
 

Starting Blocks of Socialist Beliefs 

Human Nature 
Socialists have a positive view of human nature and regard people as social creatures who are co-operative, 

sociable and rational. From this perspective, human behaviour is socially determined and people naturally 

prefer to work together rather than compete against each other. This co-operative outlook enables humans to 

form connections (based on understanding, mutual support and respect), harness the capabilities of the whole 

community or society, and experience personal growth. Marxist socialists maintain that the true co-operative 

instincts of humans can be liberated only by the removal of the exploitative and oppressive capitalist system 

and the creation of a communist society.  

The State 

In theory, Marxism regards the state as an instrument of class rule. Marxist socialists argue that, under 

capitalism, the ruling bourgeoisie use the state apparatus (such as the political and legal system) to 

maintain their dominance over the proletariat. In their view, the state will wither away once communism 

has established a classless equal society. However, in practice, Marxist and state socialist regimes have 

used a centralised state to organise most or all production and distribution, and control their populations. 

Social democrats by contrast, argue that limited state intervention in social and economic affairs can 

safeguard the public and remedy the shortcomings of capitalism. Third-way supporters, or neo-

revisionists, adopt a much more sceptical attitude towards the state, asserting that ‘top down’ state 

intervention in economic and social matters is both inefficient and ineffective. For third-way socialists, 

the state should focus on social investment in infrastructure and education to improve job opportunities 

and to encourage self-reliance.  

Society 

Traditionally, socialists have seen society as being characterised mainly by class inequalities, economic 

divisions and significant disparities in property ownership. For example, Marxists argue that capitalist 

society is dominated by class conflict between the ruling bourgeoisie and the proletariat. In their view, 

only communism, with its commitment to classlessness and absolute equality can deliver a stable and 

unified society. Social democrats tend to view society in more fluid terms. They accept that class 

inequalities exist, but also maintain that these social differences can be reduced through peaceful 

improvements such as welfare and redistribution schemes. Social democrats also recognise that 

deindustrialisation and the rise of the service economy has made society increasingly ‘middle class’. Third 

way thinking on society rejects the traditional socialist emphasis on class distinctions and inequality. 

Instead, the third-way model of society stresses harmony, consensus and social inclusion. 

The Economy 

Most socialists call for some form of intervention or planning in economic affairs because they maintain 

that the profit driven free market cannot allocate wealth and resources fairly. Marxists and state 

socialists advocate replacing capitalism with a centrally planned economy based on common ownership 

of the means of production. Under communism, Marxists argue that economic production will be 

determined solely by human need. In contrast, social democrats accept a degree of free-market 

capitalism, and favour a mixed economy of nationalised key industries and privately-owned enterprises. 

Social democrats also endorse Keynesian interventionist techniques to regulate capitalism and maintain 

employment. In addition, they support welfare policies to redistribute wealth. Third way socialists readily 

accept the primacy of the free market economy since, in their view, it is the most efficient system of 

production – the resulting economic growth benefits everyone and encourages desirable personal 

qualities such as responsibility. Third-way thinking also rejects state intervention in the economy on the 

grounds that it discourages investment and stifles entrepreneurial initiative.  



Essay plans 

Evaluate the view that the UK is suffering from a participation crisis 
A political participation crisis is where there is a lack of engagement with the political 
system such as not voting in general elections.  

Is suffering Isn’t suffering 

Lower turnout at elections undermine the legitimacy of 
the results 
Average turnout at G.e. from 1945-1997 was over 75% but 
since then it has dropped in 2001 to the lowest since the 
end of the WW1 of 59.4%. 
Decreases the mandate of the party to enact their 
manifesto policies 
 
Turnout at “second order” elections is even lower e.g. 2012 
Police and Crime Commissioner elections had a record 
lower turnout, with an average of just 15% - undermines 
notion of elected and accountable police officials. 

Turnout has been increasing in recent years 
Whilst g.e. turnout is lower than previously it has 
been steadily increasing. Since the 2001 election the 
turnout has been increasing at everyone g.e. since 
2001 reaching 68.8% in 2017.  
This means it is possible that this trend will continue 
as political parties maintain their efforts to restore 
participation rates to their former levels.  
There may be other reasons why people aren’t voting 
in elections such as ‘hapathy’ where people are 
content with the current gov. 

