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The strengths and weaknesses of parliamentary and presidential systems
	The presidential model which is commonly known as the ‘congressional system’ was invented in 1787 in the United States after the writing of the new constitution (Shugart & Carey, 2012). A parliamentary system on the other hand is commonly referred as the cabinet government and constitutes part of monarchy in many governments. The most noticeable difference between both forms of government is derived mainly from how both systems of government separate their powers. In a presidential system, the legislative and the executive branch of the government are both separate entities whereas in a parliamentary system, the executive is mainly comprised of the prime minister, who forms part of the legislative branch. This study analyzed the advantages and disadvantages of the presidential and parliamentary systems of government and unraveled that there is no perfect system of government since there are demerits that are associated with both and a country should therefore choose a system that meets and addresses their needs and preferences.
The elections in a presidential form of government are done in accordance with a strict schedule while on the other hand in a parliamentary system; they can be called at any time at the request of the ruling government. Examples of parliamentary system Canada, Australia, the United Kingdom, Germany, Italy, Spain and some Scandinavian countries. The presidential form of government is mainly found in the United States, few African countries and a majority of the South American nations (Amstutz, 2012).
Advantages of the presidential system
One of the primary advantages of the presidential system includes the fact that the head of state is elected through a direct mandate. This therefore breeds more democracy into a country since the people perceive the authority of the president as more legal since he/she is elected by the larger population as opposed to the parliamentary system where the government is elected in an indirect manner. 
The presidential form of government also has the advantage of stability since the president is elected at a fixed term as opposed to the parliamentary system which is prone to falling any time. This was for instance evidenced in the previous regime in Canada where the leader of the minority government Michael Ignatieff, threatened to bring down the government of Stephen Harper. This is in contrast to the presidential system in the United States which was stable during Barrack Obama’s tenure since 2008 (Siaroff, 2013). 
The presidential form of government also facilitates for the creation of balances and checks through the separation of power where the legislature is different in term of institution and also the structure. The different arm of the government can therefore monitor one another and therefore making it hard for one arm of the government to oppress the people (Munroe, 2002). The presidential system also has the advantage of not only being decisive but also speedy in nature and this is primarily because of the many powers that have been given to the president in the constitution, which consequently make it possible to pass reforms and initiate changes in a speedy manner.
Despite the enormous advantages that are associated with a presidential form of system, there are various disadvantages as well. One of the most common disadvantages is that there is a tendency towards authoritarianism. As a result of the excessive power that has been vested on the presidency, there is often a tendency for the president to initiate an authoritarian regime when the president has particular motives. Examples of countries where the presidential forms of government have been detrimental and inhibited the growth and success of their respective countries include Zimbabwe and a host of other African countries where the presidents have established an autocratic form of government and thereby making themselves life presidents by inhibiting democracy (Shugart & Carey, 2012). 
The other disadvantage that aligns to the point above includes the fact that the centralization of the presidential form of government makes the president to become an influential figure both in the media and also the society. The president can therefore use the influence in order to undermine the participation of civil rights groups and people might therefore feel undermined in the process of formulating laws and also the legislative body might also feel undermined in relative to the executive branch (Siaroff, 2013). 
The separation of powers might also halt or slow the process of decision making by creating stalemates and gridlocks within the government. An example can for instance be got in a situation where the presidents rejects bills that have been passed by the legislature and thereby blocking the government from passing vital laws. An example can be cited from 1995 when the president of the United States by then, Bill Clinton ruled with a congress that was controlled by the republicans (Strøm, Müller & Bergman, 2006).  The government was faced with many challenges and it even became difficult for the government to pass the budget.
The other disadvantage is that a presidential system of governance makes it difficult for a bad president to be removed from office before the completion of a term and thereby leading to helplessness or hopelessness amongst the citizens of a country.
Advantages and disadvantages of a parliamentary system of government
One of the most common advantages is that it reduces or minimizes political polarization. Polarization can emanate out of many areas for instance through racism, tribalism or political opinions and affiliation.  A parliamentary form of government allows or forces the legislature to work harmoniously in unison (Amstutz, 2012). In addition, the majority arm of the government or parliament can also be challenged on consistent basis and thereby preventing particular groups to gain support without being negatively influenced by external factors such as political affiliation, racism, tribalism or even sexism. 
