledge - å love

{{Slutt}} 
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>>>> Activities
1. Understanding the text
True or false? Rewrite the false sentences.

a) The Labour Party is older than the Conservative Party.

b) The Conservative Party is a socialist party.

c) Conservatives believe strongly in individual freedom.

d) The Liberal Democrats are the second largest party in Britain.

e) The Labour Party has moved towards the centre in politics.

f) The Conservative Party is also called the Tory Party.

g) When the Conservatives won the 1951 general election, they privatised welfare services on a grand scale.

h) Margaret Thatcher was prime minister for 14 years.

i) Tommy Blair was appointed prime minister in 1997, and resigned ten years later.

2. Vocabulary – odd word out
In each line, there is one word or phrase that does not fit in with the others. Find the words and then discuss your choices with a partner. Have you picked the same words?

a) The United Kingdom – Wales – England

b) Margaret Thatcher – Gordon Brown – Tony Blair

c) poverty – disease – taxes

d) Tory – liberal – conservative

e) socialism – market forces – privatisation
3. Discussion
Discuss these questions or topics in groups:

a) Why is the Labour party relatively young?

b) Find three clear differences between today’s Conservative Party and today’s Labour Party.

4. Working with a table
a) Based on the results in the table on the next page, who did the queen ask to form a government after the 2005 election?

b) How many more seats did the Conservative Party win in this election than in the previous election and how much did their percentage of the vote rise? What does this say about the British electoral system?

c) What was the result like for the Liberal Democrats in this election? Do you think they were satisfied?

d) Is it easy to say who won the election? Why or why not?
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{{Tabell: 7 kolonner, 12 rader}} 

Party                Seats   Gain   Loss   Net   %     +/–

Labour               356     0      47     –47   35.3  –5.4

Conservative         198     36     3      +33   32.3  +0.6

Lib Dem              62      16     5      +11   22.1  +3.8

Democatic Unionist   9       4      0      +4    0.9   +0.2

Scottish National    6       2      0      +2    1.5   –0.3

Sinn Fein            5       1      0      +1    0.6   –0.1

Plaid Cymru          3       0      1      –1    0.6   –0.1

Social Dem. & Labour 3       1      1      0     0.5   –0.1

Ulster Unionist      1       0      5      –5    0.5   –0.3

Others               3       1      0      +1    0.8

Turnout                                          61.2  +1.8

{{Slutt}} 

Note: the Speaker, unless he or she retires, stands as “Speaker seeking re-election” and in his or her constituency there is no election.

5. Which party?

Work in pairs. Here are some items from different party programmes or publicity material from the three major political parties in the UK. Try to decide which party

each item belongs to. Be ready to justify your choices:

a) We believe the people of Britain can work out the answers for themselves, free from state interference.

b) The people of Britain are tired of the ding-dong of two-party politics. We offer a sane, balanced type of politics.

c) Give private initiative a chance. Vote for us. It is a vote for freedom.

d) In 1997 we said we would reform the Lords, and we did. We said we would give Scotland and Wales devolution, and we did. You can trust us.

e) Higher taxes and hand-outs to people with no initiative has never been the way to run Britain, but the way to ruin Britain. It is not our way. Seats won at the 2005 General Election, total 646 seats.
f) We are the only party that has always been in favour of Britain playing a full role in Europe.

6. Language – paragraph order
Below you will find paragraphs from an article on the change of Labour party leader in the summer of 2007. They are not in order. Put them in logical order and give reasons for your choices. The first paragraph is correct.

{{Rammetekst:}} 

Early today, former Treasury chief Gordon Brown became Britain’s new prime minister, promising a new direction

after Tony Blair resigned, ending a decade of controversial rule. 

  After referring to this special privilege, the incoming leader, who for many lacks Blair’s charisma, must woo

Britons by shaking off the taint of backing the hugely unpopular Iraq war. With promises of restoring trust in

government, he is planning to sweep aside the Blair era after a decade waiting for the country’s top job. And how

did Blair leave the scene?
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This change of watch was made according to British tradition – quietly and behind closed doors in Buckingham

Palace. Blair first called on Queen Elizabeth II to submit his resignation, and Brown arrived soon after to be

confirmed as the new prime minister. He then spoke to the press. 

  Then, after he wished everyone well, legislators rose to their feet and applauded as he left for his meeting with the queen. “This will be a new government with new priorities,” Brown told reporters outside his

Downing Street office minutes later. “I’ve been privileged with the great opportunity to serve my country.”

  “I wish everyone – friend or foe – well. And that is that. The end,” a subdued Blair told the House.

  “I am truly sorry about the dangers our troops face today in Iraq and Afghanistan. Whatever view people take of my decisions, I think there is only one view to take of them: they are the bravest and the best,” he said in

conclusion.

  Blair also used the session to say he was sorry for the perils faced by British troops in Iraq and Afghanistan, but he gave no apology for his decisions to back the United States in taking military action.

  Earlier, an emotional Blair received a warm send-off in the House of Commons – from his opponents as well as members of his own Labour party – after one final appearance at the weekly question time session.

{{Slutt}} 

7. Writing
Choose one task. See Toolbox on access.cappelen.no for help on essay writing.

a) The article above (Activity 6) is written in the newspaper article genre. Assume that you were present at the events and rewrite the text as a personal account to a friend. Here are a few tips on how to do this: What will be different in your approach? The language will not be so formal, there will be personal response: how did you feel about Blair leaving? Were you emotional? Did you cry? Were you glad? Your account will say what happened but it will not be so factual or straightforward because this is a personal text between friends, not an objective presentation of a special news event.

b) Which British political party do you have most sympathy for, and why? Write a persuasive essay where you attempt to convince your reader that your preference is best.

c) Why do you think voters are far more ready to move from party to party today than, say, fifty years ago? Write an analytical essay where you try to give reasons for this trend.

d) A British youth magazine called British Views has opened an essay series entitled “Who do you think the British are?”
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  They want young people from Europe and other parts of the world to write an expository essay. The criteria are:

-– understanding of the historical roots of the British

-– understanding of modern British society

  With the knowledge you have gained about Great Britain from these first chapters, write an expository essay explaining who you think the British are.

e) You are PR consultants working for a British political party (choose a party). You have been asked to write a brochure presenting your party to Scandinavian immigrants to Britain. The brochure should contain brief texts about party history, current party leadership and the main political ideas of the party. You may choose to create a multi-modal presentation of your brochure (text, sound, images), or you could make a printed brochure (text and pictures).

8. Working with a film – this is England
This film is a stark story of England under Margaret Thatcher. Set in 1983 it tells the story of Shaun, an 11-year-old boy in the north of England, as he becomes a shavenheaded thug who finds solace and an outlet for his rage and pain in a local group of skinheads. Released in 2007, the film is a masterful look at a less than glorious part of England’s cultural history. There are activities based on the film on our website.

9. Quick Research
Looking at the election results table again (p. 176), you will see that “Others” won three seats in Parliament. Go to

access.cappelen.no to find out who these MPs are and where they won. Choose one of the MPs and write a short profile on him or her.
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xxx2 Chapter 4 - We – the People

xxx3 Politics in the United States

{{Bildetekst:}} 
Pro-choice advocates argue with pro-life supporters outside the US Supreme Court on the 34th aniversary of its decision to decriminalize abortion

{{Slutt}} 
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This chapter will examine the political system of the United States. The object is to give you a better basis for understanding America. A number of questions will be taken up:

-– How is the American system of government built up and how does it work?

-– How are American political parties organized and what do they stand for?

–- How do interest groups and lobbyists affect the political process?

–- How is a president elected?

xxx3 Dividing Power: The American System of Government

To understand American politics you must understand that Americans have distrusted any concentration of political power ever since the nation was founded. The American form of government was written down in a Constitution adopted in 1787, shortly after the thirteen colonies gained independence from Great Britain. Having just fought a war against what they viewed as the tyranny of King George III, the Americans were understandably eager to make sure no one person or persons in government be allowed to have too much power. Wherever power was concentrated, they broke it up.

  First, they decided to have a _representative democracy_. This is a system of elected representatives who could be regularly shifted out. Power rested with the people, not a king or tyrant.

  Second, they decided to have a _federal system_. This is made up of individual states which give only certain specific powers to a central government. This is known as federalism.

  Finally, they decided to divide the powers of the federal government into three. Each of these three “branches” keeps track of the other two so that no one of them can become too powerful. This is known as the _separation of powers_.

xxx4 Federalism

The federal government can only do what it has specifically been given the power to do in the Constitution _by the states_. These are its _delegated_ powers.
{{Margtekst:}} 

The writers of the Constitution are known affectionately as

the Founding Fathers. 

{{Slutt}} 

{{Gloser:}} 

-- concentration - oppsamling

-- Constitution - statsforfatning

-- federal - føderal, forbunds
-- branch - grein

{{Slutt}} 
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All other powers are reserved for the states and the people and are therefore called reserved powers. This is what is meant when “states’ rights” are referred to. The states gave the federal government power over the following areas:

-- foreign affairs: making treaties and maintaining relations with other countries

-- defense: defending the nation and declaring war

-- monetary policy: issuing money and regulating the money supply, raising income, directing foreign trade

-- trade: among states, between the states and the federal government, and between the nation and other countries

xxx4 Separation of powers

Having created this central power, the writers of the Constitution broke it into three areas or “branches” – the _Executive_ headed by the President, the _Legislative_ made up of Congress, and the _Judicial_ headed by the Supreme Court. The idea behind this was to make sure that the powers of these separate branches could never be combined under one man or group of men, as some kings and tyrants had attempted to do in Europe.
{{Gloser:}} 

-- monetary policy - valutapolitikk

-- to raise income - å skaffe inntekt

-- trade - handel

-- the Executive - den utøvende makt / den utøvande makta

-- the Legislative - den lovgivende makt / den lovgivande makta

-- the Judicial - den dømmende makt / den dømmande makta

-- Supreme Court - høyesterett/høgsterett

{{Slutt}} 

{{Bildetekst:}} 

John Trumbull: “Declaration of Independence, 4 July, 1776”
{{Bildeforklaring:}} 

Maleri som viser flere titalls menn samlet i en sal. Noen av dem står foran et skrivebord med flere bunker dokumenter liggende

{{Slutt}} 
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That would threaten the people and democracy. To make certain of this, the Founding Fathers then created a system by which each of the branches could limit the power of the other two, keeping an even balance between them. This is known as the system of _checks and balances_ (to check means to “limit” in this context). In a sense, they created a government which was purposely set up to be in never-ending conflict with itself. Let us look at how this system works.

xxx4 The Congress – legislative powers

The American Congress consists of two “chambers” – the House of Representatives and the Senate. This again reflects the distrust of power. The smaller states were afraid of being controlled by the larger states. So a compromise was worked out. The number of representatives each state got in the _House of Representatives_ was based on the population of that state, a democratic solution. In the _Senate_ each state was given two representatives no matter how small or large it was. That way, the smaller states could defend their interests. This shows a concern for minority rights in American democracy right from the start.

Congress has the power to

-– pass laws (know as _legislation_ – rules which regulate society)

–- levy taxes

-– decide how federal money is to be used

The last two are known collectively as the “power of the purse” and are very important. No one in the federal government gets paid and nothing gets funded unless Congress has passed a “bill” (piece of legislation)

approving the use of the money.