Party membership as dropped as people have become less 
involved in formal politics 
In 2015 only 1 % of the electorate were members of the 
three main political parties compared to nearly 4% in 1983.  
Partisan dealignment in recent decades, with far fewer 
voters strongly identifying with a particular party, loyally 
supporting them from election to election – 2015 Audit of 
Political Engagement found only 30% of public  “strong 
supporter” of political party.  
75% of them said they were certain to vote 
Suggesting a sharp drop in trust and engagement 

Rise of e-democracy 
Electorate has turned away from traditional methods 
of participation and now tend to focus on single 
issues 
Social media, e-petitions 
In 2016 over 4.1m people signed a petition for a 2nd 
EU referendum  
From 2011-15 over 150 e-petitions collected over 
10k, 37 over 100k, 31 debated in Commons 
People are still involved in politics but in different 
ways 

it is easy to overestimate how many people are actively 
engaged in non-electoral participation 
questionable whether all the million members of RSPB are 
actively engaged with environmental issues.  
Many members just pay membership and do little else, 
primarily joining group for membership benefits  
While PGs may have become more influential only a small % 
of voters are actively involved  

While formal political participation has declined, PG 
have become increasingly popular 
Whilst turnout has decreased PGs have grown 
considerably with many memberships far larger than 
main political parties.  In recent years there has been 
a number of large-scale direct-action demonstrations 
highlighting people who are interested in taking a 
political stand. Numerous trade unions e.g. NUT or 
BMA have staged strikes and marches over issues of 
pay cuts and pensions reforms 
 

Conclusion – no it is not as turnout is rising and the recent rise of e-democracy, and PG membership 

 

Evaluate the effectiveness of the various proposals to improve democracy in the UK  
Democracy is the idea that power is given to the people  

Proposal Why the proposal isn’t good 

Widening the franchise – lower voting age to 16 Children are far more likely to follow their parents 
views and not use their own opinions as they lack 



Evaluate the view that the UK now has a two-party system 
Two party system  two parties compete for power at elections; other parties have no real 
chance of breaking their monopoly  

Arguments For Arguments against 

General elections since 1945 give strong evidence of a two-
party system  since the 1920s the 2 dominant parties have 
been in power (Tories and Labour)  this was especially true in 
the mid to late 19th century  e.g. at the 1951 g.e. Labour and 
Tory parties’ combined vote share was a remarkable 96.8%  
e.g. in the 2017 g.e. Tories and Labour won all but 71 seats and 
82.4% of the vote share  

However recent elections suggest that the two-
party system has come under strain  e.g. in the 
last 3 general elections there has been a coalition 
gov with Tory and Lib Dems giving smaller parties 
more power  and 2017 g.e. gave a supply and 
confidence agreement with DUP  shows that 
other parties have a chance of getting into power 
 in 2015 g.e. Tory and Labour only had 67.3% of 
vote share  2019 EU election Tory had the worst 
election result since 1832 gaining only 4/73 seats 
and Labour only getting 10 

Electoral system used promotes a two-party system  FPTP 
used in g.e. tends to promote a two-party system  although 
the combined vote share of Tories and Labour has fallen by 
29.5% the percentage of seats held by the two parties has only 
fallen by 12.1%  as FPTP wastes so many votes and makes 
the distribution of a party’s support as important as the 
strength of its support  e.g. in 2015 general election UKIP got 
3.8m votes but only 1 seats due to how dispersed their votes 
were  this means that even if parties put candidates up at 
every constituency they can still not win a single seat if they 
come second in everyone under FPTP  so it is very difficult for 
third parties to get into power  

However, smaller parties have still done well 
under FPTP and had a large impact on the UK  
e.g. 2010 g.e. Lib Dems stopped Conservatives 
from gaining a majority, forcing them to form a 
coalition   putting a third party into power  
e.g. in 2015 g.e. won 56 seats due to their 
concentrated support in Scotland giving them the 
plurality needed to win these constituencies  
 
