[bookmark: _GoBack]Is it reasonable to describe the modern UK as a fully democratic state?
Democracy is, by its very nature, complicated. While many associate the birth of democracy with the ancient Greek city states and Polises, many societies have had forms of democracy as central tenets. Even before the classical Greek period, the rule of the people rather than kings or lords can be seen in Mycenaean inscriptions and art. even earlier in Mesopotamia and Assyria, there are accounts of public tribunals and assemblies being used to make decisions (Jacobsen, 1943). In north America, many first nations and indigenous groups lived in systems ruled by democratic tribal councils. The Iroquois confederacy, a union of 5 tribes whose territory spanned much of modern New York state and into the great lakes, made decisions by long-house councils and meetings of representatives across the 5 member tribes (Stubben, 2000). In the Aztec empire, decisions were made by priests and elected officials, all overseen by the head of state, the Hueyi Tlatoani or great speaker. Democracy, like writing or farming, is one of the great human inventions with multiple origins.  However, the exact form that a democracy takes can be fluid, changing over time and affected by the society that uses it. What fully constitutes democracy and differentiates it from other political systems?
Democracy can be derived and observed in many forms. Political theorist John Keene writes about the three forms/phases of Democracy in his book The Life and Death of Democracy (Keane, 2009). The first of these forms is assembly democracy. Assembly democracy is popular self-government where political and social decisions are made at large public assemblies. Times and places are decided, and large public meetings will be held to make decisions. Issues will be discussed, and votes will be taken to decide on the matters at hand. To take part in the democracy of an assembly system, you simply needed to attend the meetings and be counted in the votes. Many smaller scale communities operate in systems like this, but they can also be seen in larger civilizations. Across the ancient middle east in the cities and territories of Sumeria, Akkadia, and Babylonia, cuneiform inscriptions tell of mass meeting held in market squares to make decisions for the whole city. Large public forums continued into the classical Greek world, with Athens’s great public assemblies being an example of Assembly democracy. It is important to note here that assembly democracy could still be exclusive to a sub-set of society. In Athens, the assemblies were only open to men, as women were second class and lesser than men, not worth bringing into matters of state that may affect them. assembly democracy, like all forms of democracy is still vulnerable to the prejudices of the societies it exists in. 
In Britain, several attempts have been made to make our democracy more assembly based. The Chartist movement of the early to mid 1800s is perhaps the most famous of these (Thompson, 1984). In 1832, the reform act altered who could vote for members of parliament. It only extended to men who owned property, and thousands remained without the right to vote. Further acts such as the 1834 Poor law amendment, which drove thousands of people into workhouses, created a wave of unease and anger towards the aristocratic/landed democracy. Many saw the issue being Parliament wasn’t acting in their interest, and had no imperative to do so, as no working or poor people could pose a threat to any sitting member of parliament. The solution seemed to be in gathering and demanding change and universal suffrage for all men. In 1834, a group of six working men, and six members of parliament who agreed with the cause of universal suffrage, wrote a document called the people’s charter. The Charter outlined the 6 main goals of the Chartist cause. The two most important of these, firstly establishing the right to vote for all men of working age, not currently serving in prisons, and “sound of mind”, and the second was the removal of the property ownership qualifications for sitting as a member of parliament.  What is particularly interesting about the Chartist movement however is the way they rallied support and showed their membership. Huge assemblies of people would be held in grand chartist meetings, many of them had thousands of people attending in the regions with the largest amount of chartist support. Across the north of England, in town like Stafford, and the south of Wales many thousands met in parks and commons to let their voices be heard.  These meetings acted as demonstrations of the popularity of chartist ideals, and also served as democratic assemblies to affect wider policy. The chartist movement had a huge impact on British politics, with most of the 6 goals of the people's charter becoming a part of British democracy. The only one of these to not come into power was annual elections. The chartists wanted elections for members of parliament to happen yearly, in order to avoid corruption in parliament. They believed that fewer elections led to the development of a political class vulnerable to corruption and vested interests. Chartists also wanted politicians to only serve a year and to not be eligible to run for re-election. By having politicians serve only one-year long term, there would be a constant stream of new people serving in parliament. This would ensure that corruption would not have the time to take root. By the time a politician had taken a bribe, they would have less than a year to try and enact their corruption, and if their corruption was noticed, they would be replaced next year by a different politician who could undo it. The Greek philosopher Aristotle also believed in shorter terms for politicians, seeing the issues of corruption in his home of Athens being the fault of an emergent political caste, more dedicated to protecting its own interests then enacting the will of the people. 
Despite the actions of the chartists and their immense campaign of political change, Britain is not an assembly democracy. Some would argue that a country of Britain's size simply cannot operate under such a system. There are simply too many people to get everyone's opinion or vote on an issue. It is also arguable that by making every person attend these meetings in order to make decisions, we would limit the countries productivity by stopping work to facilitate meetings.
 Instead Britain seem to be using the second of Keane’s systems of democracy: representational democracy. A representational democracy works by having groups elect a single official to represent them in the decision-making process. An elected official represents a specific area or geographic community during their tenure, unlike other democratic systems like the roman republic were elected officials represented certain social groups. An example of a representative government would be the Althing of the Icelandic commonwealth (Beck, 1924). While not a democratic organization, the various chiefs and leaders who made up the membership of the Althing represented a certain social area. Specific regions would hold smaller assemblies where the chiefs of local communities could come together and choose that regions representative to send to the Althing. The Althing served to both set laws and to act as a sort of executive judiciary, stepping in to settle disputes brought by regional representatives. The Modern Althing acts as Icelands parliament, and while it is very different from its Commonwealth roots, many of the same regions that once sent representatives now form Icelandic constituencies for the Althing. 
