Devoir TYPe CENTRALE OU X/ENS    AUCUN DOCUMENT AUTORISÉ  MERCI DE BIEN VOULOIR SAUTER DES LIGNE
Durée : 4h pour les deux épreuves : 
Format Centrale : Rédiger en anglais et en 500 mots une synthèse des quatre documents proposés, qui devra obligatoirement comporter un titre.
Vous indiquerez avec précision, à la fin du travail, le nombre de mots utilisés (titre inclus).
Un écart de 10% en plus ou en moins sera accepté.
Format X-ENS 
Consigne : Merci d’utiliser deux feuilles séparées pour la synthèse et le texte d’opinion.

Contenu du dossier : Quatre documents, trois articles et un document iconographique (document 4).

Sans paraphraser les documents proposés dans le dossier, le candidat réalisera une synthèse de celui-ci, en mettant clairement en valeur ses principaux enseignements et enjeux dans le contexte de l’aire géographique de la langue choisie, et en prenant soin de n’ajouter aucun commentaire personnel à sa composition.

PREMIÈRE PARTIE (PARTIE A)

La synthèse proposée devra comprendre entre 600 et 675 mots et sera rédigée intégralement dans la langue choisie. Elle sera en outre obligatoirement précédée d’un titre proposé par le candidat. Vous indiquerez avec précision le nombre de mots utilisés.
Contenu du dossier
DOCUMENT 1: “Pros and cons of having the monarchy”, by Sorcha Bradley, The Week UK, 19 October 2025
DOCUMENT 2: “In Canada, Charles pushed the boundaries of politics as king. So far, he has got away with it”, by Martin Kettle, The Guardian, 29 May 2025
DOCUMENT 3: “King Charles’ monarchy hits ‘lowest popularity since records began’”, by Jack Royston Kelso, Newsweek, 11 September 2025
DOCUMENT 4: Cartoon by Ben Jennings, posted on X,  6 May 2023
DOCUMENT 1:  Pros and cons of having the monarchy
Sorcha Bradley, The Week UK, 19 October 2025
The Prince Andrew scandal is threatening to bring down the monarchy, unless drastic action is taken to quarantine him from the rest of the royal family.
That is the view of commentators and royal watchers from across the political spectrum after new revelations concerning his relationship with Jeffrey Epstein. [...] The BBC said the allegations were “intensely damaging” for the Duke of York, “but perhaps still more significant are the consequences of this never-ending saga on the image of the monarchy”, said Richard Kay in the Daily Mail.[...]
Many question whether the institution is fit for the 21st century and what value it brings. Here are the arguments for and against keeping the centuries-old institution.
The monarchy as a whole “has long enjoyed broad, albeit declining, support among Britons, even if several of its individual members have not”, said Time magazine.
Just over half (51%) of people in Britain believe that it is “very” or "quite important" for Britain to have a monarchy, according to the most recent British Social Attitudes survey, conducted by the National Centre for Social Research in 2024. This is a dramatic decline from 86% in 1983, but it’s worth noting that only 15% of those surveyed actually think the monarchy should be abolished entirely.
While there is overall positivity towards the monarchy across most age groups, “there is a sharp generational divide”, said the BBC. According to a new poll on Statista, 81% of 65-year-olds want the monarchy to continue but the younger the person polled, the more likely they are to want to replace the King with an elected head of state, a majority view among 18- to 24-year-olds.
“Modern monarchy no longer depends on divine grace, but the consent of the people,” said Robert Hazell, professor of government and the constitution at University College London, in a 2022 paper for the Institute for Government. He warned that if public support continues to decline, the government might come under pressure to reduce funding for the royals, as has happened in Spain.
The monarchy is supported financially by UK taxpayers via the Sovereign Grant, which covers central staffing costs and expenses for the monarch’s official households, maintenance of the royal palaces in England, and travel and royal engagements and visits.
Accounts for 2024/25 show that the Sovereign Grant that financial year remained at £86.3 million. Yet the “real cost” to taxpayers is nearly six times more, said anti-monarchy campaigners.
Republic, which calls for the abolition of the monarchy, claims the official figure does not account for security, and other "lost income" for taxpayers, including from property businesses controlled by the duchies of Lancaster and Cornwall, which go directly to the King and the Prince of Wales respectively. Republic says the royals' total annual bill is in fact £510 million.
"How can we talk about cutting the winter fuel allowance while wasting half a billion pounds on the royals?" Republic's chief executive, Graham Smith, told the BBC last September. [...]
Like his mother before him, the King is a source of British "soft power" and diplomatic influence, holding state visits and foreign tours that bring benefits for national security, influence and trade.
A 2017 report by consultancy agency Brand Finance said that the monarchy generated an estimated £150 million worth of trade for the UK each year. And combined with contributions including surplus revenues from the Crown Estate, which go to the Treasury, and money from tourism, the total estimated gain for the UK economy was almost £1.8 billion.[...]