>>>> Spot check

a) Why were Americans so skeptical about the concentration of political power?

b) What did they do to avoid this concentration?

c) What are “states’ rights”?

d) How were the powers of the federal government divided?

e) What is meant by “checks and balances” in the federal government in America? 
{{Gloser:}} 
-- checks and balances – faktorer som holder hverandre i sjakk, maktfordeling / faktorar som held kvarandre i sjakk, maktfordeling

-- chamber - kammer

-- the House of Representatives - Representantenes hus / Representanthuset

-- the Senate - Senatet

-- to levy - å pålegge / å påleggje

{{Slutt}} 
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Members of the House of Representatives are called – confusingly – Congressmen. Today there are 435 members of the “House”. Since this is the more democratic of the two chambers, all its members are elected every two years. That way it reflects the popular opinion of the day. 
  Members of the Senate are called Senators. There are 100 members, two from each of the fifty states. In addition to defending the rights of the smaller states, Senators are expected to be the “cool heads” of the Congress. That is why they are elected for six years. This is designed to distance them from everyday politics. All legislation has to be approved by both houses of Congress before it is sent on to the President to be signed into law. That allows each chamber to limit the power of the other.

xxx4 Checks on Congress

-– The President can veto (stop) a bill by refusing to sign it.

–- The Supreme Court can declare laws “unconstitutional” and therefore not valid.

xxx4 The President – executive powers

Think of the President (who for the rest of this chapter we shall assume to be a man), as a king who is chosen every four years by national election. The President has great – but not unlimited – powers. The President is:

-- Head of State – represents the people of the United States at home and abroad, like the Norwegian king does for Norway.

-- Chief Executive – heads all federal organizations. The President’s closest political advisors belong to the “cabinet” (appointed by the President). Together with other appointments, this makes up the “administration”. The President has powers like those of a prime minister in a parliamentary democracy – but he is chosen by national election, not by Congress.

{{Gloser:}} 

-- to fund - å finansiere

-- bill - lovforslag

-- Head of State - statsoverhode/statsoverhovud

-- Chief Executive - leder for den utøvende makt / leiar for den utøvande makta

-- Commander-in-Chief - militær øverstkommanderende / militær øvstkommanderande

{{Slutt}} 
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-- Commander-in-Chief – head of the armed forces of the only superpower in the world. But only Congress can declare war. However, the President can ask Congress for the power to use “necessary force”.

-- Chief Diplomat– decides foreign and defense policy. The President appoints ambassadors, sets up embassies and negotiates treaties – but they only become law if two-thirds of the Senate approves.

The powers of the President have increased as the functions of the federal government have expanded since 1787. Today almost three million people work for this branch of the government. The President leads these and sets the political agenda for Congress and the country.

xxx4 Checks on the President

-– The Supreme Court can declare presidential actions unconstitutional and therefore not valid.

-– Congress can change or refuse to pass the legislation suggested by the President.

-– Congress can override a presidential veto with a two-thirds majority in both chambers.

-– Congress and the Supreme Court acting together can “impeach” the President; that is, remove the President from office after a public trial.

{{Gloser:}} 

-- treaty - avtale, traktat

-- valid - gyldig

-- to impeach - å stille for riksrett
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{{Bildetekst:}} 

US President George W. Bush takes the oath of office from

Supreme Court Chief Justice William Rehnquist during the

inaugural ceremony January 20, 2005 in Washington, D.C.

{{Slutt}} 
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xxx4 The Supreme Court – judicial powers

The Supreme Court is the highest court in the land. That means that all other courts must accept its interpretation of the law. If a lower court makes a decision that the Supreme Court disagrees with, then the Supreme Court’s decision is the correct one which everyone must respect. Of course, states have their own laws and their own supreme

courts, but if there is a conflict between them and federal law, it is federal law that overrides state law. This assures that federal law is applied the same way everywhere in the United States.

{{Rammetekst:}} 

_Snapshot from Politics: Impeachment_

The Constitution of the USA gives the Congress the right to impeach the President, in other words to put him on trial in the Senate and, if that chamber finds him guilty by a two-thirds majority, dismiss him. In 1868 President Andrew Johnson was impeached for misconduct and was found innocent by only one vote!

  A century later, in 1974, it looked as if Richard Nixon

would be impeached. There was evidence that he was guilty of corruption, that he had received illegal campaign contributions, evaded income tax, indulged in all sorts of “dirty tricks”, and ordered criminals to break into the Democratic National Committee headquarters in the Watergate building in Washington. Nixon only avoided impeachment by resigning first.

  Bill Clinton, like a number of other American Presidents, was fond of women. In 1998 it was widely believed that he had had an affair with Monica Lewinsky, a young White House intern. Clinton denied this emphatically, and did his best to hush up “Monicagate”, but his enemies in Congress decided to call a vote to begin the process of impeachment. He sat in his office drinking Diet Coke during the televised vote. Much to the delight of the Coca-Cola Corporation, as well as his own delight, the vote failed and no trial was held.

{{Slutt}} 

{{Gloser:}} 

-- misconduct - embetsmisbruk

-- to indulge in sth - å tillate seg noe / å tillate seg noko

-- emphatically - med ettertrykk 

-- to override - å ha forrett framfor, underkjenne

-- to apply - å anvende / å bruke
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The Supreme Court also decides what laws are in compliance (agreement) with the Constitution and what laws are “unconstitutional”. This is known as judicial review. A law which is found unconstitutional is “null and void” – that is, no longer valid. This power is close to being unique to the American system and can make the courts very powerful.

  There are nine members of the Supreme Court – nine, to make sure that it cannot split evenly on decisions. They are called “Justices”. A Supreme Court Justice is appointed for life. This is designed to place the justices above everyday politics.

xxx4 Checks on the Supreme Court

-– Congress can change the Constitution; that is, the laws which the Supreme Court interprets.

-– Congress and the Supreme Court can “impeach” a Supreme Court Justice; that is, remove him from office by trial.

xxx4 Checks and balances in action

Every year the President must submit a bill for a federal budget to Congress. Congress almost never passes it as it is. Both the House and the Senate make changes – increasing some parts and cutting down others. If the President cannot get a majority in Congress for his version, he may then accept a compromise. On the other hand, he can refuse to sign the bill – that is, he can veto it – and send it back to Congress. This is his way of checking the power of Congress. Both sides must then find a compromise. Neither can dictate what they want to the other. This keeps a balance of power between them. 

xxx4 Appointing a Supreme Court Justice

When someone on the Supreme Court retires or dies, it is the President who nominates a judge to fill the seat. Naturally, the President chooses someone he believes has the “correct” political interpretation of the law and the Constitution. Over time, this can change the composition and rulings of the Court and therefore acts as a check on its power. However, the Senate must first approve (“ratify”) the choice before the President can appoint the nominee. If it does not, then the President must find someone else the Senate approves of. This checks the power

of the President.

{{Margtekst:}} 

In 1954 the Supreme Court declared that state laws in the

South creating separate schools for blacks and whites were unconstitutional. After that, the Civil Rights Movement could fight for desegregation of the Southern states with the federal government on its side.

{{Gloser:}} 

-- compliance - samsvar
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{{Bildeforklaring:}} 
Fotografi av et vakkert bygg i gresk stil med søyler og forseggjorte statuer. På den ene tverrbjelken er det skåret ut ”Equal – Justice”
{{Slutt}} 

---- 188 til 232

xxx4 Separation of powers – advantages and disadvantages

Those who support this division of power with its checks and balances argue that it has worked as intended. It has kept government under democratic control. For example, when President Richard Nixon broke the law in the early 1970s in what came to be known as the Watergate scandal, he was forced from office by pressure from both Congress and the Supreme Court.

  On the other hand, when the President is a Democrat and Congress has a majority of Republicans (or vice versa), the division of power can paralyze the political system. Neither side can get its way. Some believe that it would be better if the President were elected by a majority in Congress – as in a parliamentary democracy. That way the endless conflicts between the two could be avoided. The President would then know that his budget would pass when he sent it to Congress, since a majority there had elected him. Others argue that this would give the President too much power, that disagreement between the two is exactly

what keeps democracy safe and functioning in America.

xxx4 State government

Perhaps some of you have seen films in which an escaped convict in America is running desperately for the “state line”. Behind him he can hear the sheriff ’s dogs howling on his trail. If he can just get across the river, he will be all right. Why? Because the police in the state he is running from have no power to arrest him in the state he is running to. American states are real states. They make their own laws, collect their own taxes, and have their own welfare systems, police forces, educational systems and so on. Most “governing” goes on at the state and local level – and there are over 80,000 separate units of local government in the United States. Any given American is therefore bound to respect federal law, state law, and local city or county laws.

  Most states use the federal government as a model for their state governments. All have a written constitution. All practice the separation of powers into three branches. The executive branch is headed by a Governor, rather than a president. The legislative branch is divided into two chambers (with the exception of Nebraska, which has only a

Senate). All have a state supreme court and separate court systems. The functions of each of these three branches of government are roughly the same as those on the national level. And all must, of course, follow the laws of the federal government.

>>>> Spot check

a) Why are there two “chambers” of Congress? How are they different?

b) How is the power of Congress checked (limited)?

c) What powers does the President have?

d) How is the President’s power checked (limited)?

e) What is unique about the role of the Supreme Court in American government? 

{{Gloser:}} 

-- convict - fange

-- welfare system - velferdsordning

-- bound - forpliktet/forplikta

-- Governor - guvernør
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---- 189 til 232

Beyond that, the variety among the states is astounding. Europeans are tempted to think of America as a larger version of France or England. But it is more accurate to think of it as the equivalent of the whole European Union. In many ways Florida can be as different from Idaho as Finland is from Portugal. The fifty states of America have

been characterized as 50 “laboratories of democracy” with new solutions to new and old problems being tried out all over the country. And many powers of government in the states are given to the local level – such as responsibility for funding and running the school system. This gives the United States an extremely large degree of local democracy and variation, of which it is justly proud.

{{Gloser:}} 

-- astounding - forbløffende/forbløffande

-- innovation - nyvinning

-- measure - tiltak

-- funding - finansiering

-- disillusioned - desillusjonert

{{Slutt}} 

xxx4 Advantages and disadvantages

Local democracy and variety is a source of strength and innovation. On the other hand, this makes the United States very hard to govern. For example, both the President and Congress may agree that the educational system of the United States needs improvement. They may even agree on concrete measures, but they cannot order the states to adopt these measures. Education is a “state right,” not a federal responsibility. The best the federal government

can do is to try to persuade the state governments to try out new programs, perhaps by offering them extra funding. Such “states’ rights” are an important part of the state and federal system.

  Variety can also be the source of inequality. For example, the quality of educational systems varies from state to state and within states. Local school boards raise funds on the local level. A rich community can afford good buildings, good teachers, and the latest technology. A poor

inner city community may have run down buildings, disillusioned teachers and no money for new books, much less new computers. If you are born in a rich community, you may get an excellent education and entrance to college. If you are born in a poor community, no matter how bright you are, you may never get a higher education.

>>>> Spot check

a) How many levels of government are found in the American system?

b) On which of the levels does most government take place?

c) How are most state governments organized?

d) What are some advantages and disadvantages of having state governments?

