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This new Journal aims to assemble the 
noteworthy news from the term into one 
comprehensive document and offer a vari-
ety of  views on the controversial issues that 
are dominating today’s political agenda.

In this edition, Politics in Review will cover 
all the riveting news from Westminster 
and a summary of  the recent events in 
Washington, from the downfall of  May’s 
premiership to the triumphant perfor-
mances from the smaller parties in 2019. 
Additionally, a comprehensive assessment 
of  the Tory leadership contenders is pro-
vided on page (14). Finally, GSAL’s finest 
political minds have constructed stimu-
lating and informative articles on their 
chosen topic related to this volumes theme: 
BREXIT.

3

George Gearty
Chief Editor

Mike Ahern Andrew Stodolny

CONTENTS

PM RESIGNATION
PAGE 4

ELECTIONS IN 2019 
PAGE 6

NEWS IN AMERICA

• Is Trump going to be impeached?

• Democrats 2020: Who will Trump face?

• Is Abortion law going to change?

PAGE 8

TORY LEADERSHIP
PAGE 14

BREXIT TIMELINE
PAGE 18

BENEFITS OF BREXIT
PAGE 24

BREXIT AND THE CONSTITUTION
PAGE 33

THE BREXIT MIRROR
PAGE 36

THE CASE FOR SCOTTISH 
INDEPENDENCE

PAGE 38

WESTMINSTER DEMOCRACY
PAGE 40

GSAL POLLS
PAGE 42



4

PM RESIGNATION
By George Gearty
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In an emotional speech from Theresa 
May on the 24th May, the Prime 

Minister announced she would step down 
on the 7th of  June after nearly three years 
in number 10, and act as a caretaker PM 
until a Tory Leadership contest could 
elect a suitable replacement. The news 
comes after thunderous calls from within 
her party to layout a departure timeline. 
Rumours of  a coup from her own cabinet 
had also begun to spread in the days lead-
ing up to her announcement. Though her 
speech ended with a dutiful sentiment, it 
is difficult to overlook the failures of  her 
premiership. After taking over from David 
Cameron in 2016, Theresa May promised 
to “build a better Britain” by: taking on 
inequality, challenging social injustices but 
most importantly, to deliver Brexit. 

Domestically, May has led the coun-
try to some limited reforms. Under her 
reign, despite the uncertainty of  Brexit, 
unemployment has fallen to 3.8% (as 
of  the first quarter of  2019), the lowest 
level since 1974. The continuation of  the 
Conservative’s Austerity programme led 
to the lowest annual government deficit in 
2018 since 2002. Moreover tax cuts and 
legislative changes like minimum wage 
manipulation have supposedly benefited 
the working class. However, the recent 
surges in employment have come under 
scrutiny as the quality of  jobs are conten-
tious, with 1.8M people under employment 
contracts without a guaranteed number of  

hours. Furthermore, Britain was labelled 
the fifth most unequal country in Europe 
with 20% of  our population living below 
the poverty line. Rampant homelessness 
and child poverty has further tarnished 
May’s domestic record. Finally her claim 
that the period of  Austerity was over dur-
ing the 2018 party convention portrayed 
May and her government to be out of  
touch with the everyday person who she 
stood to represent back in 2016.

Needless to say, though she managed to 
achieve some successes, Theresa May 
certainly failed to establish herself  as “the 
new Margaret Thatcher”. Several high 
profile failures have certainly undermined 
the PM strong and stable leadership. 
Universal Credit has been predominantly 
appraised as a failure (the new benefit for 
working age population, which replaces six 
previous benefits into one, has cost signifi-
cantly more than predicted and even poses 
a threat to claimants who may receive 
£2,500 less than the old system) and the 
Windrush scandal showed a worryingly 
lethargic attitude from her government, 
creating an unwelcoming perception to the 
UK’s immigration policy.

Nevertheless, we must appreciate that 
Theresa May inherited a host of  the issues 
which will plague her legacy. May’s pre-
decessor could certainly take responsibility 
for several, with the policy of  Universal 
Credit and the Brexit referendum, which 
divided the electorate, all occurring under 

Cameron’s reign. Organising our depar-
ture from the European Union would have 
been an impossible task for any leader, 
especially considering how hugely divided 
parliament is over the style of  Brexit we 
should employ. 

Yet, Theresa May managed to make 
delivering Brexit even more difficult by 
erroneously calling a snap election in 2017. 
In an attempt to strengthen her hand in 
the forthcoming Brexit negotiations, the 
appallingly run election campaign lost 
the PM 13 seats leaving her 9 short of  a 
majority. This unequivocally is the defin-
ing mistake of  her premiership as even in 
the case of  unanimously uniting her own 
party on the withdrawal agreement, she 
would still be reliant on the DUP’s sup-
port. Therefore, under May’s leadership 
the Conservatives lost all three ‘meaningful 
votes’ and suffered the largest margin of  
defeat for a government motion ever (by 
230 votes). The day of  departure was sub-
sequently delayed from the 29th March to 
the 31st of  October, making “Brexit means 
Brexit” one of  the most ridiculed phrases 
of  21st century politics. Within her short 
reign, 38 ministers have resigned and the 
pound has fluctuated vigorously. For a vari-
ety of  reasons, of  her own doing or out 
of  her control, May now leaves with her 
party and country more divided than ever 
before.
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So far, 2019 has seen the rise of  the 
smaller parties and possibly entered 

Britain into the demise of  our predomi-
nantly two party system. 

Local elections were held on Thursday 
2nd May with 248 councils and 6 may-
ors in England along with 11 councils 
in Northern Ireland up for contest. The 
results were embarrassing for both the two 
main parties, with the Conservatives los-
ing 1330 councillors and Labour losing 84. 
Combined, the so called dominant parties 
in British politics lost overall control of  50 
councils. This paved the way for smaller 
parties to appeal to the sections of  the elec-
torate who felt abandoned by mainstream 
politics. 

Specifically, the Liberal Democrats were 
the biggest winners of  the night gaining 
700 councillors and overall control of  10 
more councils, mostly as a direct swing 
from the Conservatives.  Possibly this 
indicates that there is a growing mandate 

for parties from the centre ground of  
politics and demonstrates the rejection 
of  the increasingly more radical political 
stances of  Labour and the Conservatives. 
Additionally, both the Green party and 
independent councillors increased substan-
tially, with 194 and 604 more councillors 
respectively.  Most worryingly, the num-
ber of  councils with ‘No overall Control’ 
nearly doubled from 37 to 73.  

The European Parliamentary elections 
brought even more controversy. The trig-
gering of  article 50 meant by law the UK 
would leave the EU on the 29th March, 
with or without a deal. Therefore, most 
didn’t even consider the possibility of  us 
hosting another MEP election but alas, 
the leave deadline was extended to the 
31st October obliging us to hold one on 
the 23rd May 2019, much to the dismay 
of  several in Brussels and the Eurosceptics 
in Britain. During the process, voters 
elected 73 MEPs from 12 constituencies. 

It is important to remember the European 
Parliamentary election employs a list-based 
electoral system whereby MEPs are elected 
in order as listed by their party, based on 
their total share of  the vote in each region. 
This proportional electoral system could 
account for the surprising result.

