
The monarchy: for or against

Read the following four extracts taken from different websites.

1. During the last century and a half, the world has experienced fundamental changes, 
both political and social. Britain, too, has changed, with democracy and universal 
suffrage largely replacing an aristocratic and hereditary system. More recently, some 
powers have been devolved to Scotland, Wales, Northern Ireland and London. However, 
despite all these changes our constitution remains a family affair, a system in which the 
'crown' is sovereign and the Windsor family reign supreme. As citizens we should be 
sovereign, not the crown nor parliament. In a democracy we should be choosing our next 
Head of State, not leaving it to the genetic lottery of the Windsor family.

Britain still retains a political culture centred on "Her Majesty's Government" - not ours, 
but hers, a powerful reminder in days gone by of where our place was in the system. The 
idea of royal "ownership" continues to pervade this culture and to reinforce the idea that 
the system is not our own. Despite the extravagant costs of monarchy, and the 
increasingly erratic behaviour of the royals, our arguments are concerned with 
democracy, the principle that this is our country and we should choose our heads of state.

http://www.republic.org.uk/Dolicv/index.htm

2. CANADIAN MONARCHIST ONLINE
Constitutional monarchy alone is capable of integrating the executive, legislative and 

judicial functions of government. The Crown's authority lends a universal legitimacy to 
the many particular decisions made by and at different levels of government. 
Constitutional monarchy allows the celebration of public social events, such as the 
marking of collective anniversaries and the bestowal of honours, to be free of the taint of 
partisan politics. In a world of rapid social change, where there is a price to be paid for 
uncertainty, be that price only economic, constitutional monarchy provides continuity, 
especially at time of political transition. As well, the Monarchy gives Canada a 
distinctive political system at a time of strong North American Continental trade, social 
and cultural influences.

http://pages.interiog.com/~rakhshan/parg.html

3. Royal accounts are all spin by Peter Tatchell

The Queen's spin doctors were working overtime this week to put a "value for money" 
gloss on the royal finances. When Elizabeth II's accounts for 2005-2006 were revealed 
yesterday, her courtiers proudly boasted that the royal family costs the public a mere 
£37.4m a year, or 62p per person - a bargain, they claimed. What nonsense. This is PR 
manipulation worthy of thé dark manoeuvrings of Alastair Campbell.

The palace is guilty of misleading the public. Even if it was true that the monarchy costs 
only £37m a year, this is 20iimes the cost of the elected Irish president and nearly four 
times the cost of the president of Germany. It is not good value for money at all.
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4.'Reform, yes. But go slowly’ By Michael Jacobs 
General Secretary of the Fabian Society 
Friday, 26 April, 2002, 12:11 GMT 13:11 UK
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http://news.bbc.co.uk/l/hi/ukZ1953038.stm

stayaliie°02) *****thatBritkh institutions have always had to change if they

Tatchell (2007) claims that the monarchy costs around £150m a year. 

AccordingtoRepublic.org.uk website.....
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