{{Bildetekst:}} 

Lethal Injection Chamber at Louisiana Prison. Capital punishment is used in a number of American states

{{Bildeforklaring:}} 

Fotografi av en stol med stropper og remmer til å feste et menneske fast med
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>>>> Activities

1. Discussion
Discuss in small groups:

a) What advantages and disadvantages of the separation of powers are mentioned in the text? Can you think of others?

b) Is there reason to be so distrustful of the concentration of power in government? Can you think of examples when such concentration has led to problems?

c) Do you know of instances in which two of the branches of government have come into conflict with one another? What has been the issue?

d) Does the Supreme Court have too much power in the American system? Should nine persons have the right to strike down laws passed by the representatives of the people in Congress?

e) Americans claim they have an extremely democratic form of government. What information in the text you just read supports this claim? What goes against it? What is your opinion?

2. Vocabulary
Below is a list of important vocabulary from the text.

a) Choose six words or phrases from the list and write them on separate pieces of paper.

b) Write a definition for each word or phrase – again, on separate pieces of paper. Use a dictionary if necessary.

c) Give your words and definitions to a partner, and receive his or hers in return. Activities d) Match up the words with the definitions your partner has written.

e) Check your answers and improve your definitions together.
the legislative branch – chief executive – Justices – governor – federalism – the executive branch – checks and balances – Congress – impeachment – representative democracy – states’ rights – the judicial branch – monetary

policy – Senator – Commander-in-Chief

3. Diagram
Use the information in the text to create a diagram of the separation of powers in American politics. There are examples of such drawings on our website if you want to check your work afterwards. 
4. Writing
Choose one task. See Toolbox on access.cappelen.no for tips on writing various kinds of essays.

a) Choose one of the topics you discussed in Activity 1 above. Write a persuasive essay in which you present the issue and give your opinions.

b) Your American nephew, Joshua, sends you an e-mail. He is in the sixth grade and has recently learned about how the USA is governed. But now he is wondering what happens if a Supreme Court Justice dies. You look up this matter in your textbook on p. 186. Rewrite this paragraph in a style that is more suitable in an e-mail to a sixth grader.
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When the Constitution was adopted in 1787, there was not a word in it about political parties. That was because the Founding Fathers disliked them. They feared parties would break up the nation into factions fighting one another. Their ideal was an “informed” public that picked the best qualified persons to represent them in government. However, as soon as elections were held, two parties evolved.

xxx3 Political Parties in the United States

Why are there only two big parties in the USA? To understand this, we must look at the electoral system in the United States.

xxx4 The electoral system

There are two basic things to keep in mind about the electoral system in America:

  First, all federal and state elections are in _single-seat election districts_; that is, only one representative from each district will be elected, no matter how many candidates stand for election.

{{Bildetekst:}} 

Tipping election scales: the elephant is the symbol of the

Republican Party, while the donkey symbolizes the Democatic Party 

{{Bildeforklaring:}}

Tegning av en vektskål der det står et esel i den ene skålen, og en elefant i den andre.

{{Slutt}} 
{{Gloser:}} 

-- faction - gruppe, fraksjon

-- to evolve - å utvikle seg gradvis

-- electoral system - valgsystem/valsystem
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Second, a candidate in the United States can win an election with either a majority of votes (more than 50%) or a _plurality_ of votes (the most votes among all the candidates). This is called a “winner-takes-all” system because only one person can win, no matter how many candidates are in the electoral race.

  Now imagine there are candidates from three parties – A, B, C – each trying to be elected as Congressman from one district. The election is held and the vote ends up as follows:

-- A – 30%

-- B - 30% 
-- C - 40%

The winner is candidate C, because that candidate has a plurality of votes. It does not matter that the other two parties together have 60% of the vote. Those votes are “wasted”. Indeed, if the percentages stay the same and parties A and B both continue to field candidates, neither of them will ever elect a representative. But if A and B can agree to support one candidate (candidate D below), that candidate could easily win with 60% of the vote.

-- A to D and B to D (60%)
-- C (40%)
Of course, they would have to find one person acceptable to both parties before the election. Painful political compromises would have to be made, but the alternative is to never win an election at all – and how long will voters support a party that always loses?

  This electoral system puts powerful pressure on interest groups in America to compromise with one another in order to field a single candidate. This is at the heart of the creation of the two national political parties in the United States, the Democrats and the Republicans. Both are giant coalitions of often wildly different political groups which nonetheless have one thing in common – a desire to see their interests represented in government.

{{Margtekst:}} 

In an electoral system using proportional representation,

three parties like A, B and C mentioned in the text would all get representatives. Electoral districts in such systems have many seats up for election at one time. So let us say that 10 representatives are to be elected in a district: Parties A and B both get 30% of the vote. C gets 40%. Each would get representatives in proportion to the amount of votes they received: A and B would get 3 representatives each, while C would get 4 representatives.

{{Slutt}} 

{{Gloser:}} 

-- plurality - flerhet, pluralitet / stemmefleirtal, røystefleirtal

-- field - stille med
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xxx4 Shooting for the center

Because both major American parties are giant coalitions of interest groups, neither party presents a very clear political profile or ideology. Declaring one clear ideology would only serve to drive other interest groups out of the

giant coalition, weakening the party. That is why both major parties can sometimes seem so irritatingly vague about what they stand for.

  There is an additional reason for the political vagueness of party programs. Since the electorate is, in practice, divided into two great blocks, winning an election depends on winning the voters in between the two. The last thing

either party wants to do is to come out with strong ideological statements that might scare away any of these undecided voters in the center.

  Nonetheless, there are significant differences between the two parties. These can be summarized as follows.

xxx4 The Democratic Party 

(Symbol: the Donkey)

1. The Democratic Party has become the party which supports stronger federal authority at the expense of “states’ rights”. It is the more liberal party in America – that is, more willing to use government in the service of the people.

2. It is keener than the Republicans to involve the federal government in shaping American society: for example in reducing the gap between rich and poor and making sure all citizens have their civil rights.

3. The Democrats support welfare programs more strongly than Republicans and are less enthusiastic about the every-man-for-himself philosophy.

4. The Democrats believe taxes are a resource that can be wisely used for the good of the general public, rather than an evil that must be reduced to the minimum.

5. The Democrats have support in the large cities and states on the east and west coasts and among the working class and minorities.

xxx4 The Republican Party

(Symbol: the Elephant. Also called the Grand Old Party or GOP)

1. The Republicans now support “states’ rights” and most forms of decentralization and resist a large role for the federal government. It is the more conservative party in America.

2. The Republicans are in favor of giving a great deal of free play to market economics and are opposed to government regulation of the economy

{{Gloser:}} 

-- to serve to -- å føre til

-- vague - uklar

-- to shape - å forme

-- gap - avstand
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{{Rammetekst:}} 

_Snapshot from Politics: Controversal Issues: Gay Marriage and Abortion_

These are two hotly debated issues on which Democrats and Republicans disagree. Republicans are, on the whole, more conservative than Democrats, and tend to be against same-sex marriage and abortion, while most Democrats, but far from all, have a more liberal attitude. At the time of writing (2007), gay marriage is permitted in Massachusetts and Iowa, and nine other states allow gay couples the same legal rights that heterosexual married couples enjoy. There is enormous pressure on politicians to legislate same-sex unions, but there is as much, or perhaps more, opposition to them.

  The issue of abortion is perhaps even more controversial than the question of gay marriage, and Americans have been divided for decades. The “pro-choice” lobby argues that since a woman’s uterus is part of her body, it is her choice and hers alone. “Pro-lifers” argue that a fetus is a living being, and that to destroy it is murder. Many pro-lifers take violent action against abortion clinics and doctors, and a number have served jail sentences. Legislation on abortion varies a great deal from state to state, but any American woman who wants an abortion can obtain one legally, if necessary by visiting another state.

{{Slutt}} 

{{Bildetekst:}} 

Justice of the Peace J. Mary Sorrell fills out a marriage certificate after legally marrying Johanna Hammer and Rebecca Rogovin, May 17, 2004 in Northampton, Massachusetts. Massachusetts became the first state in the USA to legally marry same-sex couples, due to a state Supreme Court decision 

{{Bildeforklaring:}} 

Fotografi av to kvinner som står sammen med en dommer som signerer vielsespapirer
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{{Gloser:}} 

-- to legislate - å vedta lover

-- uterus - livmor

-- fetus - foster
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3. The Republicans usually support a lower level of taxation than the Democrats and a lower level of federal spending, except on defense.

4. Republicans tend to like the every-man-for-himself tradition of America and they are therefore suspicious of social welfare schemes.

5. The Republicans have support in the suburbs of large cities, rural “heartland” states of the Midwest and the South and among businesspeople.

Some Democrats are more conservative than Republicans and some Republicans are more liberal than Democrats. This is because different regions of the country have different histories and traditions. This “overlap” can have serious political consequences. Over the last twenty years the Republicans have grown more powerful because many conservative Southerners have left the Democrats for the Republican Party. These Southerners have not changed their politics, just their party coalition.

{{Gloser:}} 

-- taxation - beskatning/skattlegging

-- defense - forsvar

-- stable - stabil

-- foundation - fundament

-- consensus - samstemmighet / allmenn semje

-- to undermine - å undergrave

-- to water down -- å vanne ut / å vatne ut
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xxx4 Advantages and disadvantages

Those who support the two-party system, and the electoral system underpinning it, argue that it gives government a stable foundation to build on. It does this by forcing interest groups to make compromises within two great coalitions. In a huge and varied country like the United States, this is an advantage. At the same time it gives these groups a chance to be represented in government. In addition, the competition between the parties also forces them to look for voter support from the center of American politics, encouraging moderation. Democracy is dependent on forming a “consensus” – that is, an agreement – about what is to be done. The two-party system helps create such broad agreement.

  Those who oppose the system argue that it wastes the votes of millions of people who vote for candidates who are not elected. That undermines democracy. Further, the system creates parties that have no aim other than to gain power and keep it. How can such parties lead a nation if they have no direction? Another criticism is that the two-party

system blocks new ideas and movements from developing independently. New movements are immediately drawn into one of the giant coalition parties and then watered down to make them acceptable to other members. This is known as co-opting political movements.
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>>>> Activities

1. (Mis)understanding the text
Two students, Sarah and Jenny, have read the text about political parties in the USA. Now they are discussing it. It appears that Jenny has only skimmed the text, and that

she needs some help getting the facts straight. Fill in the missing lines in their conversation.

Jenny: There are only two parties in the USA – the Republican Party and the Liberal Party.

Sarah: No, no! They are called ….

Jenny: I knew that! But did you know that they have the same election system as we have here in Norway?

Sarah: That’s not really true, is it? I think …

Jenny: Well, both parties in America are rather extreme – they want to attract voters with strong ideological statements.

Sarah: Oh? But I thought …

Jenny: Okay, okay! What I do know for sure is that the Republicans are the more liberal party. They are in favor of welfare programs funded by taxes.

Sarah: Wrong again, Jenny! They …

Jenny: Alright, Miss Know-it-all: I guess I should read the text one more time. But first, tell me exactly where the two parties have their supporters.
Sarah: Sure! The Republicans …

2. Understanding the text – questions
a) How does the American electoral system put pressure on parties to make large coalitions?

b) Why do American parties avoid ideology?

c) What are the main differences between the Republican and the Democratic Party?

d) Why do the two parties have such a large “overlap” in the center of the political spectrum?