Liberal Democrats managed to transition 
their support from the local elections into 
16 MEPs. However the Brexit Party were 
the stand put performers of  the election, 
gaining 29 MEPs. Now, the youngest 
party in British politics can claim to wield 
a mandate from 31% of  the population 
on the issue of  Europe. Many planned to 
use these results to gauge whether the elec-
torates position on Brexit had changed, 
making a second referendum obsolete. 
However, the voting pattern offers no fur-
ther clarity than the original referendum. 
You could speculate a more decisive out-
come would have occurred if  Labour had 
a clearer stance on Brexit.

ELECTIONS 
IN 2019
By George Gearty
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NEWS IN AMERICA
By Andrew Stodolny
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The publication of  Mueller’s Report 
has not altered the pre-existing 

divisions of  opinion. Most Republicans 
continue to view talk of  impeaching 
Trump as a partisan vendetta and argue 
that the Mueller Report exonerated the 
President of  collusion with Russia in the 
2016 Campaign and found no evidence 
of  obstruction of  justice; most Democrats 
believe they have a corrupt president 
and that the un-redacted version of  the 
Mueller Report would enable them to 
prove it. This latter view was reinforced by 

a public statement by Mueller himself  on 
the 29th May 2019 in which he said his 
enquiry did not have the authority either 
to charge or to clear a sitting president 
regarding obstruction of  justice - this was 
solely the right of  Congress. This was seen 
by many Democrats both as a rejection of  
the idea that Trump had been exonerated 
and as a signal to Congress that they had 
grounds for impeachment.

The secondary problem for Democrats 
remains what to do about it. Speaker 
Nancy Pelosi remains convinced that 

impeachment would be an unwelcome 
distraction, drawing further attention to 
Trump at a time when Democrats should 
be highlighting policy, particularly health 
care. Biden backs Pelosi and Sanders has 
said it could backfire and help Trump get 
re-elected. Candidates Harris, Gillibrand, 
Buttigieg and Booker all back impeach-
ment. Thus, as things stand, Trump has a 
reasonable chance of  escaping impeach-
ment in the House and nothing to fear 
from a trial in the Senate. 

IS TRUMP GOING TO BE IMPEACHED

DEMOCRATS 2020: 
WHO WILL TRUMP FACE?

With 24 candidates, the field remains 
very crowded and therefore 

confused. Latest polling by Monmouth 
of  states voting early in the 2020 pri-
mary season: Biden 26%, Sanders 14%, 
Harris 14%, Warren 9%, Buttigieg 6%, 
Klobuchar 5%, O’Rourke 3%, the rest 
1-2%. It is hard to make much sense of  this 
– which is what happens in an overcrowded 

field. Biden is the frontrunner, but 26% 
can equally be read as most Democrats 
want someone else but who is not yet clear. 
He is the establishment candidate; Harris 
is the best-placed centrist alternative; 
the progressive vote (Sanders-Warren-
Buttigieg etc.) is split and at some point 
needs to coalesce around one figure. The 
other way of  reading this is generational 

– do you go old and well established (i.e. 
Biden, Sanders) or younger (e.g. Harris, 
Buttigieg)? So far, the former are looking 
more likely. Overcrowding was a counter-
productive weakness of  the Republican 
races in both 2012 and especially 2016 and 
the Democrats risk replicating this confu-
sion in 2020 unless the field thins out well 
before the start of  2020. 
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IS ABORTION 
LAW GOING TO CHANGE? 

13

On 15th May 2019 Alabama passed a 
highly restrictive state law on abor-

tion; it would only be permissible to save 
the life of  the mother; doctors carrying 
out such a procedure face draconian pen-
alties such as 99 years in prison. Rape and 
incest are not treated as valid reasons for 
an abortion because the central purpose 
of  the law is to establish the principle of  
personhood; the circumstances of  the con-
ception are therefore not relevant. There 
are 16 other states including Georgia and 
most recently Louisiana that have passed 
or are trying to pass ‘heartbeat laws’.  

Supporters of  the Alabama law do not 
expect it to come into effect anytime 
soon; their strategy is to provoke a court 
challenge which will generate a Supreme 
Court case that could result in Roe v Wade 
being overturned and abortion being 
banned across the country. However, some 

constitutional experts believe a more likely 
outcome is that the justices might rule in 
such a way that Roe is removed from the 
legal landscape so that abortion becomes 
a states’ rights matter with no role for the 
Federal court system. That would allow 
effective bans in conservative states whilst 
the procedure remained available in more 
liberal states.

Recent evidence suggests the Supreme 
Court might not even travel this far down 
the pro-life road. Its most recent ruling in 
Box v Planned Parenthood of  Indiana & 
Kentucky on May 22nd 2019 was effec-
tively a compromise – the court upheld 
Indiana’s law that restricts the disposal of  
foetal remains by reversing a lower court’s 
decision but did not reverse a lower court 
ruling which blocked another part of  the 
Indiana law which would prohibit abor-
tions on the grounds of  disability, gender 

or race. The first part of  the ruling sug-
gested deference to States Rights, the 
second to the principle of  a woman’s right 
to choose enshrined in Roe v Wade.  

Prior to this, the Court ruled a Texas 
law restricting the provision of  abortion 
clinic facilities unconstitutional in Whole 
Woman’s Health v Hellerstedt 2016. It also 
refused to hear appeals involving restric-
tive laws in Wisconsin and Mississippi that 
meant lower court blocks on these laws 
were able to remain in place. In February 
2019 Roberts sided with the liberals in 
blocking a Louisiana law which sought 
to impose similar restrictions on clinics to 
those in the Texas case; Kavanaugh has 
stated he will follow judicial precedent on 
abortion law rather than support radical 
change. All this suggests that the Court’s 
shift to the right is no guarantee that a 
nationwide ban will be imposed.  
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TORY LEADERSHIP
By George Gearty

Result expected week commencing 
22nd July. To be officially entered 

into the contest you require 8 Tory MP 
backers. The process then involves a 
number of  Conservative ballots, each 
eliminating members from the contest. 
This will continue until only two contend-
ers remain, at which point a Conservative 
membership vote takes place which 
will elect Britain’s next Prime Minister 
who should be in number 10 until 2022. 
Therefore, it is important to remember 
that candidates need to be equally popu-
lar with the party and not just their fellow 
MP’s which explains why the initial front-
runner does not usually emerge victorious. 
Head to head debate between Johnson and 
Hunt on 9th July.

Eliminated Candidates:

• Andrea Leadsom (11)

• Mark Harper (10)

• Esther McVey (9)

Withdrawn Candidates:

• Matt Hancock (20) (Endorsed Boris 
Johnson)

• James Cleverly (Endorsed Boris Johnson)

• Sam Gyimah

• Kit Malthouse (Endorsed Boris Johnson)

15

Boris Johnson: 
55, Uxbridge & South Ruislip. Former 
London mayor and foreign secretary. 
Campaigned for Brexit in the referendum.

Ballot Votes:

114, 126, 143, 157, 160

Withdrawal Agreement:

No, No, Yes

Brexit Strategy:

No deal not his default position but will 
take us out on the 31st October with or 
without a deal. Plans to scrap the backstop 
and force the EU to commit to a better 
withdrawal agreement with the threat 
of  not paying the £39 Billion we have 
promised.

Key Policies:

Plans to reform taxes. Lower income and 
corporation tax.

Jeremy Hunt: 
52, South West Surrey. Former health 
secretary and current foreign secretary. 
Business background.

