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Introduction 
Scrutiny is one the principal roles of a parliamentary system. Within the UK Parliament the principal forms of scrutiny are parliamentary questions and select committees. The focus of this literature review will be on academic studies of select committees.

This subject has been chosen to give academic depth to my own professional practice in this area and provide a basis for future D Prof research. Parliamentary scrutiny has featured in all three of my career paths. 
The subject of my M Phil thesis was ‘A Study of Contemporary infant mortality and social policy’ This followed an inquiry into Infant and Perinatal Mortality by the House of Commons Health Select Committee in 1975.  As MP for Monmouth, I served on the Welsh Affairs Select Committee from 1991 to 1992 and from 1997 to 2005 when the establishment of the National Assembly for Wales changed the scope of the Committee’s work significantly.  Finally, scrutiny processes are an essential element of my current training courses on policy engagement for university researchers. This includes advising academic researchers on submitting evidence to select committee inquiries.
Parliamentary scrutiny is ‘the close examination and investigation of government policies, actions and spending that is carried out by the House of Commons and the House of Lords and their committees.’ [footnoteRef:1] Scrutiny by select committees embraces: holding Ministers, officials and others to account; reviewing government policy and its implementation; and investigating scandals and irregularities. More recently is has also broadened to include pre legislative scrutiny and draft bills and holding pre appointment hearings of senior public officials.  [1:  https://www.parliament.uk/site-information/glossary/scrutiny-parliamentary-scrutiny/] 

The current Select Committee system dates from 1979 with the reforms introduced by Leader of the House, Norman St John Stevas when specific committees were established to scrutinise each major government department. Former Clerk of the House, Robert Rogers and Rhodri Walters. however, show how Parliament has ‘used select committees for centuries to investigate, to advise, to consider complex matters – in fact for any task which is more effectively carried out by a small group of MPs than by the House as a whole.’ Interestingly they state:

‘Indeed, the very name ‘select committees’ indicates a task or function has been given, or committed to that body, composed of MPs selected to sit upon it.’[footnoteRef:2] [2:  Robert Rogers and Rhodri Walters   How Parliament Works  6th edition   Pearson Longman 2006  p 344] 



Academic study of Parliament

According to Geddes ‘academic research on this subject has remained thin’[footnoteRef:3]. The Hansard Society, founded in 1944, provides an independent forum for the theory and study of parliament and parliamentary affairs.[footnoteRef:4] Its journal, Parliamentary Affairs launched in 1947, is a peer reviewed academic quarterly and the source of several of the articles in this literature review.[footnoteRef:5]  [3: ]  [4:  Hansard Society  https://www.hansardsociety.org.uk/]  [5:  Parliamentary Affairs Journal   https://academic.oup.com/pa] 


Geddes and Rhodes note the long tradition of academic research on parliament, most notably Bernard Crick’s ‘The Reform of Parliament’ (1964)[footnoteRef:6]. This is a seminal work in parliamentary studies with proposals for change. However, they argue that much of the work in the 1960s sought to combine academic rigour with a quest for parliamentary reform. The Study of Parliament Group, formed in 1968, continued this ‘reformist’ tradition bringing together parliamentary officials and academic scholars to advise on parliamentary processes by submitting evidence to parliamentary committees and publishing though conventional academic sources.  [6:  Bernard Crick    The Reform of Parliament   1964] 


Hence, Geddes and Rhodes argue that this tradition of Parliamentary studies in the UK ‘has remained persistently within the paradigm of ‘old institutionalism’; that is, an explicit focus on describing the internal dynamics of the institution without any theory’. This tradition, they argue, has restricted comparative work on parliaments. 
The Political Studies Association (PSA) seeks to address this theoretical and comparative deficit with the PSA Parliaments sub-group which focuses on the study and teaching of parliaments and legislatures: 
‘Our members include single country specialists and comparativists who work on a wide range of national, sub-national and supra-national legislatures using both qualitative and quantitative methods.’[footnoteRef:7] [7:  Political Studies Association   https://psaparliaments.org/] 

