Arguments for and against First-Past-the-Post (FPTP)
You are going to hold a boxing debate in which two teams put forward arguments for and against a particular issue. A student from each team will argue over one particular point related to the debate. An independent judge will decide who has won each round and award points accordingly.  
	Arguments for FPTP
	Potential criticisms by opponents
	Arguments against FPTP
	Potential justifications by supporters

	Creates strong government, strong, single-party govt.; compare with other systems in Europe, e.g. Germany where PR used, 2 months of indecision over outcome & coalition govt.
	19 years of Tory misrule; 3 terms of office for New Labour; democratic accountability?
Creates artificially polarised adversarial politics.
	Wasted votes (up to 70% of votes cast); no. of seats won is not proportional to no. of votes cast (e.g. 2005 Labour won 355 seats with only 36% of vote; 64.8& of those who voted, didn’t vote for New Labour)
	Labour still largest single party; Labour had largest share of all parties (36% compared to 33% Cons & 23% Lib-Dems)

	Links between MP and constituents. Small single-party constituencies means that local people know their MP and know who to contact for redress
	How does a Conservative MP redress the grievances of working-class Labour supporters?


	Minority’s choice – only 2 occasions when single party has won 50%+ of vote. More people voted against it than for it.
	Still largest single party.


	Easy to understand. Candidate with most votes win. Electorate need only put one cross on ballot paper.


	Electorate can learn how to fill in alternative ballot slips.


	Regional imbalance. 2001 GE not a single Cons. MP elected to Wales, although party attracted 21% of vote. Parties with even geographical spread are disadvantaged.
	Geographical inequalities partly result of socio-economic differences. S.E is wealthier and traditionally more prone to vote Cons. Parties need to broaden their appeal in regions where they fair less well.

	Provides a mandate. Winning party has a clear mandate to carry out its programme of reform. Govt. isn’t decided by undemocratic coalitions.

	Parties are bound by their mandate. Little opportunity to adapt policies to circumstances. Coalitions encompass broader swathe of opinion.
	Over importance of marginal. Around 500 seats safe. C. 65 seats changed hands in last GE. Votes in these constituencies determine outcome of GE.
	Provide a useful indicator of key issues which interest electorate. Enable parties to really focus their energies and debate key issues. Good media coverage of national and local issues.

	Govt. is more accountable because they can be voted out for not fulfilling their manifesto pledges.


	Govts. are constantly wary that if they fail to fulfil specific promises they will be held to account. Govts. Tend to be be more ‘wishy washy’ in their policies.
	Lack of representation in constituencies. Can’t represent everyone in the community.
	MP’s are representatives of their communities. They listen to views and use their own judgement to reached a balanced, inclusive decision on key issues.

	The system works. Other electoral systems are flawed.
	How do we know if they’re flawed if we don’t give them a chance.
	Electoral dictatorship. Creates parties with huge majorities, e.g. Labour 44.2% of vote (1997) and 42% (2001) has had huge parliamentary majorities.
	Strong govt.


	
	
	Accountability. In some systems parties announce their coalition intentions before GE, so electorate knows what to expect.
	Post- election backroom deals to ensure parties get fair representation in Cabinet and senior ministerial posts.

	
	
	Electoral complexity. Voters just indicate their preference. It is returning officer who is responsible fro working out result (e.g. complex voting systems like STV).
	