3. Discussion
Discuss in groups:

a) How do American and Norwegian political parties differ? What do they have in common?

b) Some claim that political parties in Norway are becoming more like those in the United States. Do you agree or disagree?

c) What are the advantages and disadvantages of the two-party system in America?

d) Here a few quotes from Americans. What political attitudes are expressed in the quotes? Do you agree with what any of them are saying? If so, who and why?

–- “We believe the American people can spend their money better than the government can spend it.” (George W. Bush, Republican)

-– “People don’t expect government to solve all their problems. But they sense, deep in their bones, that with just a slight change in priorities, we can make sure that every child in America has a decent shot at life, and that the doors of opportunity remain open to all.” (Barack Obama, Democrat)
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–- “Liberal and conservative have lost their meaning in America. I represent the distracted center.” (Jon Stewart, comedian / talk show host)

–- “As people do better, they start voting like Republicans – unless they have too much education and vote Democratic, which proves there can be too much of a good thing.” (Karl Rove, Republican political strategist)

4. Vocabulary
Find words in the text that match these definitions:

a) Adjective: Having political or social views favoring reform and progress

b) Noun: The union of diverse things into one body or form or group

c) Noun: A middle way between two extremes

d) Noun: Quality of being moderate and avoiding extremes

e) Adjective: Resistant to change

f) Noun: Those qualified to vote
5. Listening – the rise of the sun belt
Perhaps the most important political development in the United States during the last decades has been the rise of the Sun Belt. Listen to the text on the CD or on access.cappelen.no.

a) While listening, make notes of what is said about the following:

-– the effect of the Civil War 1861–65 on the South

-– important changes during the 1950s

-– reasons behind the economic growth of the Sun Belt after 1960

-– the Rust Belt

-– population shift and shift in political power

b) When you have listened to the text 2–3 times, join a couple of fellow students and discuss what new information you have got from the text. Then write a brief answer to the following question: Why has the rise of the Sun Belt changed American political life?

6. Quick research
There are a number of quizzes on the internet that you can complete to find out if you are a Democrat or a Republican. Go to our website to find some of these. Your task is to make a note of the kinds of question the different quizzes ask. Are there any questions that are common to all the

quizzes? What are they? Why do you think they are asked?

  PS: You may want to use the quizzes to find out about your own political viewpoints.

  Please remember that internet quizzes can be misleading, so take your results with a large grain of salt!
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“The only difference between the Republican and Democratic parties is the velocities with which their knees hit the floor when corporations knock on their door.”

  – Ralph Nader, twice unsuccessful third-party candidate for President.

xxx3 Interest Groups and Lobbyists

Joining or supporting a political party is not the only way to influence the political process in America. Over the past decades people have increasingly taken a more direct route – through interest groups. Interest groups are political organizations which seek to influence government

policy about one specific issue or related set of issues. This allows them to avoid the compromises involved in being part of one of the great party coalitions. They can afford to be more straightforward, aggressive and ideological than the parties.

xxx4 PACs

Interest groups come in various sizes and shapes. One important form is the _political action committee_ (PAC). PACs are organized specifically to elect (or defeat) politicians or to promote legislation. They collect contributions and use them to support or oppose candidates. Some money goes directly to the candidates – “hard money”. Other funds are used indirectly as “soft money” to pay for a series of TV ads supporting the views of a candidate, or launch an e-mail campaign against his or her opponent, or create websites that lead potential voters to the preferred

candidate. The methods are many and varied.

xxx4 Lobbyists

Most interest groups make use of lobbyists. Lobbyists try to persuade individual politicians to support the interests they represent. This can be done in many ways, for example taking politicians out for dinner, paying their way to conferences and seminars, finding jobs for their relatives

and so on. Lobbyists are usually to be found near to the centers of power – the state capitals or the nation’s capital. Recently they have become more active. Between 2000 and 2005 the number of lobbyists in Washington D.C. doubled from about 16,000 to over 34,000. That is over 60 lobbyists for every member of Congress. In 2005 they spent

about $2.4 billion in their efforts to influence government.

{{Margtekst:}} 

Wag the Dog is a 1997 comedy about a political propaganda

expert who distracts the electorate from a presidential

sex scandal by hiring a Hollywood producer to make up a fake war with Albania. The movie explores serious themes, such as the manipulation of the mass media and public opinion. There are activities based on the movie on access.cappelen.no.

{{Slutt}} 
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-- velocity - fart

-- straightforward - rett på sak

-- to promote legislation -- å jobbe for å få vedtatt lover / å jobbe for å få vedteke lover

-- contribution - bidrag
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{{Bildeforklaring:}} 

Forsiden av magasinet “Times” – vi ser bildet avn mann og teksten; “The man who bought Washington. Jack Abramoff took influence peddling to new heights – and depths. Now he’s ready to tell all. A Time investigation of the lobbyist who’s turning Washington inside out – by Karen Tumulty

{{Slutt}}
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xxx4 Advantages and disadvantages

It is a good thing that the citizens of a country are politically active. The fact that many interest groups exist and are very active can be seen as a sign of the basic health of America’s political institutions. They show that the rights of freedom of speech and freedom of  assembly are being put to good use. On the other hand, there are those who worry about the increasingly important role of interest groups. There are several reasons for this. First, some worry that the increase in the power of interest groups has weakened the political parties. Parties encourage compromise by forming large coalitions of interests. Interest groups may split the electorate up into warring groups. And, whatever the cause, party loyalty has dropped over the past decades. Today about a third of the American electorate has no party affiliation.

  Another reason for concern is connected to the skyrocketing expense of getting elected to public office. It is estimated that nowadays an average Senate campaign costs a minimum of $3 million, rising to $10 million in a large state like New York. Members of the House of Representatives need at least $1 million for an election campaign every two years. That means they must raise about $41,000 per month. A great deal of this money comes through lobbyists working for PACs and other interest groups. Connection between lobbyists and politicians may make Americans cynical about their government, undermining their participation. Where does the line go between legally influencing politicians and illegally bribing them? Who do politicians end up representing – the voters or the special interests providing the money? These and other objections

have led to calls for reform in campaign financing and for changes in the role of interest groups in American politics.

{{Bildetekst:}} 

The National Rifle Association (the NRA) is the well known

power in the “Gun Lobby”. Today, it is famous as the most powerful advocate of a broad (and almost limitless) individual “right” to own guns. It claims this is guaranteed in the Constitution, which states: “A well regulated Militia, being necessary to the security of a

Free State, the right of the people to keep and bear Arms, shall not be infringed.” The NRA has millions of voters

and makes huge contributions to political campaigns, so

politicians listen to its arguments.
{{Bildeforklaring:}} 

Fotografi av noen håndvåpen. I bakgrunnen ser vi en mann som prøver ett av dem
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-- citizen - borger/borgar

-- freedom of assembly - forsamlingsfrihet/forsamlingsfridom

-- electorate - velgerne/veljarane

-- affiliation - tilhørighet/tilhøyrsle

-- to bribe - å bestikke

-- advocate - talsmann

-- to infringe - å krenke / å krenkje

{{Slutt}} 
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>>>> Activities

1. Understanding the text
Choose the correct answer from the alternatives below.

a) Interest groups are …

-- becoming more important in American politics

-- part of the big parties

-- trying to make people more interested in politics

b) PAC is an acronym for …

-- Peaceful American Coalition

-- Political Action Committee

-- Politics and Commerce

c) “Soft money” is …

-- funds paid in foreign currency

-- money paid directly to politicians

-- money used for e.g. campaigning in the media

d) A lobbyist is someone who …

-- tries to influence politicians to vote or work for their interests

-- a member of Congress who spends a lot of time debating in the lobby

-- a passive member of a PAC

e) Americans today are …

-- less loyal to a particular party than before

-- more loyal to a particular party than before

-- loyal to their chosen PAC

f) Politicians campaigning for a place in Congress …

-- need massive funding from interest groups

-- want lobbyists to stop interfering in their campaigns

-- are not allowed to receive money from lobbyists

2. Discussion
Discuss in groups:

a) Why do some people prefer to work through an interest group rather than through a political party?

b) How do lobbyists influence politicians?

c) What has happened to party affiliation over the last decades? Do you know if this is also happening in Norway?

d) Look again at the quote on p. 198. What is Ralph Nader’s point?

e) Do you think it is reasonable that persons and organizations give money to politicians? What problems might this cause?

f) Are there interest group organizations and lobbyists in Norway? Do you think there is as great a need for them in Norway as in the United States?

3. Vocabulary – Antonyms
a) Find adjectives or adverbs in the text that mean the opposite or near-opposite of these: legally – poor – ineffectively – sick – identical – opposing – inactive – directly – decreasing – illegitimate

b) Place the words you have found in two categories: adjectives or adverbs.
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4. Language

Here is an extract from the Code of Ethics of the America League of Lobbyists: “Lobbying is an integral part of our

nation’s democratic process and is a constitutionally guaranteed right. Government officials are continuously

making public policy decisions that affect the vital interests of individuals, corporations, labor organizations, religious groups, charitable institutions

and other entities. Public officials need to receive factual information from affected interests and to know such parties’ views in order to make informed policy judgments. In exercising their rights to try to influence public policy, interests often choose to employ professional representatives to monitor developments and advocate their positions, or to use lobbyists through their membership in trade associations and other membership organizations. Tens of thousands of men and women now are professional lobbyists and represent virtually every type of interest.”

a) How would you describe the style and level of formality in this text? Give examples to support your answer.

b) Translate the text into Norwegian. Try to maintain the same level of formality in your translation.

c) Write a new version of the English text in which you give it a more informal oral style. The main content of the text should be the same. Discuss your

changes with a partner afterwards.

5. Quick research
Choose one of the tasks. Write a summary

of your findings in no more than five bullet

points. There are resources on our website.

a) In the 2004 election, the top five PACs by money were:

1. EMILY’s List $22,767,521

2. Service Employees International Union $12,899,352

3. American Federation of Teachers $12,789,296

4. American Medical Association $11,901,542

5. National Rifle Association $11,173,358

  Choose one of the PACs from the list and find out who they are and what their political aims are.

b) During the administration of President George W. Bush there was a scandal involving an important lobbyist named Jack Abramoff. See if you can find out what all the fuss was about and what happened as a result of this scandal.

c) Many attempts have been made to reform campaign financing in the United States. One present effort is called “Clean Money, Clean Elections”. Find out what it wishes to do and why.
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The American President and his running mate, the Vice President, are elected every four years. They are the only federal officials who are elected by the whole nation. Let us take a look at how this is done.

xxx3 Electing a President

There are two major stages in the election process. In the first stage the parties decide who they shall nominate as their candidates for President and Vice President, and in the second the people elect their President and Vice President.

xxx4 The nomination race

The nomination race is an exhausting process. From January to June of the election year a series of _primaries_ are held in most states – these are special state-wide elections to choose a state party nominee for president. Primary elections are a peculiarly American institution. Earlier most nominees were chosen by state party conventions. Too often, however, these ended up being controlled by a party elite which some suspected of being more loyal to powerful special interests than to party members or the public. Therefore, it was decided to choose state party nominees by a special state-wide election. In essence, this protects the public from the leadership of its own political parties, an odd thought, but consistent with Americans’ distrust of concentrations of power. Primaries are held at different times in different states and often with different rules. In the days before a state primary, everyone hoping to become President visits the state to campaign.