Ballot Votes:

43, 46, 54, 59, 77

Withdrawal Agreement:

Yes, Yes, Yes

Brexit Strategy:

Wants to avoid no deal. Willing to extend 
deadline again. Hopes to renegotiate the 
current deal.

Michael Gove: 
51, Surrey Heath. Former education and 
justice secretary, current secretary for envi-
ronment. Campaigned for Brexit in the 
referendum.

Ballot Votes:

37, 41, 51, 61, 75 Eliminated 5th Ballot

Withdrawal Agreement:

Yes, Yes, Yes

Brexit Strategy:

Willing to delay Brexit until a deal is 
agreed.  Wants to renegotiate especially the 
backstop. Hopes for a Canada style trade 
agreement. Ruled out further referendum. 

Key Policies:

Abolish VAT and introduce a sales tax 
where rates can vary on different goods.
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Sajid Javid:  
49, Bromsgrove. Former investment 
banker and business secretary. Current 
Home secretary. 

Ballot Votes:

23, 33, 38, 34 Eliminated 4th Ballot

Withdrawal Agreement:

Yes, Yes, Yes

Brexit Strategy:

Revise the current deal with Brussels. 
Again, focus on backstop and offered to 
finance a digitised border in Ireland. Will 
not extend the deadline. Warns we must 
prepare for no deal.

Rory Stewart:
46, Penrith & The Border. Former diplo-
mat negotiator in Iraq and Afghanistan. 
Current international development 
secretary. 

Ballot Votes:

19, 37, 27 Eliminated 3rd Ballot

Withdrawal Agreement:

Yes, Yes, Yes

Brexit Strategy:

Create a citizen’s assembly. Use their rec-
ommendation to persuade parliament into 
a majority. Not willing to leave without a 
deal. 

Key Policies:

Prioritise social care and our ability to look 
after the elderly.

Dominic Raab:  
45, Esher & Walton. Former lawyer and 
Brexit secretary.

Ballot Votes:

27, 30 Eliminated 2nd Ballot

Withdrawal Agreement:

No, No, Yes

Brexit Strategy:

Wants to replace the backstop and estab-
lish annual financial payments to the EU 
over a transition period creating the time 
for us to agree a free trade deal. If  this fails, 
advocates no deal and willing to prorogue 
parliament to achieve it. 

17
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BREXIT TIMELINE

19

23RD JANUARY 2013
David Cameron makes 
speech at  B loomberg 
declaring his support for 
a referendum on our EU 
membership.

14TH APRIL 2015
Conservative manifesto 
includes “real change with 
our relationship with the 
EU” and vowed to hold ref-
erendum before 2017.

7TH DECEMBER 2015
‘European Union referendum 
Act’ given royal assent.

2013

2015



2120

22ND FEBRUARY 2016
David Cameron announces 
referendum date.

19TH FEBRUARY 2016
David Cameron statement out-
lining his intention to negotiate 
with the EU and secure the UK 
a new “special” status.

23RD JUNE 2016
UK holds IN-OUT 
referendum.

13TH JULY 2016
Theresa May becomes Prime Minister.

24TH JUNE 2016
David Cameron announces his resignation 
as PM.

29TH MARCH 2017
PM triggers article 50 in a 
letter to Donald Tusk. Sets 
a two year deadline making 
the lawful default position 
that the UK leaves the EU 
on the 29th March 2019, 
with or without a deal.

2016

2017

24TH JANUARY 2017
Supreme Court rule on 
Gina Miller case, forcing 
parliament approval for 
article 50 to be triggered.

14TH NOVEMBER 2018
Withdrawal agreement published.

11TH DECEMBER 2018
May wins Conservative vote of  
no confidence. Decides to pull the 
‘meaningful vote’.

16TH JANUARY 2019
May wins the vote of  no 
confidence. 

15TH JANUARY 2019
PM loses meaningful vote 
(Ayes 2020, Noes 432). 
Corbyn tables a parliamen-
tary vote of  no confidence.

12TH MARCH 2019
Second ‘meaningful vote’ 
(Ayes 242, Noes 391). 
Motion defeated.

18TH APRIL 2017
PM announces snap election.

8TH JUNE 2017
General Election results in a hung 
parliament.

19TH JUNE 2017
Negotiations with the EU begin.

2018

2019
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10TH APRIL 2019
European council grant 
an extension until the 
31st October.

17TH MAY
Cross party talks 
between Labour and 
the Conservatives 
end unsuccessfully 
after 6 weeks.

23RD MAY 2019
UK holds European 
Parliamentary election.

2ND APRIL 2019
PM seeks further extension.

27TH MARCH 2019
Sir Oliver Letwin’s concept for 
‘indicative votes’ takes place with 
8 different options. No majority 
for any of  the motions.

29TH MARCH 2019
Third ‘meaningful vote’ (Ayes 
286, Noes 344). Motion defeated.

1ST APRIL 2019
Second set of  ‘indicative votes’. 
None of  the 4 options received a 
majority. 

14TH MARCH 2019
House of  Commons vote to seek 
extension for exit day.

13TH MARCH 2019
Parliament overwhelmingly vote 
against a no deal Brexit.

21ST MARCH 2019
European Council agree to an 
extension until the 22nd May 
with the withdrawal agreement 
or the 12 April without.

23

24TH MAY 2019
Theresa May announces 
she will resign as PM. 

26TH MAY 2019
MEP election results. Brexit party 
win most votes. However, did not 
clearly show a renewed majority in 
the country to leave.

W/C 22ND JULY 2019
New Prime Minister scheduled to 
be announced.

7TH JUNE 2019
Theresa May steps down as party 
leader, initiating the official Tory 
leadership contest.

31ST OCTOBER 2019
UK scheduled to leave the 
European Union.
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An  inherently absurd mentality has 
plagued the Union that Brexit will 

plunge our nations into a pool of  uncer-
tainty and that the 31st October is the 
Armageddon of  our economy. 

“There is a world outside the shelter 
of the EU’s protectionist wall. The 
most esteemed democracy in history 
can stand on its own.”

A plethora of  experts have advocated 
the disputably harsh economic impacts 
of  leaving but the true benefits of  exit-
ing have been very much understated. 
The veracity of  the issue is that there is a 
host of  reasons why the UK will prosper 
without the obtrusive scaffolding from its 
European cousins.  The motivational aspi-
ration of  19th and 20th Century Britain, 
where we once aspired to assert an Empire 
that would rule the world, has dispersed; 

we now cower at the concept of  ruling 
our own Union without the EU’s assis-
tance. There is a world outside the shelter 
of  the EU’s protectionist wall. The most 
esteemed democracy in history can stand 
on its own. For the sake of  sovereignty, 
control and the economy, the UK must 
leave and leave with haste. 