Critics of the monarchy argue that having a system of hereditary power at the top of the country's political, military and religious institutions perpetuates class divisions and inequality.
The royal family "exist as a glaring symbol of the unearned privilege and inequality that pervades the roots of British society", said political journalist and author Eve Livingston in The Independent.
And it is not just in Britain that the monarch’s role as head of state is increasingly under scrutiny. The late Queen's reign was "bookended by periods of great uncertainty about Britain’s role on the world stage", said Foreign Policy. [...] There are increasing calls for the UK to "reckon with its colonial history", while republican sentiment is gaining traction in the Caribbean.
Supporters of a constitutional monarchy say it "represents a constant and lasting connection to the country's past" and they stress the importance of having a head of state who is "above party politics or factional interests", said Politics.co.uk.[...]
The royal family's official website said that the monarch provides "a focus for national identity, unity and pride; gives a sense of stability and continuity; officially recognises success and excellence; and supports the ideal of voluntary service".
The Queen’s seven decades on the throne was "a low-key but extremely effective unifying force", said Martin Kettle in The Guardian, but it was one "her heirs cannot assume they will be able to replicate". [...]
DOCUMENT 2: In Canada, Charles pushed the boundaries of politics as king. So far, he has got away with it
Martin Kettle, The Guardian, 29 May 2025
It requires an effort to keep reminding yourself of the sheer historical oddity of monarchy’s healthy survival into the modern democratic age. Yet so rooted is the monarchy in the mental furniture of Britain that most people in our politics barely think about it. This week, however, the modern British monarchy has stood up and demanded to be counted, doing something new and perhaps genuinely consequential.
Judged by any yardstick, Charles III’s visit to Canada was an audaciously disjunctive event. The idea that a vibrant democracy such as Canada, with a highly sophisticated sense of its own complex identity, might summon an elderly hereditary monarch from across the ocean to provide a focal point for its resistance to Donald Trump’s existential threat takes some believing. Yet that was exactly what played out this week, when the king travelled to Ottawa to open the new Canadian parliament.
No monarch had bothered to make this trip for nearly 50 years. During that time, however, Canada has transformed itself into a major global power and has decisively slipped its old colonial bonds. Yet Trump’s threat to Canada is such that the country’s prime minister, Mark Carney, judged a summons to Buckingham Palace would send a useful newsworthy signal about its national sovereignty that would help bind the nation while sending a shot across the US president’s bows.
At least as significantly, when seen from Britain, King Charles was happy to oblige. [...]
Trump was not mentioned by name. Even so, he permeated the speech. The king endorsed Canadian national pride and said democracy, law, pluralism and global trade were on the line. He said Canada’s relationships with Europe would be strengthened and, speaking in French, he said Canada faces challenges unprecedented in the postwar era. He was proud that Canada was “an example to the world in her conduct and values, as a force for good”, and he ended, quoting from the Canadian national anthem, by saying “the true north is indeed strong and free”.
All this is an unmistakable rebuke to Trump’s rudeness, aggression and greed. The words are not neutral but committed. Whether the king sought approval from Keir Starmer for his visit and speech is not clear. [...] Charles did not have to travel and did not have to make the speech. But he did both, even while continuing to be treated for cancer.
The contrast with his mother is impossible to miss. Elizabeth II’s hallmark throughout her 70-year reign was a studied neutrality on public affairs. She was much praised for it during her lifetime, leading some commentators to assume that neutrality was now a precondition for monarchy’s survival, and others into infantile speculations about the symbolic messages that may, or may not, have been implied by what the queen was wearing.[...]
During his long years as heir to the throne, however, Charles became a controversialist. He expressed views about a wide range of issues, from architecture to farming and the climate crisis. He lobbied ministers in handwritten “black spider” memos about them. This habit led some to predict that, when he succeeded to the throne, Charles would continue to be a protagonist on causes that mattered to him. [...]
In nearly three years as king, however, Charles has proved many doubters wrong. Monarchy watchers who suspected he would not change his ways now concede he has not overstepped any significant constitutional lines. Yet he has done the job his own way, not his mother’s. As the palace itself acknowledges, the king is walking a tightrope.
