American government 

1.The framers of the Constitution designed the Senate to filter the output of the sometimes hasty House. Do you think this was a wise idea? Why or why not? Respond to at least 2 other students post.
1) I do think this was a wise decision because it correlates to the balance of power and can help protect states intrest and laws. The house of representatives are the closest in the federal government to the population  and are a direct reflection on what district they represent which can cause differences as citizens  may want their representatives to support a certain bill while the senate may feel that bill may interfere with state or government law thus shutting the bill down. This is a very effective way to have checks and balance but can also be a hindrance to the country if the house is the opposite party of the senate. In today's goverment partys are di bbn ided to a sense but on a congressional level in the house the public is more divided and expect their representatives to act accordingly causing major conflict in politics. The way police are today makes it very difficult to pass laws or bills while conflicting party are in either house. In the end the framers made a wise decision and so was the compromise of Connecticut to separate the house but, today goverment is in need of either the growth of a current third party or set term limits to allow younger new people to govern.
Yes, the decision was wise because it creates a balance of power and protects the interest of states and the law. The decision was not a hasty one; rather, it was deliberated before the implementation. The purpose of this was to ensure that most states would be well represented in the Senate. By a simple majority vote, Senators would be qualified for posts in the federal justice department as well. Notably, the division of parties today in this country causes a bit of discomfort in the political field because if the Senate decides to shut down a bill, the public will expect their representative to defend the proposal causing a bit of dispute amongst themselves. In the end, the framers made a wise decision, and so is the compromise of Connecticut to separate the house but, today’s government requires either the growth of a current third party or set term limits to allow younger new people to govern.

2) The framers of the Constitution designed the Senate to filter the output of the sometimes hasty House. Do you think this was a wise idea? Why or why not? Respond to at least 2 other students post.
     Early on it was recognized that not only would the Senate and the House have different opinions, they would need to check and balance each other.  The spirit of our Constitution is rooted in checks and balances. so I do not think that the decision was hasty.  Not only do I think this was a wise idea, I do not see how it would work any other way.  The senate has interests of their respective states in mind, whereas the house tries to get things done that favor their own districts back home.
I agree with this statement; early on it was recognized that not only would the Senate and the House have different opinions, but they would also need to check and balance each other. The spirit of our Constitution is rooted in checks and balances. So I do not think that the decision was hasty. Not only do I think this was a wise idea, but I also do not see how it would work any other way. The senate has interests in their respective states in mind, whereas the house tries to get things done that favor their districts back home. Besides, the Senate’s purpose in the house is to ensure that the laws that govern the people are followed keenly without any bias or malicious intentions. Besides, it is worth to note that the Senate also deals with confirmation and appointments of officials in the Supreme Court Justices, the cabinet members and conducts impeachment of leaders as well.
2. Over the past few years, discussions about the viability of the electoral college has taken center stage. We saw this with the election of George W. Bush and calls to abolish the electoral college became deafening after the 2016 election. What are the benefits and risks of abolishing the electoral college? Do you believe that the Electoral College should be abolished? Why or why not? 
1) Ever since I am old enough to learn about, and understand the concept of the Electoral College, I have not been a fan. I could see why so many people feel that their vote doesn't matter. This could very well be a good reason, because in many ways, it doesn't. I think it is archaic.  For a long time, there are arguments and criticisms of the Electoral College, they are it's undemocratic, it allows for the election of who does not win the most votes, and winner takes all cancels the votes  of the losing candidates in each state . The Presidential elections of 1876, 1888, and more recent, 2000, and 2016 all produced an Electoral College winner, who did not receive the most votes in the general election.
I agree with the opinion of keeping the Electoral College, because of how long it has been around since the forefathers of this country formed it, and this is the reason why I believe this board has been in existence for that long. I concur that abolishing the Electoral College will allow those who got the most votes by the people to be President, unlike how the Electoral College worked by choosing the President based on their popularity despite them having few votes. However, one of the main risks for abolishing this body is the voice of the minority will be ignored because the purpose of the electoral board was to protect them. Another risk is the introduction of more parties, with the Electoral College, the system was set such that only 2 parties were involved in the running for any seat including the presidency. It was either you are a republican or a democrat, now it will be more of a multi-political party involvement.
2) In my opinion, the only reason why I would keep the Electoral College is because of how long it has been around and I don't see as much of a benefit when it could have been done a very long time ago. Now, alls I can see this doing is causing more problems than ever. But, there are a lot of good reasons for why the Electoral College should be abolished. First being it causes some votes to have more weight than others since it is based off of populations. I feel like it is a little unfair how the popular vote winner doesn't automatically take the White House. On the other hand though, there is a good list of reasons why this should not be abolished as well. This obviously causes problems with multiple candidates running. Also, this provides protection for the best interest of the minority groups in every election. 
I concur with this statement that I would never keep Electoral College because so far, it has caused so much harm than good even if their intentions of minding the minority were good. The voice of the majority matters as well because every vote should count regardless of whether it comes from the minority state or the state with the majority of people. The abolishment of the Electoral Board will not be a huge issue it has now become irrelevant, with the rise of technology and the internet, the public can determine who is a genuine candidate and who is not based on their social media activities and what they stand for when it comes to making a difference in leadership. It will make campaigning easier for the candidates vying for a seat. Abolishing Electoral College would no longer instruct how, where and when the candidates would campaign.
3. What should be the most important considerations when filling judge and justice positions at the federal level? Why?
1) Since federal judges can be appointed for life there is several important qualifications I think should be met. First, I think a careful look into the appointee’s life is warranted such as a background check, financial records, medical history and etc. This is more based to help and confirm a judge has a clean background and is in a healthy state to allow them to sit on the bench as long as they can. I think a financial check is very important at a federal level so federal judges might be less easily bought or swayed to receive financial benefits. An appointee’s experience is also important. I think a judge should have overall experience in the criminal justice or law field which provides them with necessary experience. Overall though, I think the appointee’s morals and ethics are a big factor if they should be nominated or not. As it is a person’s morals and ethics which will ultimately determine how they rule or present themselves on cases. This can be especially important when appointing a Supreme Court Justice. Appointee’s at this level are going to most likely lean more conservative or liberal. But it is important to know and verify they will not strictly lean one way or the other and will be open to interpreting the constitution in ways to be fair rather than ruling a certain way to benefit the conservatives or liberals.
I believe a background check is a first and primary consideration followed by their financial records like filing of taxes, medical history, do they have chronic illnesses like a stroke to mention a few. A full clean background check is essential because it helps minimize cases like theft and bribe. Experience in criminal law and justice is another primary consideration that is often looked into, such as courtroom experience. A person's character is what determines the kind of person you are. If one has accomplished this and much more and lacks virtues like integrity, honesty, fairness, and being, then they will make a poor judge because those are the morals that will govern how they will preside over cases. Overall, whether filling for a position in the Supreme Court or a local court, being just and fair, and not being biased to impress the liberals will benefit the people in need.