BENEFITS OF BREXIT
By George Gearty

25

Quintessentially, leaving the EU will 
rescue our system of  democracy 

and re-instate our sovereignty. Though 
we pride ourselves on being one of  the 
most famous democracies in the world, we 
are actually functioning under a broken 
and corrupt system. The EU commis-
sion (responsible for proposing legislation, 
implementing decisions, upholding EU 
treaties and managing the day-to-day busi-
ness of  the Union) is entirely appointed and 
therefore fundamentally undemocratic. 
Their proposals are amended by legislative 
branches (EU council of  ministers and EU 

parliament) which are elected. However, 
the EU council of  ministers is flawed 
through its gerrymandered voting system. 
For instance, the UK is represented by 
29 ministers and Malta by 3, making the 
Maltese 15 times more represented per 
head of  the population. Similarly, the EU 
parliament also contains a representative 
imbalance with the Maltese 10 times more 
represented per head of  the population 
than the UK. Finally, the EU court of  jus-
tice has broken and continues to break the 
concept that no man must be judged in his 
own cause, thus failing to uphold the rule 

of  law, one of  the fundamental principles 
of  justice and to an extension, democracy. 
By this I refer to the court allowing them-
selves to rule on issues which they have an 
invested interest in, for example, the rul-
ing that EU bureaucrat’s salaries should 
continue to rise with the original formula, 
despite the 2008 financial crash, was in 
essence the court ensuring their own sal-
aries were not cut. To allow ourselves to 
operate under such an unscrupulous sys-
tem is eroding our democracy. 

DEMOCRACY
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Adjacent to this, our formal sover-
eignty will also be strengthened. 

Many fail to appreciate that the EU 
enforces regulations on 100% of  our laws 
and that an act of  parliament can be super-
seded by European legislation, effectively 
transferring sovereignty to EU institutions 
and courts from our parliament. This is 
of  howling importance as it undermines a 
chief  principle of  the UK’s constitution; 
Parliament must be the supreme legal 
authority in the UK, which can create or 
end any law. Generally, the courts cannot 
overrule its legislation and no Parliament 
can pass laws that future Parliaments can-
not change. This topic, during a speech at 
the Oxford Union, prompted chairman 
of  the European Research Group, Jacob 
Rees-Mogg, to state “the UK parliament, 
the most ancient democratic parliament in 
the world has been made powerless.” 

With this recouped sovereignty, we will 
undoubtedly be able to wield more 
control over the country. This is not 
simply a dogmatic issue because as a con-
sequence, reforms can be implemented to 
improve the burning issues in our society.  
Notoriously, immigration has been at the 
forefront of  the leave campaign. By no 
means do Eurosceptics want to “take back 
control” to prevent immigration, it is a 
formidable part of  our economic engine 
as it can provide both skilled and unskilled 
work, filling our employment demands. 
However, under our EU membership, we 
must adhere to 4 rules of  freedom; free 
movement of  goods, services, capital and 
people. This is of  course a two-way street 

and brings many benefits. Moreover, the 
issue of  migrant employment is not cen-
tred on stealing it from British citizens as 
the fact that a migrant has taken a job does 
not mean that a British worker cannot 
find another one. Figures from the Inland 
Revenue also show that the average EU 
migrant contributes £78,000 more (over 
their lifetime) than they take out in public 
services and are helping to grow the econ-
omy (average UK citizen’s net contribution 
is £0).

Instead, the issue lies with its impact on 
our ability to accept immigrants from 
the rest of  the world. Free movement of  
people requires the UK to accept an arbi-
trary number of  immigrants, with no set 
standard for them to meet, for example, 
all EU citizens can migrate to the UK 
without a work permit or a family permit, 
meaning them and their entire family can 
move without secured employment. After 
5 years, they can then apply for residency 
status. This limits the level of  immigration 
we can physically accept from non-EU 
countries. Surely, the introduction of  an 
Australian like points based system estab-
lishes a meritocracy and enables us to 
accept immigrants on merit rather than 
quotas based on their nationality. This 
also allows us to select migrants who pos-
sess the skills our economy requires at that 
time. Furthermore, in the case we wish to 
lower the total level of  immigration we 
accept, as current levels are worsening 
the severe housing shortage, it will not 
have a disproportionate effect on hopeful 
migrants from non-EU countries. The 

abolishment of  free movement of  people 
will also serve to make the UK a more 
secure nation. Unfortunately, many have 
been able to abuse the well intentioned 
EU immigration policy to carry out ter-
rorist attacks across Europe such as the 
Paris attack in 2015, where some involved 
entered Europe posing as EU nationals. 
This and several other devastating events 
could easily have occurred in London or 
Leeds. Joining a longer que at the airport 
is a worthy sacrifice for the protection of  
our people. In reality, the impact on UK 
holiday makers will be of  limited impact 
anyway as EU legislation has been passed 
granting us the right to travel in the EU for 
90 days without a visa. 

Additionally, there is a common miscon-
ception that Brexit will result in the quality 
of  goods and services we import becom-
ing lower, as other countries do not have to 
adhere to EU regulations. However, leav-
ing simply gives us the control to set our 
own rules and regulations. Similarly, the 
impact on certain laws we have accepted 
from the EU, mostly liberty protecting laws 
such as the Human Rights Act 1998, will 
not be detrimentally impacted as we will 
have the power to create our own legisla-
tion to protect people’s rights. Specifically, 
with the issue of  Human Rights, Brexit 
does not mean parliament has to change 
our current laws, we simply have the abil-
ity to amend them if  we believe they are 
not adequate. As we live in a representa-
tive democracy, this effectively presents the 
electorate with increased autonomy over 
our laws such as rights and liberties. 

SOVEREIGNTY AND CONTROL

27
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THE ECONOMY

29

In conjunction to the compelling case 
that we will reinstate our sovereignty 

and expand our control, leaving the 
European Union has many economic 
impacts, the extent of  which are exten-
sively contentious. It is important to 
remember that predictions must be taken 
with a pinch of  salt; economic forecasts 
are estimations and in truth, no one really 
knows what will happen. Therefore, it is 
essential to judge the economic impact of  
Brexit on the facts. For too long Europhiles 
have managed to hoodwink the world into 
believing that our economy will shrivel 
into a shadow of  its former self  once we 
exit those EU walls. Frankly, scaremonger-
ing is a wave many find easier to join than 
stand up and question. Similar unfounded 
estimations spread concerning the pound 
when ‘experts’ under the Blair regime 
dealt us the ultimatum that the UK must 
join the Euro to prevent the impending 
financial doom. We have since prospered 
and many will be grateful that the UK held 
strong and preserved the oldest currency 
still in use. 

The same can be applied to modern day 
pessimists concerning Brexit. The chancel-
lor, Phillip Hammond, has stated there is 
no economic benefit to Brexit whatsoever. 
Whereas there is a multitude of  economic 
reasons for exiting once you analyse the 
facts. The supposed risk to foreign invest-
ment was predicted to occur directly after 
the referendum in 2016, and yet, even with 
all the negotiating uncertainty, overseas 
investment into the UK was at its highest 
ever at the start of  2018 according to the 
office of  national statistics and the UK is 
currently ranked the 4th largest foreign 
direct investment country in the world. 
Moreover, once we leave, the UK can cre-
ate a more business-friendly environment 

by establishing our own regulations, such 
as lower corporation tax. The government 
will also have a surge in the available cap-
ital with the removal of  the membership 
fee. Overall, the UK pays a net figure of  
£11 Billion per annum; the UK has no 
more of  a responsibility to financially sup-
port subordinate countries in the EU than 
it does for the rest of  the world. Though 
only 15% of  our GDP is engaged in the 
manufacture and sale of  good and services 
to the EU, they are allowed to regulate 
100% of  our manufacturing sector. 

Most importantly, exiting the EU ena-
bles tariff free trade. Admittedly, the UK 
already operates under a European cus-
toms union, where European trade is free, 
but Brexit provides the opportunity to 
establish worldwide tariff free trade. As a 
cost of  accessing the customs union, the 
EU applies external tariffs to any good or 
service imported from outside of  Europe. 