  Each party emerges with a man or woman as winner in each of the states holding a primary. That winner is then guaranteed the state’s delegates at the party’s national convention. As the primaries proceed, the number of persons running for the nomination is gradually reduced to two or three per party. Failure is punished by losing support. Success provides momentum and fresh funding. In the past the comparatively long primary season sometimes allowed relative outsiders to pick up support and win the party nomination from better known candidates. Jimmy Carter once gained the Democratic Party nomination that way.

{{Margtekst:}} 

Primaries – winner - national convention – nomination - Vice President/platform – campaign - election (people) -
Election (electoral college) – President
{{Slutt}} 

{{Gloser:}} 

-- running mate - her: partner/partnar

-- federal official – federal embetsmann

-- primary - primærvalg/primærval

-- nominee - nominert kandidat

-- national convention - landsmøte

-- to campaign - å drive valgkamp / å drive valkamp

-- momentum - (driv)kraft

{{Slutt}} 
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Recently, however, more and more states have been holding their primary elections earlier and earlier. The reason is clear. What is the point of holding a state primary after other primary elections have already determined which candidate has a majority of delegates at the national party convention in the summer? The scramble to hold state primaries before it is too late has led to “front loading” – that is, many states holding their primaries as early as possible on the same day. This, of course, favors well known candidates with lots of money who can campaign in

many states at the same time. Ironically, much of that money comes from powerful special interests, the very forces primaries were created to avoid.

{{Margtekst:}} 

Giga Tuesday, February 5, 2008 – also variously called

Super Duper Tuesday, Tsunami Tuesday, and The Tuesday of

Destiny. This was the date when the largest number of

state primary elections were held during the US presidential election of 2008. Why February 5? The Democratic National Committee and Republican National

Committee established penalties for states holding elections earlier than that. 

{{Slutt}} 

{{Gloser:}} 

-- scramble - kappløp

-- to favor - å favorisere
{{Slutt}} 

{{Bildetekst:}} 

US Senator and presidential candidate Hillary Clinton speaks during a campaign event July 13, 2007 in Manchester, New Hampshire

{{Slutt}} 
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xxx4 Tickets and platforms

In late August or early September of the election year each party holds its national convention in a major city, and here the party formally chooses its final candidate for President. Many years ago, these were exciting affairs because often it was not clear which of the persons running

for the nomination would have enough votes to win. These days the primary season has almost always already decided the issue. The actual nomination is more of a ritual, with balloons and speeches and cheering crowds when the winner gives an acceptance speech. However, a good deal of interest is still connected to the choosing of a party “ticket” and the creation of a party “platform”.

  The party ticket is the team of candidates running for President and Vice President in the fall election. The choice of Vice President or “running mate” is entirely up to the presidential nominee. It is usually a closely guarded secret announced only after the presidential nomination has been accepted. Both major parties want a “balanced” ticket; that is, a ticket that appeals to as broad a section of the electorate as possible. If one candidate is from the South, then the other might be from

the North or West. If one is relatively conservative, the other might be liberal. If one is relatively inexperienced, the other might be a seasoned politician or statesman. If one is a woman, the other might be a man. And so on. Of course, all interests cannot be balanced in two people, but

an effort is made to be tactically intelligent.

  Once the ticket is clear, the two sit down with the party leadership and write a party platform on which the team will run for election. The party platform is the closest that Democrats and Republicans ever get to an ideological statement. Like a real platform, it consists of “planks” – separate political statements or promises – which taken together are the party’s political program for this specific election. Party platforms differ from year to year and election to election (as well as from state to state in local elections). They tend to address the pressing issues of the day and often incorporate new political trends that have developed since the last party convention. Within the general outlines of the party (see p. 193) they are designed to meet the expectations of as wide a group of voters as possible. For that reason, they are often somewhat fuzzy and very broad. It is not uncommon that both parties will promise many of the same things – for example, to better control the nation’s borders – without actually explaining how that will be accomplished.

{{Gloser:}} 

-- electorate - velgerne/veljarane

-- seasoned - garvet/garva

-- to incorporate - å innlemme

-- fuzzy - uklar

{{Slutt}} 
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{{Rammetekst:}} 

_Snapshot from Politics: Negative Campaigning_

Mud-slinging is part and parcel of modern politics, especially during election campaigns. Many candidates are

prepared to go to any length to discredit their opponents. If you can make the electorate believe that your rival is a womanizer (or a man-eater), a liar, a cheat or psychologically unstable, you may well score points. But

watch it: he or she will probably do the same to you.

  Smear campaigns are as old as American politics itself. During his first campaign to become President of the United States in 1800, Thomas Jefferson secretly hired a journalist to attack his opponent, John Adams. In 1964 Lyndon Johnson ran an ad implying that his Republican opponent, Barry Goldwater, would start a nuclear war if elected. His successor, Republican Richard Nixon, had a special squad of negative campaigners called CREEP – The Committee to Re-Elect the President – that used wiretaps, burglary and forgery against the Democrats in 1972. More recently, Republican Karl Rove, political advisor to President George W. Bush, made negative campaigning into an art form when attacking John Kerry in the 2004 presidential election. The Republicans tried to show that Kerry was not the Vietnam hero he claimed to be, while the Democrats attempted to prove that Bush had not done his military service. Clearly, the Republicans had the better mud.

{{Slutt}} 

{{Bildetekst:}} 

Vietnam veterans protest against John Kerry across the street from Kerry’s campaign headquarters during the presidential election campaign in 2004

{{Bildeforklaring:}}

En mann som bærer en plakat der det står; ”John Kerry should be charged with treason! He is aliar, a coward and hs not ethics! – a Vietnam vet.”

{{Slutt}} 

{{Gloser:}} 

-- mud-slinging - skittkasting

-- to discredit - å svekke tilliten til / å svekkje tillita til 
-- smear campaigns - svertekampanjer/svertekampanjar

-- to slander - å spre rykter om / å spreie rykte om

-- wiretap - telefonavlytting

-- forgery - forfalskning/forfalsking

{{Slutt}} 
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xxx4 The election and the Electoral College

Finally, there is the actual election. Serious campaigning begins in September and continues until voting day, the first Tuesday in November. The candidates crisscross the country, speaking at thousands of meetings, taking part in official debates, appearing on TV as often as possible, gaining the recommendations of important persons and organizations, sending out TV ads, press releases, e-mails, books, pamphlets, and a potpourri of other election materials. By voting day an astounding amount of money will have been used by the two major parties on the primaries, the conventions and the election campaign. In 1996 it amounted to $448.9 million. By 2008 it had more than doubled to well over $1 billion; that is, $500 million each. It is no wonder that a comedian once quipped that America has the best politicians money can buy.

  Though the President and the Vice President are the only political figures elected nation-wide, they are not elected directly by popular vote; that is, by a majority of the votes cast nationally. Rather they are elected indirectly

by a majority of the electoral votes cast by the nation’s fifty states in the Electoral College 41 days after Election Day. Why use an indirect system and why wait 41 days? Because it took weeks to travel from one state to another back in 1787 when the system was set up. Usually

Americans did not know and would never see the presidential candidates. But they did know local men whom they trusted. So votes were cast for these men as electors from each state. 41 days gave them time to assemble, discuss the candidates, and send their decision to Washington, D.C.

  With the coming of political parties and better means of communication, it was decided that the candidate who had won a majority of the popular vote in a state got all the electoral votes in that state (winnertakes-all). When people vote today, they vote for the presidential candidate

and running mate by name, but it is still the state electors who assemble 41 days later that formally declare who has won. Then on January 20 the President-Elect takes the oath of office and the whole process can begin again three years later.

xxx4 The Electoral College

Each state is given a number of electors equal to its total representation in Congress (two Senators + Congressmen), and the District of Columbia (site of the capital Washington, which belongs to no state) is given three electors.
{{Gloser:}} 

-- to crisscross - å reise på kryss og tvers

-- to quip - å spøke / å spøkje

-- to cast - å gi (en stemme) / å gi (ei stemme)

-- electoral votes - valgmannsstemmer/ valmannsstemmer

-- elector - valgmann/valmann

-- assemble - samles/samlast

-- oath of office -- embetsed/embetseid

-- popular votes - stemmer fra velgere / stemmer frå veljarar

{{Slutt}} 
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That means that the total number of electoral votes

is equal to:

435 Congressmen

+ 100 Senators

+ 3 from the District of Columbia

= 538 electoral votes

To win the Presidential election a candidate must have a majority of these votes – that is 269 + 1 = 270. That is the magic number. Note that it is possible for a President to be elected with a majority of the votes in the Electoral College while having a minority of the popular vote nationwide. This can happen because small states are over-represented in the Electoral College.

{{Bildetekst:}} 

The Republican presidential candidates, (l-r) former Arkansas Governor Mike Huckabee, former Massachusetts Governor Mitt Romney, former New York City Mayor Rudy Giuliani, and former U.S. Senator/actor Fred Thompson, speak on stage during the CNN-YouTube Presidential Debate,

November 28 2007 in St. Petersburg, Florida. The twohour

broadcast, featuring all eight declared Republican candidates, consisted of video questions submitted on

YouTube by citizens across the country

{{Slutt}} 

---- 209 til 232

>>>> Activities
1. Understanding the text
a) What is a “primary” election and why is it held?

b) When does the party formally decide who its candidate for president will be?

c) What is a party “platform” and how is it made?

d) What is the Electoral College and what role does it play in the Presidential election?

2. Explaining a process
Using the information given in the margin of p. 203 as key words, tell a partner about the stages in the American presidential election process. Switch roles afterwards.

3. Language
a) The text below is written by someone who has a basic grasp of American politics but also a very limited vocabulary and knowledge of grammar. Your task is to improve the text. Here is a list of words used in the text about electing a President. Make sure you know what they mean, as some of them will come in handy in your work.

nominate – nomination – primaries – nominee – campaign – national convention – political platform – Vice President

– Electoral College – running mate – electors

Now I wanna tell you how American’s get a new President. First there is a choosing process where the partys hold

primitives in the states. All the candidates are very busy camping, you know, kissing babys and so on. The winner in

each state get the votes of that state in the national conversation. There they votes again, and find out who the party nominy will be. That person then chooses a Vice, or jogging mate. These guys then find out what they should

mean about special things, and this is their platform politics. And then they are off kissing baby’s again! At last, the people get to vote, but this is very strange. They ain’t voting for the candidates but for some dudes in a college! These then get together and figure out who the winner’s.

b) Write a brief comment on the changes you have made and why you think they make the text better.

4. Discussion
Discuss in pairs or small groups:

a) We are often told that Norwegian elections are becoming more and more “Americanized”. What is meant by this? Is it true, in your opinion? If it is true, is it a good or a bad thing? Give reasons for your answers.

b) “In the USA, the President is not elected by the people.” Comment on this statement.

---- 210 til 232
c) In Britain and Norway, a party leader becomes chief executive (prime minister) by relying on support in Parliament. In the USA this is not the case. What is different?
5. Quick research
In groups of four, divide the tasks below between you. Then find information about your chosen topic. Report back to your group afterwards. You will find helpful links on access.cappelen.no.

a) Which state first began holding a primary election? When?

b) Concerning the most recent Presidential election:

-– How many states held primary elections?