Furthermore, not all elections use FPTP and thus 
promote a more multi-party system  e.g. 2019 
UK MEP elections the Tories had their worst 
election results since 1832 gaining only 4/73 seats 
and Labour only gained 10  

Greater support and exposure for third parties has given them 
considerable influence on UK politics rise in recent support for 
UKIP, SNP and Brexit Party (winning 29 seats in MEP elections)  
SNP winning 56 seats in 2015 g.e.  UKIP gaining 3.8m votes in 2015 
 etc 

However, the main parties are adaptable enough 
to adopt third party policies undermining their 
appeal  e.g. in 2017 g.e. vote share dropped 
from 12.6% to 1.8% after UK voted to leave EU  
and SNP lost 21 seats. 

  

  



UK essay plans 

Evaluate the view that the PM has too much power over their cabinet  
Judgement – ultimately depends on size of majority and political circumstances at time 
 

Arguments for Arguments against 

 PM has increasing institutional resources available at their own 
dispense allowing them to essentially create all legislation 
without the input or help of the rest of the cabinet 
e.g. Number 10 Policy Unit  which provide policy advice to 
PM  
e.g. Thatcher’s own economic special advisors  
e.g. Blair’s Delivery and Strategy unit 
Gives them large amounts of power over the cabinet as they 
can do everything with little input needed 

In reality they still need to pass the decisions by 
the cabinet in order to gain support as if the PM 
ignores the cabinet it is unlikely, they will be able 
to pass their legislation. 
In recent years this hasn’t been true as Blair’s 
departments were shutdown by the coalition gov 
In recent years there has been 2 coalition govs 
and a small majority meaning the PM has to rely 
much more on the Cabinet for support to pass 
legislation and relies on junior coalition partner to 
agree on legislation as they need their support 

PM has individual patronage and prerogative powers giving 
them much more powers of the Cabinet 
This means the PM has the ability to just appoint people to 
important positions allowing them to shape the cabinet in their 
own direction anyway they feel and can make them into ‘yes-
men’ like under Thatcher  this means that peoples views can 
be ignored in favour of one individual, the PM who shapes the 
direction of the country 

Just because ministers are appointed by the PM to 
the cabinet does not necessarily mean that they 
will always be in agreement with the PM and can 
lead to large resignations or reshuffles which 
makes the PM look weak and not in control 
leading to their downfall e.g. 31 resignations 
relating to Brexit under May 

In recent years the executive has shifted from cabinet to 
presidential  
Professor Foley has suggested in recent years the PM is 
increasingly “presidential” by distancing themselves from their 
political party  
e.g. Thathcer wanted to convert Tories into her version of New 
Right ideology 
e.g. Blair wanted to replace “Old Labour” with that of “New 
Labour”  
Pursuing their own mandate and agenda  
People who still support New Labour within the party are called 
Blairites  kind of presidential image separate from the party  
Giving them more power as a bigger mandate from the people 
means that it is more likely that the cabinet will be forced to 
support them 
e.g. Blair’s personality helped him to win a majority of 197 in 
2001 

Although spatial leadership has allowed PMs to 
increase their own personal mandate, agenda and 
powers it has also been the reason why PMs have 
also been forced to resign from office as they have 
been ousted by their own Cabinet 
e.g. after Blair and Thatcher lost support from 
their own cabinet in the form of many 
resignations they were forced to step down as PM 
after exhausting their political resources  

  

  



 

 

Is America Still a Federal State 
Federalism is the system in which sovereignty is shared between a central government known as the federal government and individual states, 
with each having their own specific rights 
This essay will consider the use of elastic clauses and fiscal power by the FG, the amendment process and role of SC in upholding SC 
Ultimately will conclude that America is no longer a federal state 

Argument 
Continued expansion of the Federal government through elastic clauses 
Summary 
Since 1932 elastic clauses have been massively stretched to increase the power of the FG whilst also destroying the powers of the states 
Examples 
Obama used the commerce clause to justify the creation of Obamacare – clear stretch of the commerce clause as it is not related to regulating commerce 
How does entrench federal power? 
Seizes power from the states governments and forces them to sign up to programmes without at a choice – the stretched use of the elastic clauses could be 
argued as going against the 10th amendment – reserved powers   
Gives the FG power where they previously did not so it is decreasing the rights of states. 

