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At present in Britain we have no written constitution, but instead a collection of laws and customs which govern our political system (an un-codified constitution). The UK is one of only two democracies in the world not to have a written constitution. Groups such as Charter 88 and Liberty are pressure groups that campaign for a codified and entrenched constitution. Despite all the attention brought to it, there are many supporters of the unwritten constitution, yet is it time that Britain had a written constitution?
A codified constitution would provide clarity when enshrined, and therefore be available for those who wish to consult or analyze it. However, some may argue that Britain has survived very well with its constitution, and a codified constitution would destroy the decades of tradition, convention and heritage that currently reside in the UK’s unwritten constitution. Parliament itself is subject to constitution, and the constitutional conventions that Britain has are very strong and have served us well, such as the 1911 Act of Parliament which limited the power of the House of Lords. One could simply argue against this that the British Parliament is subject to no authority beyond itself and this goes against the principle of the rule of law which modern democracy is based on. 
We can never know our rights as civilians, which can always be subject to change at the hands of the Prime Minister. Until recently, while being arrested, we had the right to remain silent. This is not the case anymore. With a written constitution we can know our civil liberties and rights. It’s not as if convention itself is safe in the hands of a leader ruling with an unwritten constitution. Some of the acts passed by Prime Ministers such as Tony Blair have undermined the concept of Parliamentary sovereignty. His constant reforms on the House of Lords are an example of how tradition itself can be ruled out in an instance.
Therefore, a pro in the case for a written constitution is the fact it could be a safeguard. When a party has a majority in the house of Commons, it can change most of the legislature without a referendum or other means of checking consensus. With a written constitution, a referendum or a 2/3 majority in both houses could be the procedure before rules are changed. However, a written constitution would be rigid and hard to change. One of the advantages of the uncodified UK constitution is that it is flexible. With referendums or majorities in Parliament, it would be near impossible to ever change the constitution (like in the United States of America). In one hundred years time, it will be just as hard to change something that was written with concern only for the time of its writing. 
With a written constitution, more power would be granted to the Judiciary. The Judiciary is currently weak in its ability to check up on Parliament. However, the constitution would be ruled upon by the Judges, and this would be highly undemocratic as the Judges are not voted in. Therefore the power we vested in our elected representatives would shift to the Judiciary who can tend to be quite reactionary and conservative. This isn’t a particularly good standpoint from which to be writing a document that must last forever in the nation’s existence.

A written constitution would provide protection from extremists who might come to power and discount democracy, like Hitler did when he came to power. However, it should be pointed out that one country with a written constitution is Iraq, (whilst under the leadership of Saddam Hussein), showing that it if somebody wanted to display democratic procedures and transactions it can be as hard now as it would with a written constitution.
Finally, if the UK fully intends to become a part of the EU, it should enshrine it’s constitution as a way of clarifying our political system, and integrating with Europe. An argument to this would straight away be that currently we do not know where we stand with Europe, so writing down the power they have over the UK at this stage in time would not be a good idea. By having a written constitution, our flexibility with Europe would massively decrease (although theoretically, the UK could leave it at any time they wish).

It is hard to make a definitive conclusion on whether Britain should take a written constitution. Can a system that’s worked relatively well for decades be replaced with more standard and official constitution? Can years of convention be destroyed in favour of convenience? Personally, I believe that the current situation of Britain’s constitution is the best possible way it could be, as after looking at the case, a codified constitution can only cause more trouble than good to a system that is working very well.