-– When did primary elections begin?

-– When did they end?

c) How many votes did a candidate need to win the presidential nomination at the Democratic national convention? What about the Republican national convention?

d) The text says that it is possible for a President to be elected by a majority of the votes in the Electoral College even though he has a minority of the votes of the people nationwide. This last happened in 2000. Find out the basic facts about that election.

{{Bildetekst:}} 

Voter casting his ballot in a laundromat in San Francisco

{{Slutt}} 
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Both the American and British systems of government are forms of democracy. Both have had a great influence on the world over the past centuries. In this text we will look at the following:

-– What do the systems have in common and how are they different?

–- How have they influenced other countries?

-– How influential are these forms of government today?

xxx3 The Anglo-American World: Political Influence

“Government of the people, by the people, for the people”

  – Abraham Lincoln

xxx4 Parliamentary and presidential democracy

Let us begin with the British system of parliamentary democracy. This is a system in which the national assembly of a country has the final power to decide not only the laws of the land, but also who shall execute those laws. In Great Britain this system developed over many centuries through a power struggle between Parliament and the monarch

(king or queen). Gradually a form of “constitutional monarchy” developed in which the monarch’s most important or “prime” minister became in reality responsible to the largest party or block of parties in Parliament when using executive power. In essence, the monarch was made a figurehead, a head of state who could “reign but not rule”.

During the 1800s the right to vote in parliamentary elections was given to more and more people. Finally in the early 1900s it was given to all adult citizens, a necessary basis for democracy.

  In contrast, the American system of presidential democracy was created by a written Constitution adopted as a whole in 1787. In a presidential democracy the President is chosen by a general election and presides (thus the name) over the government as both the head of state like a

king, and chief executive like a prime minister. The executive power of the President is separated from the power of the elected national assembly (Congress), which decides the laws of the land, but not who shall execute them. These two separate “branches” of government are joined by a third, the judiciary (Supreme Court) which decides whether laws passed by the national assembly and accepted by the President are consistent with the written constitution.
{{Margtekst:}} 
Democracy: a government in which the power is controlled by the people and exercised by them either directly or indirectly through a system of representation involving regularly held free elections in which all adult citizens can vote.

{{Slutt}} 

{{Gloser:}} 

-- to exercise - å utøve

-- national assembly - nasjonalforsamling

-- to execute - å utøve

-- figurehead - symbol, gallionsfigur

-- to preside - å lede / å leie

{{Slutt}} 
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The three branches set limits for one another’s power through a system of checks and balances. Not all Americans had the right to vote when the Constitution was adopted in

1787, but by the 1830s it had been extended to all free white men, by 1870 to all men white or black and by 1920 to all women as well.

  The British parliamentary system and the American presidential system of democracy are closely related, as might be expected. Both have national assemblies with two chambers; the House of Commons and the House of Lords for Britain and the House of Representatives and the Senate for America. Both share a belief in the rule of law, and both

believe in free and fair elections in which all adult citizens must have the right to vote. The significant _difference_ between them, however, is that the prime minister of the United Kingdom owes power to a majority in

Parliament, which can take that power away, while the President of the United States is elected by the people, holds power independently of Congress and can only be removed from power by impeachment. Many other differences flow from this central difference, but it is the single

most important one.

xxx4 Exerting influence

These two systems have exerted influence down through the centuries in three basic ways: through emulation, through _colonization_ and through _imposition_. Specific cases may have involved a mixture of all three, of course. In general, however, one can say that British influence was at first exerted through colonization and imposition, but gradually became more a matter of emulation as its Empire was replaced by the Commonwealth. American influence, on the other hand, was at first a matter of emulation. Only later did elements of colonization and imposition enter the picture. Let us take a look as a few concrete examples of

this influence below, starting with the United States.

xxx4 America and emulation

The system of government of the United States made its first impact on its fellow colonies in Central and South America. They threw off the rule of Spain and Portugal and established independent governments in the first half of the 1800s. Not surprisingly, the great majority used the

American system of presidential democracy as their model of government – the most modern form of the day. Its basic elements included:

{{Margtekst:}} 

Emulation: Imitating something or someone with the aim

of equaling or surpassing it. Colonization: Establishing a

settlement or gaining power over a subservient people in

another country. Imposition: Forcing the adoption of something through use of power.

{{Slutt}} 

{{Gloser:}} 

-- to be consistent with - å være I samsvar med / å vere i samsvar med 
-- to exert - å utøve

-- emulation - etterligning/etterlikning

-- colonization - kolonisering

-- imposition - påtvingelse/påtvinging

-- to surpass - å overgå

-- subservient - underordnet/underordna

{{Slutt}} 
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-– a written constitution

-– an elected president

-– an elected national assembly (usually with two chambers

-– a supreme court

Argentina, Mexico, Colombia, Ecuador, Bolivia, Brazil, Peru and Chile are all examples of this today. However, emulation of America was not confined to the Americas. For example, in 1814 a small country on the edges of Europe declared its independence and adopted a written constitution which divided power into three “branches” – the executive, the legislative and the judicial powers. It was no coincidence that one of its authors, Christian Magnus Falsen, baptised his son George Benjamin Falsen during the Eidsvoll constitutional convention.

xxx4 Great Britain and colonization

By the end of the 1800s there were basically two kinds of colonies in the British Empire; colonies in which settlers made up the majority – as in Canada, Australia or New Zealand – and colonies in which the indigenous population made up the majority – as in Malaysia, Nigeria and India.
{{Gloser:}} 
-- confined - begrenset/avgrensa

-- constitutional convention - grunnlovsforsamling
-- indigenous population – innfødt befolkning / innfødd befolkning

{{Slutt}} 

{{Bildetekst:}} 

The British Commonwealth of Nations – poster dating from the Second World War. Today it is called he Commonwealth

of Nations, and has no military role. The Commonwealth’s 1.7 billion people make up 30% of the world’s population

{{Bildeforklaring:}}

En plakat som viser stolte soldater som marsjerer med gevær på skulderen. De bærer ulike uniformer som viser at de kommer fra ulike forsvarsgrener. Det britiske flagget vaier i vinden bak dem.

{{Slutt}} 
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Colonies of settlers began to gain self-government as early as the middle of the 1800s. They pioneered the use the “Westminster system,” a form of British parliamentary democracy taking its name from the Palace of Westminster where the British Parliament meets. Its basic elements

included:

-– a head of state who is primarily a ceremonial figurehead

-– a prime minister with executive power who leads the -largest party or block of parties in the national assembly

-– an elected national assembly, consisting of two houses which can pass laws, call elections and remove the prime minister by majority vote

-– a loyal opposition; that is a party (or parties) that wishes to replace the ruling party, but not overthrow the system

After the Second World War, colonies with indigenous populations were also granted self-government and independence. One of the first was India (see below). The great majority adopted one or another variant of parliamentary democracy based on the Westminster system.

Today this includes nations such as the Bahamas, Bangladesh, Jamaica, Malta, Malaysia, Singapore, the Republic of Ireland, Grenada, Trinidad and Tobago, to name but a few.

xxx4 Influence in modern times

Another development after the Second World War was the direct imposition of new, democratic forms of government on defeated nations, notably Germany and Japan. This reflected the Cold War. Seen from a Western perspective, imposing democracy on Germany and Japan both liberated them from the dictatorships they had suffered under and protected them from the new communist dictatorships that threatened

them. 
  In the decades that followed, both Anglo-American forms of democracy served as a source of inspiration and hope for peoples in Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union. Indeed, some would say that the collapse of communism in that area of the world was due to precisely the attraction of these forms of democracy. In any case, since the end of the Cold

War many former communist nations have emulated one or both, often mixing elements of the two. Today these include nations such as Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Russia, Ukraine, Bulgaria, Romania, Poland and Slovakia.
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On the other hand, some attempts to establish democracy went badly wrong. During the Cold War the United States created or supported some anti-communist governments which were democratic in form, but dictatorships in practice. The most notable example was the government of South Vietnam, a democracy that gradually became a dictatorship, lost the support of the people and collapsed. A similar development

occurred in Iran. Elsewhere in the world, not a few of the former British colonies that gained independence as democracies became dictatorships, such as Uganda and Nigeria in the past, and recently Burma and Zimbabwe.

  At the time of writing, the United States and Great Britain are fighting in the Middle East to establish functioning democracies in both Afghanistan and Iraq. Some applaud this effort, viewing it as the liberation of both nations from earlier dictatorships. Others condemn it as a

doomed attempt to impose a political system from the outside. Only time will tell if these efforts will be as successful as they were in Japan and Germany, or end up failures, as in South Vietnam and Burma.
{{Gloser:}} 

-- notable - framtredende / iaugefallande

-- doomed - dømt til å mislykkes / dømd til å mislykkast

{{Slutt}} 

{{Bildetekst:}} 

Building democracy? Children in Samarra, Iraq watch as US soldiers carry out a house-tohouse search on November 13, 2004
{{Slutt}} 
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Either way, there can be little doubt that the democratic forms of government of both the United States and the United Kingdom will continue to exert a strong influence on the world in the 21st century.

xxx4 India: an interesting mix

India, the world’s largest democracy, established a constitutional government in 1950. It is an interesting mixture of both the British parliamentary and American presidential systems. On the one hand, like the United Kingdom, it is a parliamentary democracy in which the prime minister exercises executive power and is responsible to a popularly elected national assembly which can take that power away. On the other hand, like the USA, it is a republic and elects a president every five years who is Commander-in Chief of the armed forces. However, rather than having executive power to preside over the government, the president’s duties are more ceremonial. The most important political power of the president is to call elections for the national assembly, something which must be done within at least a five-year period. The president then appoints the prime minister from the largest party or block of parties. The prime minister in turn selects a Council of Ministers with the president’s approval.

  Aspects of government that India shares with the USA are its written constitution as well as a Charter of Fundamental Rights similar to the American Bill of Rights. Aspects shared with the UK include a powerful Speaker presiding over the Lok Sabha (House of the People), as well

as a national assembly with two chambers – the other being the Rajya Sabha (Council of States). In addition, the fundamental idea of the rule of law is a British heritage. In India, however, it is protected by an American-inspired Supreme Court.

{{Gloser:}} 

-- to call elections - å utlyse nyvalg / å lyse ut nyval

-- heritage – arv
{{Slutt}} 

{{Bildetekst:}} 
British influence on Indian transport: a red doubledecker

in Bombay

{{Slutt}} 
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>>>> Activities

1. Understanding the text – Jeopardy
Make questions for these answers:

a) It gradually evolved.

b) Reigns but does not rule.

c) It was created through a written document.

d) A system of checks and balances.

e) It is the single most important difference.

f) These are emulation, colonization and imposition.

g) Argentina, Mexico and Brazil are examples.

h) Colonies with a majority of settlers and colonies with a majority of indigenous peoples.

i) The Bahamas, Malta and the Republic of Ireland are examples.

j) It protected them from communist dictatorships.

k) Estonia and Romania are examples.

l) Iran had a similar development.

m) It was established in 1950.

n) To call elections for the national assembly.

o) It is protected by a Supreme Court.