A parliamentary system also allows for the speedy and quick passage of legislation since it is only the legislative arm of government that is involved. When the government of the day has the support of the legislative body then it becomes easy for the government to pass laws and policies much faster (Munroe, 2002).  Another advantage is that a parliamentary system of government is also beneficial to countries that are largely divided along ethnic, racial and ideological lines. 
As opposed to the presidential form of government, the power in a parliamentary system of government is divided and spread across a wide spectrum. In such a system, the prime minister lacks the influence and power like the president in a presidential system of government and thereby giving power to the people to elect parties. It thereby becomes difficult for an individual to make crucial decisions about the country on behalf of the people (Siaroff, 2013).
Another advantage can also be got out of the fact that it is easier to manage and govern as a small group of people compared to a large population. While the presidential system is answerable to millions of people, the parliamentary system of government is only answerable to the few parliamentarians. It therefore becomes easy to solve conflicts and address issues in parliament as opposed to when a government is faced with constant demonstrations of a multitude.
Another advantage is that a parliamentary system of government also makes it easy for the government to create parties. Such a government makes it easy for organizations and groups to form coalition or parties that form a shared view and extending the view to the government. An example can be got from the United States where it becomes difficult for any other party to gain traction over the two major political parties. Statistics in fact affirms that no third party has gained a significant impact since 1992 during the presidential election (Shugart & Carey, 2012).
The disadvantages of a parliamentary system of government
Despite the aforementioned advantages of the parliamentary system of government, it neglects the opinions of the minority since the legislations are passed without the approval of the minority. The coalition which has the majority has the power to do as they wish with asking for the approval of the minority. An example can be given from the United Kingdom, where the conservative party gained a complete majority in parliament and thereby making it impossible for the minority who are the opposition, to pass a balanced legislation (Shugart & Carey, 2012).
 In addition, the other disadvantage is that the parliamentary system of governance does not offer representation on a direct level. As opposed to the presidential form of government, individual regions do not have any representation in the larger democracy. In addition, the blame is mainly peddled on coalitions as opposed to individuals and therefore making it difficult for individual politicians to be held accountable for their personal conducts.  
The other disadvantage is that the parliamentary form of government is often unstable. When a ruling coalition for instance becomes challenged by the minority, the coalition may become unstable and thereby making it difficult for the government to run or conduct its activities. Despite some proponents such Munroe (2002) espousing that instability in a government can be triggered by factors such as high polarization of the votes, political culture and unproportional representation, the delay of elections by a ruling party and flexible scheduling of elections can make a government to become destabilized. 
Should Canada switch to a presidential system?
 There are those who are of the opinion that Canada would be better served if it adopted a congressional or a presidential system of governance compared to the parliamentary form of government, which it inherited from the United Kingdom in the 19th century. Amstutz (2012) is particularly of the opinion that the parliamentary system is designed for a small island which is controlled by the simple majority rule and thereby controlled by a powerful executive branch. He further added that the parliamentary system of governance has suffocated parliament and is therefore an ineffective tool for controlling the executive. 
Siaroff (2013) further adds that the members of parliament in Canada have also lost ground in terms of shaping the legislature and also holding the government accountable. The federal powers have been concentrated in the cabinet through provincial agreements with the federal governments and there was therefore a need to control the privileged sources.
Should the US adopt a parliamentary system?
Many have questioned whether the United States would be better with a parliamentary form of system as opposed to the presidential system and the questions have mainly been triggered by the recent gridlock in Washington, which been spurred by the recent political polarization in the country. There are those who are of the opinion that a parliamentary system of government would make it easier for the United States to negotiate agreements between all arms of the government (Siaroff, 2013). This is because of the apparent fact that the separation of powers, which forms part of the political system of the United States often leads to numerous disagreements. This is because the president of the United States needs the congress in order to pass bills and the congress also needs the president in order to pass laws. 
In addition, the courts can also declare a law unconstitutional and this therefore affirms that there need to be coordination between these three parts of the government for a law to be passed failure to which there will be a dreadlock. In addition, there are others who propose that the United States should adopt the parliamentary system just like their European counterparts which hold critical meetings in private and the public do not necessarily have to know in case there was a conflict or a disagreement (Munroe, 2002). Nonetheless there are those who are of the opinion that the parliamentary system of government would not fit in the United States considering that it was a large country and a few members of parliaments would not effectively represent the interests of the people.
 In conclusion, it is evident from the study that there are advantages and disadvantages that are associated with both systems of government. In addition, it is not lucid as to what system of government would fit a particular country and therefore every country chooses a system that addresses the needs of the country and fits the nature of the citizens. 
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