The UK is however a largely import 
focused economy whilst its exports are 
concentrated in legal or financial services. 
A decision not to impose tariffs on any 
imports should benefit UK consumers 
by reducing the costs of  imported prod-
ucts.  Hopefully, this tariff-free approach 
would be reciprocated by other countries 
not applying tariffs on UK goods being 
exported to them. Of  course this will not 
be universal and some will always apply 
tariffs, at least on specific goods.

We also could exercise control by manip-
ulating tariffs to suit our economy. If  we 
wish to make certain UK industries more 
competitive, we can simply apply tariffs to 
foreign goods and services from the same 
industry. Whether we want to create a 
more manufacturing domestically driven 
economy (following the Trump tariff plan) 

or simply aim to lower consumer prices, 
we will have the freedom to choose. 

Outside of  the EU’s control, the UK can 
agree our own trade deals with other coun-
tries. The EU currently has trade deals in 
place with other countries but these are 
not tailored to benefit the UK economy 
exclusively, unlike deals we can agree 
ourselves. Rumours that the UK is not 
sufficiently structured to negotiate a trade 
deal independently are fallacious. Iceland, 
with a population of  a mere 117,000 peo-
ple, managed to construct and negotiate 
a free trade deal with China, the second 
largest economy, back in 2013. The United 
Kingdom, with a population of  66 million 
people, one of  the most distinguished dip-
lomatic, legal and financial centres in the 
world can also manage.

Finally, the UK can abandon policies 
that are embraced by the failing eco-
nomic model of  the European Union. 
Specifically, policies such as the common 
agricultural and common fisheries policy 
force us to protect and financially support 
inefficient producers, again preventing 
lower prices for consumers and divide the 
supply pool. This opportunity to reduce 
prices will come about by allowing inef-
ficient producers to fail, bringing more 
volume and thus lower unit costs to the 
existing efficient operates. This economic 
model around efficient operators further 
encourages capital investment and results 
in a low cost economy. In the long term, 
this should improve the UK’s export levels. 
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The question now is how we move for-
ward. The purist solution is to leave 

the EU on the 31st October without a deal.  
As with any negotiation, the withdrawal 
agreement brings a range of  benefits and 
disadvantages. The pre-eminent solution 
would be to pursue no deal to avoid some 
of  the damaging consequences it entails. 
Initially, the Irish Backstop (an insurance 
policy which comes into effect at the end 
of  2020) is almost guaranteed to be imple-
mented as the issue of  a border does not 
appear to be resolvable with further nego-
tiations once we leave (the EU demands 
a hard border as the two parts of  Ireland 
will be in different customs and regulatory 
regimes, meaning products have to be 
checked. However, this is met with great 
hostility in the UK as it could possibly reig-
nite issues from the troubles). The backstop 
would then keep the UK in the single mar-
ket and a member of  the customs union 
for an indefinite period. Government legal 
advice suggests the UK will not be able to 
exit the backstop if  EU-UK relationship 
breaks down after its initiation, placing us 
under their will in any negotiations.

The withdrawal agreement acts as façade 
to conceal the EU’s true intentions. It 
states that all arrangements in the deal are 
temporary and that any permanent deal 
must be built on a “single customs terri-
tory” keeping us in the single market. This 
prevents any of  the aforementioned eco-
nomic benefits such as agreeing our own 
independent free trade deals with the rest 
of  the world. What is worse, it acts as an 

international treaty meaning that once it is 
signed, there is no exit clause. Therefore, 
by definition of  the separate clauses of  the 
agreement, agreeing to the deal establishes 
the terms are not permanent and we must 
in the long run, agree to their demands, 
with no option to refuse. Not only is this 
economical insanity, exiting with the with-
drawal agreement is a global message that 
the UK can be instructed to and is no 
longer an independent force. Finally, the 
withdrawal agreement maintains the rule 
of  the European Court of  Justice, under-
mining the sovereign and democratic 
advantages of  leaving.

Therefore, progressing with no deal is the 
unassailable solution. It avoids the EU’s 
clandestine attempts to prison us long 
term members of  the single market and it 
will focus minds. Leading up to the 29th 
March, a substantial volume of  emergency 
style legislation was passed in both the UK 
and the EU in preparation of  a no deal 
scenario. This included provisions such as 
protection of  UK citizen’s rights currently 
living within the EU. To declare our defini-
tive leave date ensures people work as hard 
as they can to prepare. 

Obviously, leaving without a deal evades 
the £39 Billion demanded from Brussels, 
benefiting the UK tax payers. The concept 
that trading on WTO rules will be horrific 
is a complete fabrication. With or without 
a deal, the UK will be trading on WTO 
rules with the rest of  the world anyway, 
and we currently use them to trade with 
anyone the EU has no trade deal with. 

Leaving without a deal simply allows a 
quick departure from which we will have 
more time to invest in domestic issues 
which have been forsaken over the last 3 
lengthy years. Inequality, homelessness, 
social care, education and alarmingly high 
crime are all raging issues that require our 
attention. From then, we have a platform 
to agree a future trade deal with the EU 
without being hamstringed by the threat 
of  the backstop. 

Whether we leave with a deal or not, there 
is no greater sentiment to end on than 
that of  Winston Churchill- “We are with 
Europe but not of  it. We are linked but 
not combined. We are interested and asso-
ciated but not absorbed. If  Britain must 
choose between Europe and the open sea, 
she must always choose the open sea.”

NO DEAL
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The impending implications of  Brexit 
are set to bring with them unprec-

edented challenge and reform to the 
British constitution in the coming years. It 
is clear from the unresolved issues raised 
by our entry to the European Economic 
Community in 1973 that these constitu-
tional debates will continue to influence 
Parliament and legal debate for the fore-
seeable future, especially considering this 
being unique in that the UK is decoupling 
from a codified constitution to an uncod-
ified one. 

“These Are Unchartered 
Territories”

The location of  sovereignty has again 
been dragged into the limelight, as it was 
in 1973; the mantra of  “taking back con-
trol” is a clear statement of  the desire to 
reclaim from Brussels exclusive sover-
eignty in Whitehall. Yet this was an issue 
that was never explicitly resolved to begin 
with. One interpretation of  the European 
Communities Act 1972 (given by the UK 
Government) is that it dictated that all UK 
law, while passed in the UK Parliament, 
would be legislated in accordance with 
EU law. This was intended to ensure that 
we had retained our sovereignty in legal 
technicality. Arguably, this cannot be 

considered true sovereignty, given that the 
Acts passed followed directly the dictation 
of  another power. This interpretation 
drives the alternate interpretation, which 
is that of  a belief  that the UK abrogated 
its sovereignty to the EU in 1973 and thus 
fundamentally changed the constitution 
itself  in so doing. 

It is these conflicting debates and the 
long-standing and interwoven relationship 
that make the process of  decoupling from 
the EU such a complex process subject to 
alternative interpretations. This is exacer-
bated in no small part by the uncodified 
nature of  the UK constitution, a matter 
that has again come to the fore in Miller 
v Secretary of  State for Exiting the EU 
2017, a case often described as potentially 
the landmark constitutional case of  the 
century. Whilst the crux of  the case was 
rooted in the relationship between the 
executive and the legislature, it may prove 
to be the beginning of  a significant future 
process of  constitutional scrutiny and 
potential reform.