2. Reading for information
For information about reading strategies, see pp. 32 and 51

a) Scan the text to find all the countries mentioned. Note them down while reading.

b) Skim the text to find three different ways in which the British and American political systems have influenced other countries. Note them down while reading.

c) Close-read the text to find answers to the following questions. Use examples from the text to support your answers.

-– What are the main similarities and differences between the British and the American political systems?

-– In what ways have the two political systems exerted influence on other countries?

–- Are the two systems still influential in the world today?

–- What characterizes the political system in India?

3. Discussion
Discuss the following in small groups:

a) “Kings and democracy don’t mix. Therefore a presidential system is the best.” What do you think of this statement?

b) You are a newly independent island nation. You want to establish a democratic political system. What kind of system or mix of systems do you want? Compare your choice with another group’s.

c) “Democracy cannot be forced upon a population.” Do you agree?

d) Are the American and British systems of government still good models for the world or have they lost their appeal?
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4. Quick research – who were they?

Here is a list of people who have played a role in the political history of their country. Work in groups and divide the people in the list between you. Then go to our website and find five interesting facts about “your” person(s). Join your group again and share your findings.

-- Thomas Jefferson 
-– Simon Bolivar 
-– Jawaharlal Nehru 
-– Eamon de Valera 
–- Jomo Kenyatta 
-– William Gladstone 
-– Indira Gandhi 
–- Norman Manley 
–- Nelson Mandela 
-– Konrad Adenauer 
-– General

-- Douglas MacArthur (Japan) 
-– Mohammed Ali Jinnah 
-– Boris Yeltsin 
-– Benazir Bhutto

{{Bildetekst:}} 

Jawaharlal Nehru (1889–1964) – India’s first prime minister

{{Slutt}} 
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xxx3 The Anglo-American World: Riches and Rags

The United Kingdom and the United States have been path-breakers in the economic development of the world over the past two centuries. It was in the United Kingdom that industrialization first took root and flowered into a developing free-market economy. The capitalist system it pioneered became a model copied by countries around the world, not least in the United States. Expanding British trade and production drove the growth of the British Empire and were at the center of the development of a world-wide financial and trading system. The UK became the world’s richest and most powerful nation. People from all over the world went to Britain to be educated in science, engineering and business. Although by 1900 the United States and other countries had surpassed the industrial production of the UK, London remained the center of international finance well into the 20th century.

  The decline in Britain’s economic power and the end of the British Empire in the middle of the 20th century were paralleled by the rise of America as an economic superpower. Just as the UK had been the first industrialized country, the US became the first post-industrial consumer economy – a new economic model for the world. The success of the United States in creating wealth and sustaining growth after the Second World War was stunning. It far outpaced its rival, the Soviet Union. Countries around the world eagerly joined the new globalized consumer economy which America established. Even communist countries like the People’s Republic of China eventually recognized the superiority of the free-market economy when compared to state planning, and adopted many free-market practices. As one Chinese communist leader famously remarked, “It doesn’t matter whether a cat is black or white, as long as it catches mice.”

  In sum, it is safe to say that the economies of the United Kingdom and the United States have helped transform the world. This success has not come without difficulties, however.

xxx4 The challenge: increased competition

In the 1960s, ’70s and ’80s the same global free-market system they had helped to establish came back to haunt both countries in the form of foreign competition.
{{Gloser:}} 

-- path-breaker - banebryter, foregangsmann / banebrytar, føregangsmann

-- to pioneer - å innføre, å være skaper av / å innføre, å vere skapar av

-- to surpass - å overgå

-- decline - nedgang

-- consumer economy - forbrukerøkonomi/forbrukarøkonomi

-- to sustain - å opprettholde / å halde ved lag

-- to transform - å forandre

-- to haunt - å hjemsøke / å heimsøkje

{{Slutt}} 
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{{Bildetekst:}} 

London – still a very important financial centre
{{Bildeforklaring:}} 

Fotografi av gamle og nye næringsbygg ved siden av hverandre

{{Slutt}} 
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Great Britain was the first to feel the pinch in the 1960s when she was unable to keep up with the growth rates of her

European neighbors. The British were slow to adapt to new technological and economic developments. Industries that had been taken over by the government after the war proved hard to make more efficient. A widening income gap appeared between the “have-nots” in the failing industrial northlands and the “have’s” in and around London.

  In the 1970s it was America’s turn. European and Asian countries began to flood the American market with cheaper goods, starting with radios and working their way up the food chain to cars and heavy industrial products. America remained rich, but more and more of its riches went to buying quality goods from abroad. Heavy industry in the Northeast either went bankrupt, moved production to cheaper areas in the South and West, or “outsourced” to countries abroad. There was much talk of the decline of the United States and the rise of the Japanese model for growth.

xxx4 The response: back to basics

The response in both countries was a return to the principles of a freemarket economy by lowering taxes and reducing government programs and regulations. In Great Britain this was led by the Conservative Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher, in the United States by Republican President Ronald Reagan and his successor, George H. Bush. The aim was to return money to private hands so it could be invested as capital into profitable enterprises in the free market. It proved a successful policy. Both economies responded by becoming “leaner and meaner”. Great Britain threw off its image as the sick old man of Europe and began to grow again, catching and in some areas surpassing its European competitors. By the 1990s the United States had entered into a period of sustained growth that lasted for a decade. It recaptured its position as the world’s strongest economy while its chief rival, Japan, fell into economic

stagnation from which it has still not emerged.

xxx4 Riches

Today both the United States and the United Kingdom rank among the five wealthiest nations in the world in terms of Gross Domestic Product (GDP). The United States is by far the largest of the two. With only about 5% of the world’s population, it has close to 27% of total global economic production. That makes it almost three times the size of

Japan, its nearest rival, and only slightly smaller than the combined GDP of all 27 countries in the European Union (see Table 1). Not only is it the largest single economy in the world, it is also the most competitive.

{{Gloser:}} 

-- to feel the pinch - å kjenne presset

-- growth rate - vekstkurve

-- profitable enterprise – lønnsomt foretak / lønnsamt føretak

-- stagnation - stagnasjon

-- Gross Domestic Product - bruttonasjonalprodukt

{{Slutt}} 
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Over many years the UK has also enjoyed a higher growth rate, lower unemployment and lower inflation than most of its fellow European Union members.

{{Margtekst:}} 

GDP definition: the market value of all goods and services

that have been bought for final use during a year.

{{Slutt}} 

{{Tabell: 3 kolonner, 8 rader}} 

Table 1: World Gross Domestic Product

(in billions of US dollars, 2006)

Gross World Product                   48,144,466

Rank    Country                       GDP (millions of USD)

1       United States                 13,244,550

2       Japan                         4,367,459

3       Germany                       2,867,032

4       People’s Republic of China    2,630,113

5       United Kingdom                2,373,685

        European Union (27 countries) 14,527,140

  (Source: International Monetary Fund, 2006)

{{Slutt}} 

xxx4 Disturbing questions

Yet there are some very disturbing developments among all this apparently good news. Chief among them is the existence of deep pockets of poverty among the citizens of both countries. Around one in five households in Britain is poor, compared with only one in ten in Sweden and one in eight in Germany. In the United States the official poverty rate hovers around 12 to 13% – about 37 million people, though some unofficial estimates put the number as high as 50 to 60 million. Why do countries that are so rich have so many poor people? What efforts have been made to end poverty?

xxx4 Welfare

After the Second World War Great Britain established one of the largest welfare systems in the world – a system that included a comprehensive National Health Service, free schooling, housing subsidies and many other features designed to combat inequality and provide a safety net for those in need. In contrast, Americans were more skeptical about giving government such powers. Nonetheless, in 1961 President John F. Kennedy declared a “War on Poverty” and his successor, Lyndon B. Johnson followed up with his “Great Society” – a wide range of programs to help the poor.

{{Gloser:}} 

-- competitive - konkurransepreget/ konkurranseprega

-- poverty rate - andelen fattige / prosentdelen fattige

-- estimate - anslag

-- comprehensive - omfattende/omfattande

-- subsidy - økonomisk bidrag

-- successor - etterfølger/etterfølgjar

{{Slutt}} 
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{{Bildetekst:}} 

Rolls-Royce was one of the British industries privatised during Margaret Thatcher’s period as prime minister (Below) Miners carry equipment on the surface at the Wistow colliery in north Yorkshire, 16 July, 2002. They have just heard UK Coal Plc announce it will close the nation’s largest mining complex at Selby in March 2004, putting around 2,100 jobs at risk 

{{Bildeforklaring:}} 

Fotografi av arbeidere og et bilkarrosseri på en bilfabrikk

{{Slutt}} 
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xxx4 Deserving and undeserving poor

Common to both approaches was a particularly Anglo-American way of viewing poverty and its causes. When it comes to handing out help, from the earliest times a distinction has been made between the “deserving poor” – those who through no fault of their own are unable to care for themselves, such as widows, orphans, the sick, the very old – and the “undeserving poor” – those who have no visible reason to be

poor and are perhaps lazy or immoral, such as criminals, vagrants and beggars. The underlying assumption is that poverty is avoidable through individual effort, that it is an individual responsibility. This contrasts sharply with much of continental Europe where poverty is viewed as a result of social forces beyond the control of the individual.

{{Gloser:}} 

-- distinction - skille/skilje

-- deserving poor - verdige trengende / verdige trengande

-- undeserving poor – uverdige trengende / uverdige trengande

-- assumption - antakelse/tanke

{{Slutt}} 

{{Bildetekst:}} 

Homeless teenager in New York’s Times Square at night. There were 3-3.5 million homeless people in the USA in 2008

{{Slutt}} 
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{{Tabell: 3 kolonner, 4 rader}} 

_Survey of attitudes towards poverty in Europe and the USA_
Percentage answering “Yes”

                                   Europeans    Americans

The poor are trapped in poverty    60%          29%

Luck determines income             54%          30%

The poor are lazy                  24%          60%
{{Slutt}} 
xxx4 Limiting welfare

As a result of this individualistic view, neither the welfare programs in Britain nor in the United States have ever been funded with the object of ending poverty by redistributing income from the successful to the “undeserving”. Both have used what is called the liberal welfare model which targets help to specific groups with specific needs – the deserving poor. Beyond that, the emphasis has been on helping people move themselves out of poverty to individual economic independence. Therefore, both nations have traditionally spent less on welfare than

comparable nations in the EU. 
  Even in the 1990s, when the British Labour government increased welfare funding for the deserving poor, it also created tough new powers to force able-bodied people back to work. In America the Democrats went a step further. In 1996 many of America’s Great Society welfare programs were scrapped completely and replaced by new “Workfare” programs which demanded that healthy people work if they were to get help. No one was allowed help for more than a total of five years during their whole working life. This resulted in an entirely new type of poverty – the working poor, an  estimated eight to nine million people who cannot make ends meet on the low wages they must earn to continue to get help.

xxx4 Increasing inequality

Despite all these efforts, neither the British nor the American welfare reforms have resulted in a significant reduction in the overall levels of poverty. Critics of the existing welfare systems in the United States and the United Kingdom think continued poverty may be due to another disturbing phenomenon in both countries – a widening gap between the rich and the poor. Since the 1970s the distribution of wealth in the United States has grown steadily more unequal. According to a recent survey, the same has been the case for Great Britain since the 1980s. As the old song puts it, the rich get richer and the poor get poorer. This seems to happen no matter what political party is in power – Republicans or Democrats, Conservatives or Labour. It appears to be an inbuilt characteristic of the free-market economy. Wealth moves to the top. The income of the middle class stays the same or falls. Workingclass income falls in relation to the middle and upper classes.