2) I believe some of the most important traits are honesty, integrity and ethics. They are important to have since they can serve for as long as they choose to. I think they're should be a limit of how long they can serve since we limit everything else. The one's who have been judges for a long time may still be stuck in their old ways and not adjust to current times. I almost feel like it's playing chess since the President can decide who they want as a judge and can use that person's power later down the road even when they are no longer President. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]	I also agree with this statement in that; there should be a limit of how long the judges can serve since we limit everything else since individuals who have been judges for a long time may still be stuck in their old ways and not adjust to current trends. I almost feel like it is playing chess since the President can decide who they want as a judge and can use that person's power later down the road even when they are no longer President. Those filling for a judge position should have to respect the court and govern based on its laws. They should be financially stable and have the ability to communicate especially when giving a verdict. The verdict can be either oral or written, so one should be good in both, or should choose to work with what suits them best. Above all, when filling, they should know what position they want, for instance, domestic judge or a criminal judge.


Management 
4. Consider what motivates you at work. How does your own motivation affect the way you work with teams? What is the importance of managers understanding what motivates each individual worker?
1) What motivates me at work is recognition and money.  I will not lie, money does play a role, especially when you have a family to support. It encourages me to do better and keep striving to get ahead. I always try to find a way to solve a problem or overcome a challenge with out asking for help from  the higher up. I want to try to do things on my own or with the help of my employees. After a project is done, I always look out for flaws or errors to make sure the end result is completed. I am constantly eager to learn more or take on more to better myself. I like knowing that people are requesting me to handle projects or vendors only want to deal with me because they like me and I have a way with them. It makes me feel good. You learn to value your self worth.
I agree money is what motivates most of us to try even work harder despite the challenges one might face when handling a project. Aside from that, the accomplishment one feels after a successful project is also another motivating factor. Most employers also look for candidates with problem-solving skills so that when a crisis arises, it is easy to work on it immediately without any assistance from the supervisor. Being self-motivated also rubs off to other employees; it improves teamwork efforts as well as creates a positive working environment. The introduction of self-development in the workplace will help, allowing employees to explore their skills other than what they are known for. At work will inspire them to perfect their act and even branch out by themselves soon because of that opportunity. Besides, the promotion of one employee or salary increment will motivate the junior staff to work even harder and wiser so that they can also get that promotion too.

A manager can motivate their employees by improving communication. I believe communication is the key to everything. A manager should know their employees and what gets them motivated to do more.  Whether a manager and employee do not get along, there is still that respect. You can have respect for someone and still get the work done.
2) What motivates me at work is that sense of accomplishment at the end of a long at work. I have a low need for affiliation. I'm not what you would call a social person. However, if the need arises that I have to work with others to get the work done I will be as social as the situation calls for. This is because of my motivation for a sense of accomplishment at the end of the work day.
It is extremely important for managers to understand their employees needs and motivations. If these needs and motivations are not addressed, it will lead to dissatisfaction and demotivation. This could lead to employees performing the bare minimum or even quitting. When these are addressed, it could be a great advantage. Proper motivation will lead employees to work harder to achieve their goals. Although, this needs to be balanced with the employee's needs. If the motivation is there but needs are not met, employees will still be dissatisfied and give poor performance. If the motivation is there and the needs are met, the employees will feel valued and work hard to better the company.

Managers need to understand what their employees ought to know what motivates them. For some employees, encouragement is a form of motivation, especially when they have messed up. When most employees are unmotivated, they end up being frustrated with work and eventually resign. Some of these encouragements include; team building and motivational meetings from well-known business moguls; if some of these needs are met, most employees will be delivering results because they feel valued and appreciated. Communication is another form of motivation managers need to understand. When addressing the junior staff, they should use a friendly tone that is not too bossy or too friendly. This will motivate the employees to want to talk with them especially when they are faced with a challenge they cannot handle even after several attempts of trying to solve the challenge. If the manager is a lazy one, the employees working under them would lose interest in working on a project because of a lack of good leadership skills.