Charles’s visits and speeches push the boundaries. Ottawa is now the most dramatic example, but it is not the only one. At home, Charles has championed the UK union against national separatists. He took Starmer and Angela Rayner to visit a housing project in Cornwall. [...] His most recent Christmas message focused on praising health workers.
So far, Charles has got away with it. Public concern for his own health, and for that of his family, has probably helped him. So has public sympathy over the behaviour of the Sussexes. To criticise Trump is also popular rather than risky. Amid all this, the public has cut Charles enough slack to be more himself. Those who warned that his more committed approach to public affairs could threaten the monarchy and boost republicanism have, at least at this stage, been proved wrong.
But this benign circle may not continue indefinitely. Monarchy is still an oddity. The tightrope is still there. Charles is still balanced on it. His approach to the job has won him approval, including grudging acknowledgment from some who previously disapproved of him. But these things are not static. Charles’s role carries risks which, when faced with a less patient public mood or different circumstances, could cause trouble for him and for the monarchy. [...]
DOCUMENT 3: King Charles’ monarchy hits ‘lowest popularity since records began’
Jack Royston, Newsweek, 11 September 2025
King Charles III's monarchy is in its deepest popularity slump ever recorded by a major research charity in 42 years of polling—eclipsing the downturn of the Princess Diana era.
In 1983, 86 percent of U.K. adults thought the royal family were important compared to 51 percent in 2024, according to the British Social Attitudes survey released by the National Centre for Social Research on Thursday.
At the same time, support for abolishing the Monarchy has risen from 3 percent to 15 percent during that time. Those who felt it was unimportant but who stopped short of backing abolition rose from 10 percent in 1983 to 31 percent in 2024.
Newsweek has contacted Buckingham Palace. The royals never comment on polling as a matter of policy.
Alex Scholes, research director at the National Centre for Social Research, said in a statement: "British Social Attitudes has been tracking views on the monarchy for over 40 years, and the latest data show just how much opinion has shifted.
"Support for the monarchy is now at its lowest level since our records began, with more people than ever questioning its future."
There is stark data showing a collapse among diehard monarchists, with 64.6 percent saying it was "very important" to continue having a monarchy in 1983 compared to 24.1 percent in 2024, another record low. The previous low, of 27.1 percent, was recorded in 2006—the year the Operation Paget report, a criminal investigation on conspiracy theories surrounding Princess Diana's death, was released.
A further 26.7 percent felt it was "quite important" while 20 percent said "not very important" and 11.2 percent went for "not important at all." An additional 15 percent wanted to to scrap it altogether.
"When asked to choose directly, a majority of the public still prefer to keep the monarchy over moving to an elected head of state," Scholes added.
"This tension, between declining importance and continued preference, will be crucial in shaping debates about the monarchy's role in the years ahead."
Interestingly, when the pollsters gave respondents fewer options, support for abolishing the monarchy more than doubled. Asked simply "do you think the U.K. should continue to have a monarchy, or should it have an elected head of state instead?" 58 percent said they wanted to keep the royals but 38 percent wanted to elect a head of state.
Among 16-24-year-olds, republicans (67 percent) outnumbered royalists (30 percent) by more than double when the question was phrased that way.
There have been other dips for the monarchy over the years, including during the era Princess Diana's messy divorce from Charles and after her death in a 1997 Paris car crash.
However, even during the 1990s the percentage who felt it was important to continue to have a monarchy did not drop below 60 percent.
That figure dropped to 59 percent in 2003 but otherwise 2021 and 2023 are the only other years below 60 percent.
Graham Smith, chief executive of anti-monarchy campaign group Republic, told Newsweek: "The monarchy is in very serious trouble and in my view it's a matter of when not if it's abolished.
"The support has been sustained by elements of nostalgia, conservatism and the Queen [Elizabeth II]. In this age of tumultuous politics, and getting further and further away from the days of deference, and the queen no longer being there, people are rapidly losing interest.
"At the same time, it's been rocked by multiple scandals that put it on the wrong side of most people's values."
Document 4: Cartoon by Ben Jennings, posted on X, 6 May 2023
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 *  Hand-me-downs: used clothing that an older child has worn and is giving away to a younger child                         
FORMAT X/ENS 
DEUXIÈME PARTIE (PARTIE B)