BREXIT AND 
THE CONSTITUTION
 By Josh Grier
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In terms of  the Miller case, the Supreme 
Court recognised in its judgement the lim-
itations of  the Government’s prerogative 
powers to effect or frustrate legislation in 
the UK. In this judgement, they estab-
lished the continued importance of  the 
‘rule of  law’ to the UK constitution, draw-
ing heavily on 17th Century law to derive 
their decision. However, this clear focus 
on the law over politics, while sensible for 
a judicial body, brings into question the 
Sewel Convention that lies at the heart of  
the constitutional relationship between the 
devolved powers and London. 

The Miller case established that the 
Sewel Convention, a measure to avoid 
tyranny of  the central government over 
the devolved assemblies, was not judi-
ciable as a legally binding commitment. 
This has led to Holyrood refusing to 
sign a Legislative Consent Motion for 
the first time in history (in relation to the 
EU Withdrawal Bill 2018) as well as the 
Scottish and Welsh assemblies legislating 
to ensure the continuity of  certain areas 
of  EU law post-Brexit. This ‘Continuity 
Bill’ passed by Holyrood was in fact taken 
to the Supreme Court by the govern-
ment, due to the dispute between where 
certain powers and responsibilities would 
return post-Brexit, either to Edinburgh or 
to London. The Scots argued that these 
responsibilities fell within the remit of  the 
devolved national government; the UK 
government that the legislation would in 
fact lead to disparities within the internal 
structure of  government within the Union 

that would conceivably sabotage future 
trade negotiations.

Controversially, this was debated in the 
Supreme Court after the Withdrawal Act 
was passed and was so deemed as to have 
been superseded by the new legislation, 
despite being within the bounds of  the 
Scottish Parliament at the time it was signed 
at Holyrood. The Scottish Government 
branded this as “constitutional vandalism” 
as the UK Government delayed an Act of  
the Scottish Parliament seeking to curtail 
the power of  the devolved assembly.  All 
this has served to increase tensions within 
the UK and within its devolved bodies. 
Again, the ambiguity and subjective inter-
pretations lead to differing opinion and a 
general lack of  clarity thanks to the ‘flexi-
ble’ nature of  the constitution. 

Brexit also highlights a contradiction 
between Miller and the EU Withdrawal 
Act 2018. As mentioned earlier, Miller 
established the continued sovereignty of  
the legislative body over the executive, 
forcing the Government to pass Article 50 
through the Commons to be ratified by 
MP’s. Conversely, the EU Withdrawal Act 
in fact empowered the executive to claim 
greater control over amendments and 
reform to retained EU law post-Brexit, as 
well as powers to expedite the process of  
leaving the EU if  an agreement was met 
prior to the specified exit date. This may 
prove to be highly problematic in terms of  
the transfer of  power from the Commons 
as well as from the devolved bodies to 
the executive, despite certain limited 

provisions for scrutinising committees to 
establish where further Parliamentary 
approval is required.

Another significant transfer of  (or argua-
bly in fact creation of) sovereignty is that 
of  the people. The increased reliance of  
UK governments on direct democracy has 
for years raised the question of  the place 
of  the people in terms of  the hierarchy of  
sovereignty. Despite the 2016 referendum 
not representing a legally binding decision, 
the withdrawal denotes more than just that 
in and of  itself. This implies that the ‘sov-
ereignty of  the people’ is supreme over 
that of  Parliament in this country, which 
would be a fundamental change to the fab-
ric of  the constitution. 

In combination with the ad-hoc nature of  
referenda use in the UK and the lack of  
restriction surrounding their usage, this 
mechanism may potentially be open to 
abuse. The power of  the executive to tailor 
or censor referenda to any specific political 
agenda or epoch is a potential danger to 
democracy without any legal constraint. 
This is especially worrying considering 
their binding political implication, sup-
ported by the current idea of  ‘sovereignty 
of  the people’. Again, the repercussions 
of  the Brexit result can be considered 
significant to the extent that significant 
legal reform may be necessary in order to 
provide the executive a legal framework 
within which to operate concerning the 
implementation of  referenda in future to 
avoid their abuse.
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Another significant challenge in leaving the 
EU is that of  ensuring the smooth transi-
tion of  Human Rights legislation from EU 
to UK law. This is made difficult by the 
fact that the Lisbon Treaty of  2007 effec-
tively disapplied UK legislation that set 
out the rights of  British citizens. Through 
our exit from the European Union, the 
responsibility for setting these rights will 
be transferred to the Commons, due to 
the fact that the EU Withdrawal Act 2018 
(unlike significant portions of  current EU 
law) does not provide for inclusion of  the 
European Charter of  Fundamental Rights. 
This bestows the responsibility for legislat-
ing for fundamental, basic citizens’ rights 
on MP’s in Parliament, rather than the 
independent judiciary that has historically 
been responsible for establishing precedent 
in and resolving Human Rights disputes. 
Therefore, we are entrusting the legisla-
ture, which is conventionally controlled 
by the executive (although not currently), 
to set out these basic rights and principles 
post-Brexit. It is difficult to imagine that 
UK MP’s are uniquely qualified as human 
rights experts to be entrusted to legislate 
on this issue, when 27 other EU member 
states and their legislators continue to be 
bound by the Charter. This again demon-
strates the risk of  “taking back control”. 

In doing so we have wrenched control of  
our universal rights from the judiciary to 
the Commons for the first time. There is 
therefore, a clear theme that has been cen-
tral to all of  the disputes I have mentioned 
thus far: ambiguity. This lack of  clarity is 
leading to conflict and debate about basic 
constitutional issues of  sovereignty, human 
rights and devolution. I again return to the 
Leave campaign slogan – “Take back con-
trol!” It seems that through our impending 
reclamation of  autonomy from the EU the 
UK may in fact lose control of  both the 
devolved nations as well as the capability 
to ensure a continued apolitical approach 
to the provision of  basic rights. This 
presents grave risk to the liberty of  UK cit-
izens and to the very fabric of  the Union.  
This ambiguity, however, may be resolved 
through further constitutional reform. 
There are calls for further legal restrictions 
to the executive concerning constitutional 
issues, as well as clear principles regarding 
conduct of  Whitehall, in relation with the 
devolved powers, in order to provide an 
entrenched, permanent method to protect 
and establish definitively the rights of  the 
citizens and the Home Nations.  

Moreover, the case for codification of  the 
UK Constitution is further strengthened 
by the complexities of  Brexit withdrawal. 

Supporters argue that this transitional 
period is the perfect opportunity to draw 
up a document to define the convention 
and precedent which is of  crucial impor-
tance to the operation of  the country. This 
is underpinned by the difficulty faced in 
acting upon these uncodified agreements 
in the courts during the Miller case, and 
in the transfer of  Human Rights legislative 
power from the courts to the legislature 
through the EU Withdrawal Act 2018.