{{Gloser:}} 

-- to redistribute - å omfordele / å fordele på nytt

-- to target - å ha som mål

-- emphasis - hovedvekt/hovudvekt

-- able-bodied - funksjonsfrisk

-- to scrap - å vrake

-- widening gap -- økende skille / aukande skilje

-- distribution - fordeling

-- survey - studie, undersøkelse, oversikt / studie, undersøking, oversikt

{{Slutt}} 
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{{Bildetekst:}} 
A young boy shops for toys at the Salvation Army Multi

Service Center December 19, 2007 in San Francisco, California. Over 1,800 underprivileged families in the city

received holiday gifts and food free of charge as part of

the Salvation Army’s donation distribution program
{{Slutt}} 
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This development has unsettling implications if it continues. One of them would be the creation of a permanent “underclass” outside of society, prone to violence and crime. Another would be an ever smaller middle class, squeezed between a rich elite and a growing working class and underclass. This could potentially threaten modern democracy and leave the door open to political instability.

xxx4 Defenders and critics

Defenders of the free-market economy point out that, whatever the differences of the division of wealth _between_ citizens of the UK and the US, the living standards of _all_ their citizens have improved dramatically over the last fifty years as both countries have become steadily richer. When the sea level rises, it lifts all the boats, big and small. The rapid improvement of living conditions in China is an example of this. Regarding poverty, defenders point out that the poor are far better off in the Anglo-American world than almost anywhere else. In any case, no country in history has ever entirely eliminated poverty, so why should it be expected of the UK or the US? And if the UK and US economic systems are so flawed, why are hundreds of thousands of people trying to get into both countries each year? And why has most of the world joined the global consumer economy they founded together?

  Critics remain unconvinced. With great wealth and power comes great responsibility. No doubt the free-market system is the most productive, but it is based on unending growth. Can such growth be sustained and, even if it can, what will be the cost to the environment? Further, in a world plagued by inequality, what does the increasingly unequal distribution of wealth within two of the world’s oldest free-market economies tell us? Will the future of the global consumer economy also be one of increasing inequality between its members?

  In conclusion, it remains to be seen whether the United Kingdom and the United States will continue to be models of economic development in the future as they have been over the past two centuries.

{{Gloser:}} 

-- unsettling implication - foruroligende implikasjon / urovekkjande implikasjon

-- to be prone to - å ha anlegg for

-- to be flawed - å ha mangler / å ha manglar

-- unconvinced - ikke overbevist / ikkje overtydd

{{Slutt}} 
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>>>> Activities

1. Understanding the text
Here are a few statements. Some are true for the UK, some for the US, some for both countries and some for neither country. Tick off the correct alternative.

a) The gap between the rich and poor is getting bigger.

-- The UK

-- The USA

-- Both countries

-- Neither country

b) More money is spent on welfare than in comparable EU countries.

-- The UK

-- The USA

-- Both countries

-- Neither country

c) A large welfare system was established after the Second World War.

-- The UK

-- The USA

-- Both countries

-- Neither country

d) In the 1960s, a “War on Poverty” was declared.

-- The UK

-- The USA

-- Both countries

-- Neither country

e) “Workfare” programs created a new class of so-called “working poor”.

-- The UK

-- The USA

-- Both countries

-- Neither country

f) The economy suffered a setback during the 1960s and 70s.

-- The UK

-- The USA

-- Both countries

-- Neither country

g) Poverty is now eliminated completely.

-- The UK

-- The USA

-- Both countries

-- Neither country

2. Summing up the text
A student in your class has been absent during your work with the text about the British and American economies. Now she has asked you to send her an SMS summing up the most important information from the text as well as a selection of new vocabulary. Write her an SMS of maximum eight sentences and eight key words.

3. Discussion
Discuss in small groups:

a) Why have nations been so eager to join the free-market consumer economy since the Second World War? Do you think they still feel that way today?

b) Look at Table 2 on p. 225. How can you explain the differences between the European and American responses to the questions asked? How would you answer these questions?

c) Americans are well known for being active in charity work to help their fellow citizens. Yet they do not support the creation of a welfare state like that found in Norway, or even the UK for that matter. Why do you think that might be? What is it about American attitudes that might make them dislike the welfare state?
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4. Vocabulary
a) Find the word in each line which means the same as the first word in the line:

-- impact: wealth – influence – passion

-- financial: monetary – greedy – affluent

-- surpass: fight – outdo – lose

-- decline: progress – consume – weakening

-- sustain: strengthen – grow – survive

-- superior: traditional – brutal – eminent

-- pioneer: innovate – supply – argue

-- transform: formulate – convert – conclude

-- plant: market – factory – tower

-- efficient: productive – eligible – creative

-- profitable: stubborn – huge – lucrative

-- competitor: scale – rival – manager

-- income: opening – wages – inflation

-- estimate: assessment – esteem – elimination

-- subscribe: support – salute – reduce

-- benefit: restraint – aid – type

-- rapid: sluggish – rosy – quick

b) Place the italicized words in categories: nouns, verbs or adjectives. Note: some words belong in more than one category.

5. Language
a) Translate the following news report into English. Remember that English and Norwegian have different rules for punctuation and capital letters. (If you need help, see our website.)

{{Rammetekst:}} 

_Hver niende sulter i USA_
Over 35,5 millioner amerikanere har i perioder ikke råd til å kjøpe nok mat.

  Det viser tall fra landbruksdepartementet i Washington. Fattigdommen var svakt økende fra 2005 til 2006. I alt 12,6 millioner av dem som sultet, var barn.

  11,1 millioner amerikanere oppgir at de hadde store problemer med å skaffe nok mat i fjor, og det resulterte i at det til tider gikk dager mellom hver gang voksne familiemedlemmer kunne spise.

  Statistikken omfatter ikke USAs drøyt tre millioner hjemløse, men tar kun for seg dem som har permanent tak over hodet.

  Drøyt hver tiende familie i USA, 10,9 prosent, sier at de i fjor gikk sultne i perioder. Nesten hver tredje enslige mor, 30,4 prosent, sier det samme. I svarte husholdninger var andelen 21.8 prosent, i spansktalende 19,5 prosent.

  Jim Weil leder Food Research and Action Center. Han frykter at problemet i år kan være enda mer dramatisk, og viser til at maten er blitt dyrere og forskjellene større mellom fattig og rik.

  – Vi må gjøre mer for å sikre at husholdningene har tilgang til sunn mat. Hjelpeprogrammene må forbedres og utvides, sier Weil.

  (NTB, 15. november 2007)

{{Slutt}} 

b) Rewrite the English text you have produced as an oral dialogue between yourself and Jim Weil. You may start like this: – Hello, Mr. Weil. Could you tell me if people are having trouble getting enough food these days? 

c) Comment on the changes you have made to the text. How did you change the style from formal and written to informal and oral?
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6. Writing
Choose one task:

a) Write a short story which describes a day in the life of someone who belongs to the “working poor” in America. Choose the place where she (or he) lives and the job or jobs she holds. Tell the reader about what she thinks of her life. Use your imagination.

b) Surfing the net one day, you come across the following quote from conservative political commentator Bill O’Reilly: “It’s hard to do it because you have got to look people in the eye and tell them they’re irresponsible and lazy. And who’s going to want to do that? Because that’s what poverty is, ladies and gentlemen. In this country (USA), you can succeed if you get educated and work hard. Period.” You decide to write an e-mail to a friend of yours in the USA and tell him about O’Reilly’s statement and how you feel about it.

7. Quick Research
Choose one task and write a brief summary of your findings.

a) The jobs of the “working poor” in the USA are often in service industries like food (McDonald’s) and sales (Walmart). These are sometimes called “McJobs”. Find out what kind of wages they pay. There is a “minimum wage” set by the federal government. Find out what it is today.

b) Find out how many people work in agriculture, industry or service in either Britain or the USA. Compare these results to a country in the developing world. How do they differ?

8. Working with statistics
Look at the map and the figures below from 2006–2007 and answer the following questions: 

a) In which region is unemployment highest?

b) In which region is unemployment lowest?

c) Why is unemployment higher in London than elsewhere in the south, do you think?

d) In general, is there any wider pattern of unemployment you can see from this map?

{{Figurforklaring:}} 

Et kart over Storbritannia som viser arbeidsledigheten i ulike byer, land og steder;

-- Scotland: 5% 
-- Northern Ireland: 3.8% 
-- North West: 5.5% 
-- North-East: 6.5% 

-- Yorks and Humberside: 5.5% 

-- East Midlands: 5% 
-- West Midlands: 5.5% 
-- Wales: 5% 
-- South West: 4% 

-- South East: 4.5% 
-- London: 6.9% 
-- Eastern England: 4.5% 
{{Slutt}} 
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xxx3 Digging Deeper: Part Two

See p. 148 for an introduction to in-depth research work. Topics to investigate

1) Find examples of British MPs rebelling against their own party’s government during the last few years. Who were they, and why did they rebel? What were the consequences for the MPs and their parties?

2) Find out what arguments are made for reforming the British election system. Present one or more suggestions that have been made for a new system.

3) Tony Blair was prime minister from 1997 to 2007. Find differing opinions on the job he did and how he will be remembered. Make a list of the positive and negative things people were saying about him when he resigned. Then present your answer to the following question: “Will Tony Blair go down in history as a great prime minister?”

4) Britain and the USA have had a love-hate relationship over the centuries. These two countries feel themselves to be “cousins”, and are often allied on political issues. Explain what the state of this “special relationship” is today.

5) Analyze the most recent presidential election in the USA. Find out who some of the candidates in the primaries were, who won the nomination at each party’s convention, and what the main issues of the election were. Present the main reasons for the success of the winning candidate.

6) Find out about one of the following important cases ruled on by the Supreme Court. Explain what the case was about and what the outcome was.

-- Plessy v. Ferguson (1896)

–- Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka (1954)

-– Miranda v. Arizona (1966)

-– Roe v. Wade (1973)

7) The internet has become an important venue for political agitation. Find websites used to campaign for or against specific candidates for political office in the USA. Choose two such sites and compare the methods they use to promote their views. Areas of interest might, for example, be use of language (quotes, characteristics etc.) and visual or auditory effects (pictures, videos, sound clips etc.). Explain which of the sites you think has the most effective way of presenting their message.
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8) The political system in India is described on p. 216. Explain the political system in one of the following countries: Australia, Canada, Jamaica, Ireland, Brazil, Mexico or Russia. Focus specifically on influence from the British and/or American political system.

9) Charity and volunteer work is extremely important in the USA. See what you can find out about how many Americans give charitable contributions each year and how many are active in voluntary work. What is their motivation? Why are they willing to give their time to the underprivileged, but not their tax dollars?

xxx4 Self-evaluation

Go back to p. 149 and review your overall performance in English according to the goals in the subject curriculum. Make a new table for the areas you think need more work.

{{Bildetekst:}} 

Charity work: Elderly volunteer Joe Parsons plays a board game with Valencia Barton, a first grader at Claxton Elementary School, North Carolina, to help teach her numbers

{{Slutt}} 
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