Modern Britain functions as a Representative Democracy (Overview of the UK system of government : Directgov - Government, citizens and rights, 2020). Our MP’s are supposed to represent the constituency that elected them before the party that they are a member of. 650 MP’s are supposed to represent Britain in the House of Commons, giving a full spread of the views held within our country, representing each area. However, Britain's system of government is bicameral, with the representative house of commons only making up part of the British legislature. The upper house is the house of lords, which is comprised of around 300 Lords and Ladies who serve as a higher legislative body than the commons. The House of lords is an unelected house with its members coming from various sources including the 25 Lords Spiritual who are senior religious figures, the Life peers who are appointed by a Prime minister, and the Hereditary peers whose peership passes down a hereditary line. While there have been acts and legislation made to reduce the number of hereditary peers with the house of lords, to some the very existence of any hereditary aristocracy in our system of government makes our system undemocratic. How can we claim that our system represents the people when our decisions are being overseen and affected by the presence of unelected lords and ladies. How can our system represent the people when the people only have a voice some of the time? In defense of the House of Lords, many of its members are appointed, and many of these members have experience as elected Members of parliament. They do carry experience and past mandate from elections that does give political savvy. The Lords also still represent the interests of where they are from and can advocate in the house on the behalf of their area. However, there is accusations that several life peers have used influence as past political donors to gain their seats, or as rewards for political support outside of parliament. In this case, The House of Lords is very similar to the Commonwealth era Althing, representative, but not democratic.
 The issue of the house of lords brings us to the main issue with British democracy. The fact we aren’t one. Officially the system of government in the United Kingdom is constitutional monarchy. While the royal family now operate as a largely symbolic institution compared to the historical forms of absolute monarchy that once ruled in Britain, their presence at best complicates things and at worse eliminates any chance of us being democratic. Much of our legal codes and practices still draw their power from royal mandates rather than the mandate of parliament or elected officials. When Britain declares war, it is declared on by royal prerogative rather than national agency.  The executive power wielded by the Prime minister and members of the cabinet is them acting with royal prerogative, permission from the monarchy to act on their behalf. Our armed forces swear allegiance to the Monarch rather than to the people or country or even to parliament. Even if we accept that this is all pomp and circumstance, and the British system is a representative democracy wrapped in layers of historical set dressing, the existence of the royal prerogative and the aristocratic peers in the house of lords makes the system liable to issues. If we remember the chartists and Aristotle believing that anyone serving for more than one year opens the door to corruption and conflict of interests, what about life peers who will serve for their entire lives or hereditary families who will serve for centuries? It could be argued that Britain has a hybrid political/aristocratic class, that cannot be truly representative of what an average person wants.  Britain cannot be fully described as representational as it still carries these undemocratic elements from its past. 
The last of Keane’s forms of democracy is brand new. While the others have historical examples or mirrors, the new for Keane sees is a very modern beast. Monitory democracy is a form of democracy unique to a modern globalized world (Keane, 2009). For a monitory democracy to exist, the idea of democracy must be almost universal, or so near universal as to hold mass power. Keane says that for many in the developing world the term democracy is associated with affluence, health, western styles of living, and the introduction of electricity as much as it is associated with the governance of the people. He also notes that even in nations ruled under oppressive systems of government many will appropriate that language of democracy to seem freer, like the “Democratic people’s republic of North Korea”, or the staging of democratic elections in dictatorships. Here the artifice of democracy has become so widespread, and so globally accepted into political speech that it has moved to a point of global acceptance. This allows for large extra national organizations like the World health organization, the world trade organization, and large trading blocs like the European and African Unions to have a much larger effect on politics than they did before the turn of the millennium. As well as these organizations trans-national courts like the European court of Human Rights and the international courts are much more powerful, and NGOs like charities and development agencies can also operate as powerful transnational entities. This is the world of Monitory democracy, where organizations like these and national level NGOs can more efficiently examine and scrutinize the government. The empowering of these organizations, in Keane’s words, changes the nature of modern democracy from One person, one vote to One person, Many voices, Many votes. One person's political influence and sphere has widened as we are more informed and have more power in influence both our own state and the political natures of these transnational groups and entities.
What does monitory democracy mean for Britain? Britain's case is complicated. Throughout the 20th century Britain was at the forefront of groups like the WHO and WTO, as well as the UN, NATO, and the EU. However, since 2016 and the vote to leave the European union this may have been challenged. Much of the argument in the run up to the referendum was relating to the idea of sovereignty and returning power to the British voters who felt that Britain's membership in a multinational group diminished their votes and limited their power. Will this serve to push back against the rise of Monitory democracy, with Britain standing alone and gaining power without outside interference, or will Britain be left behind, striking out to find a world that has moved on from the ideals that Brexit was based on. 
Looking at Keane’s three forms of Democracy, the UK has a complex relation to any of the three. Britain's systems and ways of governing are so defined by its history and structures that no ideal of democracy fits. Britain is Constitutional Monarchy with democratic elements, a system created by Britain's feudal history and class structure, but not a true democracy.
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