However, these are uncharted territories; 
an uncodified constitution has served 
the UK for centuries without significant 
unrest or revolution. Compared with the 
Western democracies of  a similar age, the 
flexibility and continued evolution has 
ensured the stability of  our government 
has been consistent for generations, unlike 
any other. However, in light of  the ensu-
ing challenges of  Brexit and looking to 
our future outside the EU, maybe the UK 
should consider aligning with a multitude 
of  world democracies in codification of  
a central constitution. Brexit may reveal 
that the greatest asset to our constitution, 
its fluidity, may in fact be its downfall if  
the country is to clearly define the politi-
cal concepts that have been at the heart of  
British democracy since its conception for 
the first time. 
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THE BREXIT MIRROR
By Mike Ahern

“I decree today that life is simply 
taking and not giving, England is 
mine, it owes me a living…..” 
- The Smiths 1984

37

The purpose of  this short essay is to 
consider the way in which Brexit has 

acted as a mirror and reflected some of  the 
ongoing trends in British politics, trends 
which many of  us may otherwise not have 
noticed. Perhaps its main impact has been 
to reflect the failings of  our political sys-
tem, failings which Stephen Morrissey of  
the Smiths was making reference to over 30 
years ago and which Eatwell and Goodwin 
picked up on in their recent book The 
Revolt against Liberal Democracy whose 
themes we borrow from in this piece.

The first image that we see reflected in the 
Brexit mirror is the profound distrust of  
politicians and institutions which is felt by 
a large number of  the British public and 
has been steadily growing in recent years. 
In 2003 Tony Blair famously launched 
the Big Conversation calling for an honest 
and serious debate about the future with 
the British public. It is clear in 2019 that 
large numbers feel they do not have a voice 
and that there is a gap developing between 
politicians and ordinary people. This gap 
has led to a rising tide of  distrust of  both 
politicians and political institutions such 
as the EU. Alongside this there is a feel-
ing that institutions are less representative 
and more elitist leading ordinary people 
to conclude that they have no voice. The 
Brexit referendum can be seen in this light 
as an opportunity for the voiceless to be 
heard.

The second reflected image is the fear of  
mass immigration. This fear is driven by a 
belief  that liberal metropolitan elites are 
eroding the national identity and way of  
life through their encouragement of  mass 
immigration. At the same time there is a 

feeling that political correctness prevents 
any opposition from being heard. Such 
attitudes are as much about perception as 
reality but that does not make them any 
less powerful as was proven by the 2016 
referendum result in Boston, Lincolnshire. 
The 2011 census found that around 13% 
of  Boston was born elsewhere in the EU 
- largely East European migrants who 
arrived after 2004. In the referendum 
75.6% of  voters in Boston, voted to leave 
the EU.

A final image which the Brexit mirror 
allowed us to see was that many people 
felt and still feel that they are losing out 
relative to others. In 2016 there were mil-
lions of  voters who were sure that the past 
was better than the present and that the 
present however unappetising was better 
than the future. They were not part of  a 
stereotypical white underclass nor were 
they people who lived on “Benefits Street”. 
Indeed many had jobs and lived on aver-
age or above average incomes. What 
they had and still have in common was a 
strongly held belief  that UK politics and 
membership of  the EU no longer worked 
for them, and others were being prioritised 
before them. Hence they voted to leave.

In short the Brexit mirror has reflected a 
scene in which politics today is less predict-
able than it used to be and in a less than 
healthy condition. The underlying trends it 
has allowed us to see are not new and have 
built up over time, as shown by The Smiths 
back in 1984 when they sung….But we 
cannot cling to the old dreams anymore, 
no we cannot cling to those dreams….the 
title of  the song? Still Ill.
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THE CASE FOR SCOTTISH INDEPENDENCE
By Andrew McGough

As Tory leadership and thus prime 
ministerial candidate and Scot Rory 

Stewart put it, the union between England, 
Scotland, Wales and Ireland is nothing 
short of  a “political miracle”. It has been 
so ever since it’s conception. The English 
often had to resort to ethically condemna-
ble offenses to suppress the wildly different 
cultures of  their ‘equals’, which would 
often amount to cultural genocide, forcing 
natives to emigrate to the colonies to try 
and protect their way of  life, which is why 
vibrant Celtic communities can be found 
across America to this day. Even so, Scots 
still see themselves as completely separate 
from their English neighbours, in terms of  
culture and identity.

“Why Trouble Ourselves 
To Stick Around?”

Nonetheless, the union is still intact, albeit 
having lost the Republic of  Ireland along 
the way. However, I believe that currently, 
the union faces the biggest threat it has 
seen since the Irish war of  independ-
ence and subsequent civil war which saw 
the Republic of  Ireland gain its inde-
pendence. Across the UK, nationalist 
movements have been growing in power 
and influence for the last few years, with 
the SNP currently serving their third term 
in government at Holyrood, having also 
won a clear majority of  Scottish seats in 

Westminster. Plaid Cymru in Wales are 
also trending upwards, having recently 
elected Adam Price ass their new leader, 
who is much more in favour of  independ-
ence than previous leader Leanne Wood. 
Every country within the union is cur-
rently divided over Brexit, and thus reflect 
the current divisions that currently burden 
the UK. However, Scotland is divided in a 
slightly different manner. In the UK, there 
is a slight majority in favour of  Brexit, 
whereas in Scotland, a clear majority voted 
in favour of  remain (62%). This is the first 
reason why the SNP feels that another 
independence referendum is justified. 
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The main line of  argument from the offi-
cial ‘Better Together’ campaign during 
the 2014 Scottish independence referen-
dum was that independence would mean 
Scotland would have to reapply to join 
the EU, a process which could take years. 
Many people, myself  included, thought 
that it therefore made sense to vote no. 
However, we had no clue that Brexit was 
even on the table, or that it would indeed 
become a reality following the result of  the 
2016 referendum. We were sold a lie that 
was thrown back in our face a little over a 
year later by David Cameron in a desper-
ate but futile bid to save his career as Prime 
Minister. Of  course, we rejected leaving 
the EU in a commanding fashion, but we 
are being thrown off a cliff by a horrifically 
inept conservative government who the 
Scottish people have continually rejected, 
both in Scottish Parliament elections and 
UK general elections. 

This conservative party is now currently 
undergoing an extreme identity crisis 
where it faces a decision over whether to 
prioritise the fate of  the country or the fate 
of  their own party, and as it stands, they 
are trending towards protecting the party 
in electing Boris Johnson, a man who is 
fully prepared to plunge the country off 
the unknown cliff-edge of  a no-deal Brexit. 
One of  Boris’ main policies so far would 
be a tax cut for the well-off, which people 
in Scotland would not feel the benefit of, 
which would also lead to an increase in 
national insurance rates in Scotland. This 
hardly suggests any sort of  warmth from 
our ‘equal partners’ south of  the border. 

For what it’s worth, Boris also believes that 
Scots shouldn’t be allowed to be Prime 
Minister, having written so in a specta-
tor article in 2005 in which he derided 
Gordon Brown, then Chancellor. Whoever 
becomes the next PM, Boris or otherwise, 
will be elected by conservative party mem-
bers, of  which there are 124,000 as of  
March 2018, even fewer of  whom reside 
in Scotland. Our next prime minister is 
about to be elected by an extremely small 
group who are in no way representative of  
the population of  the UK, and even less of  
that of  Scotland. Scotland will have abso-
lutely no say in deciding the immediate 
future of  the UK, so why trouble ourselves 
to stick around?

There is a clear mandate for a second ref-
erendum, as the SNP have campaigned 
with it on their manifesto for every election 
since the first independence referendum, 
with overwhelming success, yet we are 
still told by Politicians in Westminster 
that “Now is not the time” or that there’s 
“no mandate for another referendum”. 
I question why it should be left to those 
in Westminster; the people of  Scotland 
should decide their own future. If  we stay, 
we stay, and if  we leave, we leave. The 
Scottish people have shown that they want 
another vote, and it shouldn’t be up to 
an unelected minority Tory government 
to determine who can and can’t have 
democracy.