There has been increasing federal deferment on particular issues 
Summary 
The FG can decide to defer issues onto states if they do not wish to get into these areas which increases the powers of states – usually those which are not 
important or are very popular issues in order to retain public support 
Examples 
2013 Cole memo was released which said due to limited resources fed gov would not enforce federal marijuana prohibition and instead leave the states to enforce 
the problem how they see fit 
How does this protect/return state powers? 
States are given back some powers which the FG do not want to get involved because they are popular issues and some of states which have ignored the federal 
ban and legalised marijuana are swing states such as Oregon. 
So, to secure votes for their party from these states the president deferred the issues to the states who they knew would not enforce the rules 
Balance 
In early 2018 the memo was rescinded by the new President Trump which means the matter will not stay deferred forever and can also change whenever the 
president wishes to change it 
Overall 
America is no longer a federal state this is because the massive expansion of the FG means that states now have little power – although some issues are different 
to states this only happens on very specific issues and they can reverse their stance at any time. 
Controlling role of the FG through fiscal power 
Summary 
The creation of the 16th amendment - federal income tax lead to large expansions of the power of the FG. (before this point they collected money through tariffs 
and customs very small in comparison). This means that people will not want to be taxed from 2 sources it has forced state income taxes to decrease overtime 
giving the FG even more fiscal power. 
This is because states have becoming increasingly reliant on the FG for funding who now provide states with ¼ of total spending in the form of federal grants. This 
does not necessarily mean that states powers are decreasing as they financially benefitting 
The restrictions come from conditions imposed on funding known as categorical grants – these dictate exactly how the money should be spent  
Examples 
One of the conditions of the Highway Trust Fund which is a very large grant given to states which they are dependent on to pay for their highways was that states 
had to raise their drinking age to 21.  
How does this entrench federal power?  
This means that if states are to maintain access to this huge financial resource, they often have to adhere to policy requirements imposed by the FG. This goes 
against the basic idea of federalism as there is power is not shared between states and the FG but instead the FG tell the states exactly how to spend their money 
allowing them to manipulate states. In many cases the states are forced to accept these grants as they rely on this money in order to function as it is usually such 
large amounts. 
Balance 
However, states do not have to accept these grants as they are optional. For example, Kentucky have accepted Obamacare but have rejected any additional 
money. There are also other types of grants such as block grants which have no policy requirements which give states more freedom but these are much rarer.  
Overall 
Overall, it is clear that even though states do not have to accept grants they usually do as they are dependent on them. This means that the FG can easily 
manipulate the states and erode federalism pushing America further away from being a federal state. 
SC judicial review is being used to expand the power of the FG to allow them to control policy. 
Summary 
The judicial branch has helped the FG by interpreting the constitution in their favour to gives them more power over the states.  
Examples 
In the case of NFIB vs Sebelius the SC upheld Obamacare forcing all states to adopt the universal mandate which forces all citizens to buy health insurance without 
choice. Even though it was argued that it was a very big stretch of the commerce clause as it is not related to regulating commerce. 
How does entrench federal power? 
This means that the FG can get away with manipulating states and stretching the Constitution to give them more leverage over the states with approval from the 
SC. Furthermore, it does not allow the states to legalise such programmes through their own legislative branches but instead is imposed upon them. 
Balance 
SC have used judicial review to give power back to states e.g. US vs Lopez or Printz vs US – SC overturned FG imposed policy forcing state officials to perform 
background checks on gun purchases – this was overturned as it went against the 10th amendment. This returns powers back to states to allow their state 
legislatures to decide on their own policies without FG interferences  
 
Overall 
In recent years the SC has allowed the FG to increase its power over the states decreasing federalism as sovereignty is not shared between the governments. 
However, some times the SC has helped to increase states’ rights as seen in Printz vs US. 
Conclusion 
America is technically still a federal state as power is shared between states and the federal government. However, in reality the degrees to which power is shared 
is very little as the federal government have manipulated states through fiscal policy and elastic clauses to gain leverage over them. This means that the amount of 
power which is delegated to states governments has become severely reduced. However, states have retained some power through federal deferment and 
because they do not have to accept grants if they do not wish. 