En réagissant aux arguments exprimés dans cet éditorial (document numéroté 5), le candidat rédigera lui-même un texte d’opinion d’une longueur de 500 à 600 mots.

DOCUMENT 5 

En réagissant aux arguments exprimés dans cet éditorial (document numéroté 5), le candidat rédigera lui-même dans la langue choisie un texte d’opinion d’une longueur de 500 à 600 mots.

The royal family is edging toward modernity – but in 2026, the public will expect yet more transparency

By Anna Whitelock The Guardian, Tuesday December 30th, 2025
This year, as King Charles gathered with the royal family for their traditional Christmas at Sandringham, he had much to reflect on. Certainly, the news that his cancer treatment will be scaled back has come as a welcome personal relief, but it will also present opportunities for further overseas travel next year, likely to include a state visit to the US to mark the 250th anniversary of its foundation.

It has been a year that has seen the king grow into the role of a silent but effective diplomat, navigating Donald Trump’s visit while demonstrating the UK’s support for Volodymyr Zelenskyy and Ukraine. Overseas trips have included a historic visit to the Vatican to pray publicly with the pope, and successful visits as head of state to Canada – shortly after Trump had suggested it might become the US’s 51st state – and to Australia. Moreover, the king has hosted the biggest number of inward state visits to the UK for almost 40 years. For his use of the monarchy’s soft power to support UK foreign policy and strengthen international relations, Charles has won plaudits.

He has been praised too for his openness about his health – a significant departure from centuries of secrecy surrounding such matters in the British monarchy. First came the announcement – in early 2024 – that the king had been treated for an enlarged prostate; then the news of his cancer diagnosis; and now its effective treatment. This has undoubtedly done much to make the king seem more relatable and empathetic, and has consolidated his personal approval rating among Britons at 62%, according to an October poll by Statista.

But for all this, the fly in the ointment has and will remain his brother Andrew, despite him being stripped of his titles and facing imminent banishment from Windsor Park’s Royal Lodge to a property on the Sandringham estate. It is a scandal that has engulfed the family and continues to raise profound and potentially existential questions for the monarchy. In October, on a visit to Lichfield Cathedral, Charles was heckled by a protester who asked, “How long have you known about Andrew and Epstein?”, and whether the king had “asked the police to cover up” for his brother. While the protester was swiftly bundled off and silenced, questions about the lack of transparency and suggestion of a conspiracy of silence won’t go away.

Walter Bagehot, the Victorian journalist and political essayist, argued that the British monarchy’s “mystery is its life”; and that “we must not let in daylight upon magic”. This has, for more than 150 years, provided the justification for our constitutional monarchy to remain shrouded in secrecy, above scrutiny, and protected from sustained critique. As Bagehot wrote: “Above all things our royalty is to be reverenced, and if you begin to poke about it you cannot reverence it.”
Yet automatic deference or reverence is no more. Contemporary expectations of transparency and accountability are finally beginning to focus on the monarchy. Silence now suggests there is something to hide, and this erodes public trust and with it acceptance, never mind affection, for the institution. Indeed, public support for the monarchy reached its lowest level on record this year, with more Britons than ever before questioning its future. While a majority still supports its continuation, the figure has steadily declined since 2022. […]
The royal family has consistently been reactive rather than proactive when it comes to change and public opinion, and continues to believe in privilege and privacy at all costs. Yet for the monarchy to survive and thrive, and the king to continue to play a role as a unifying figurehead, supporting charitable causes and exercising soft power internationally, he needs to embrace openness and accountability. Reverence towards the institution is all but lost, but without transparency and letting in the “daylight”, it risks further alienation, mistrust and fatal irrelevance. As the king is praised for the openness with which he has spoken about his health, perhaps he might reflect on the expectations the public may have of a truly modern monarch.
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