Scotland’s voice in the Westminster gov-
ernment is incredibly small and often 
mocked and overlooked. Whenever the 
SNP’s Westminster leader Ian Blackford 

or one of  his colleagues stand up to speak, 
they often find themselves being heckled 
from every direction, before they have 
even begun to speak. The prime minister 
is regularly dismissive and unsympathetic 
towards the SNP, and this would hardly 
get any better under a figure such as Boris 
Johnson or Jeremy Hunt.

At this point, it’s practically common 
sense. There’s no point remaining in this 
toxic union, where we are repeatedly 
treated unequally, despite being told over 
and over again by successive Westminster 
governments that we are ‘equal partners’ 
in the union. The argument is often made 
that we are too small, but we have a pop-
ulation of  5.4 million, larger than that of  
Norway, New Zealand and the Republic 
of  Ireland. We have many natural assets 
that will cause our economy to thrive, and 
even as it is, it is strong enough to survive 
on its own. I think that nothing sums this 
all up better than a pair of  quotes by for-
mer Brexit Secretary David Davis:

“If  a democracy cannot change 
its mind, it ceases to be a 
democracy”
“There is no other treaty in the 
world that I’m aware of, where 
a sovereign nation undertakes 
to join up, and can only leave 
when the other side says so”
These quotes were both on Brexit, but the 
irony is hardly lost on those north of  the 
border. The time is now, and we must act 
upon it with the upmost urgency.
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WESTMINSTER 
DEMOCRACY
By George Gearty

“Is British Politics 
Broken?”
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In recent years, British politics has come 
under heavy scrutiny leading to increas-

ing calls for reform. Some have even gone 
as far as to mistakenly label the most 
famous democratic system in the world as 
broken.

Primarily, some believe our electoral sys-
tem is ineffective. The ‘First Past the Post’ 
system used in general and local elections 
means a party’s overall percentage of  the 
vote doesn’t directly correlate to the num-
ber of  seats awarded. Whilst historically 
the ‘FPTP System’ regularly produced a 
definitive result; wherein the country was 
ruled effectively, both the 2010 and 2017 
elections resulted in hung parliaments. We 
endured a coalition for 5 years, a misera-
ble majority of  only six seats for 2 years 
and a minority Government since 2017. 
These represent a significant failure in 
our political system; making the legislative 
process considerably more challenging. 
However, we must appreciate that any 
alternative system would be even less 
effective at preventing hung parliaments 
and as Duverger’s Law explains, plural-
ity rule election systems such as the FPTP 
favour the two party system that we have 
in Britain. 

Moreover, the FPTP system has been relia-
ble previously; so it would be unjust to hold 
it solely accountable for our contempo-
rary problems. Interestingly, the electorate 
could be responsible instead. Turnout for 
recent elections suggest a significant level 
of  public disengagement with politics, with 
fewer than 70% of  eligible voters casting a 
vote in every general election since 2001. 
This passive and disillusioned approach 
by the public is arguably well founded. 
For example, the over powerful nature of  
the Blair regime with the 2003 invasion 

of  Iraq and the evasion of  responsibility 
for the 2008 Financial Crash, presented 
an unaccountable image to the pub-
lic. Furthermore, the surge of  “Sleaze” 
extended the electorate’s animosity to 
our increasingly decadent political sys-
tem and those who operate within it; for 
example the ‘cash for honours’ scandal, 
MP’s abuse of  expenses and the Labour 
back pedal on their call for a removal 
of  tobacco advertisement in Formula 1 
after a £1,000,000 donation from Bernie 
Ecclestone. Subsequently, party manifes-
toes are frequently riddled with lies and 
fake promises (Liberal Democrats sud-
den backing for a rise in tuition fees and 
Boris Johnson who must now go to court 
for “Bus Lies”) serving to further engrain 
mistrust in our political system. However, 
the establishment of  the Brexit party, with 
its indisputable dominance in the MEP 
election, and the return of  the Pinstripe 
Populist Nigel Farage, who the ‘Economist’ 
hailed as the “Champion of  the peoples 
revolution” means that maybe the afore-
mentioned passive approach by the public 
will end with the appearance of  a political 
figure who is believed to be an arbiter of  
the people’s interest. 

Today, the chronic issue at the heart of  
our political system is unequivocally the 
relationship between and within parties, 
massively exacerbated by Brexit. The 
Tories have always had fundamental 
conflict fracturing the party into Euro-
sceptics and Europhiles. Every Tory PM 
since Margaret Thatcher has seen the fall 
of  their premiership due to party division 
on the EU. This widening division means, 
even with a majority in parliament, the 
Tory party may struggle to rule cohesively. 
Similarly, Labour’s division, initiated with 

the fall of  ‘New Labour’ and the shift to 
the left as the party advocates more radical 
policies, is isolating many social demo-
crats. The 2019 European Parliamentary 
election has further demonstrated that 
Labour has not had a clear Brexit stance. 
This links to poor leadership in both par-
ties as neither Theresa May nor Jeremy 
Corbyn managed to use the Whip system 
during the indicative votes.  Furthermore, 
though Theresa May’s Government is 
blamed for Britain’s current position, an 
effective opposition is pinnacle to our polit-
ical system working. Labour has provided 
inadequate scrutiny of  the Government for 
example over Brexit, Universal Credit and 
the Windrush scandal. This undermines 
the nature of  the Westminster model of  
democracy. Britain is the world’s arche-
typal majoritarian system but requires a 
strong opposition to prevent tyranny of  
the majority.

Ultimately, the most salient factor is that 
our political system is organic and inten-
tionally structured to develop over time 
due to our uncodified constitution. We 
can be confident that we will manage to 
change the current flaws in our system for 
the better as historically, whenever an issue 
has arisen with our system of  Governance 
we have adapted. The House of  Lords pre-
viously held more power than the elected 
commons, most notoriously the power of  
parliament eventually superseding that of  
the crown, The Great Reform Act of  1832 
(enfranchising a significant number of  
people) and devolved powers to the ‘Home 
Nations’ demonstrate that the British sys-
tem can adapt to either remove flaws or 
evolve with society. British politics could 
never truly be broken because in essence, 
we employ a fluid system.
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To test how varied the views at GSAL are 
with the rest of  the UK, we conducted the 
following polls with a cohort in year 12:

GSAL POLLS

Q1. In the event of second referendum, what would 
you vote?

Q2. If there was a general election called, who would 
you vote for?

Q3. Was Theresa May’s premiership a success?

Leave

Remain

14.3%

85.7%

Other

Greens

SNP

Liberal Democrats

Brexit Party

Labour

Conservatives

34.7%

32.7%

14.3%

12.2% No

Yes6.1%

93.9%
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Q4. Who do you want to win the Tory leadership 
contest?

Someone Else

Jeremy Hunt

Michael Gove

Boris Johnson42.9%

34.7%

14.3%

8.1%

Q6. Do you support the concept of referenda (direct 
democracy) to make political decisions?

No

Yes

32.7%

67.3%

Q5. Should the executive be able to take the UK out 
of the EU without parliament’s approval?

No

Yes

93.9%

6.1%