The traditions outlined above provide the academic context for this literature review and most of authors whose work will be discussed will be found within these traditions.
Research paradigms
The literature selected in this review draws on the interpretivist paradigm of research. This is distinguished from the positivist paradigm.  
According to James Scotland, in discussing the philosophical basis of research, the interpretivist paradigm asserts that knowledge of a phenomenon is based on the understanding of individuals’ perspectives.[footnoteRef:8] It also draws on the historical and cultural contexts of that phenomenon. The positivist paradigm asserts that phenomena must be measurable. If they cannot be measured they cannot add to scientific knowledge, [8:  James Scotland  Exploring the Philosophical Underpinnings of Research: Relating Ontology and Epistemology to the Methodology and Methods of the Scientific, Interpretive, and Critical Research Paradigms  English Language Teaching; Vol. 5, No. 9; 2012] 

When applied to this review of studies on parliamentary select committees, the interpretivist approach will record and assess, for example, how a chairman or clerk of a select committee views their role and experiences of a conducting committee inquiries, These are personal or subjective perspectives. Other chairmen or clerks of similar committees may view the role and experience of an inquiry from quite different perspectives. The researcher’s role is to assess these different subjective viewpoints, identifying common and conflicting features of the roles and experiences and draw conclusions from these phenomena.  In the case of the UK Parliament which has existed for over 800 years, the historical and cultural traditions are deeply embedded and this context must also be understood and considered by the researcher.  
The interpretivist paradigm with respect to select committee research lends itself to qualitative methods that include: open and semi structured interviews, observation, case studies and the detailed interpretation of reports and parliamentary proceedings. This can be complemented with quantitative methods such as recording by what degree committee recommendations are accepted or rejected by government, recording the frequency of holding ministers to account, analysing written or oral evidence from witnesses, or monitoring the media coverage of committee work. As these phenomena can be measured they draw on the positivist approach. As in much of the social and political sciences, research on parliamentary committees can embrace both qualitative and quantitative methods.  

Selection of Literature 
This review covers 8 principal studies from academic articles in journals. The studies were selected on the following criteria. First, they were all peer reviewed articles published in academic journals since 2010. Second, they draw on qualitative and quantitative research findings including authoritative commentaries and case studies. Third, they relate to parliamentary scrutiny within the UK Parliament or the parliaments/legislatures of the devolved nations of the UK. 
In four of the articles, the authors outline an explicit research methodology.  These authors  are mainly academics working in the field of political/parliamentary studies whose academic credentials are explicit. The other four articles do not include an explicit methodology. In three of these, the authors are parliamentary officials, senior clerks and library researchers, who contribute authoritative outlines of some complex parliamentary processes and a professional insight into the work of select committees. 
Each of the 8 articles was reviewed according to: the aims and context of the study; the [endnoteRef:1]qualitative or quantitative methodology employed; followed by a critical view of the methodologies and findings. Finally, suggestions for further research for this doctoral programme arising from this literature review are made.  [1: ] 


Aims of each study

The first article by Benton and Russell is an evaluation of the effectiveness of House of Commons Select Committees.
Committees undertake inquiries into an area policy or decision making relating to specific the Department’s responsibilities and produce a report with recommendations. The Government is expected to respond to each recommendation within eight weeks. These responses are published as a further report of the committee. The government is not bound by a select committee’s recommendations.
What impact do select committees have? How far are their recommendations adopted by government? A common criticism of the select committee system is that since government is not bound by the recommendations of select committee inquiries, the Committees have little or no impact. 
The aim of the paper is to examine the impact Select Committees have as measured by how far their recommendations are accepted by government and by what degree they are accepted or rejected. 
They state: 
‘This study is the ‘first cross committee study of Westminster for many years. It is also the first that we are aware of in any parliament to apply consistent impact measures across a set of non-legislative committees.’
The authors of this study are based in the Constitution Unit, a specialist research centre in the Department of Political Science at University College London.[footnoteRef:9]  [9:  Selective Influence: The Policy Impact of House of Commons Select Committees  Constitution Unit   London 2012] 

Marc Geddes focuses on the witnesses who give evidence to select committees. What organisations do witnesses who give oral evidence to inquiries come from? Which universities do most academic witnesses come from? What are the characteristics of the witnesses in terms of geographical distribution and gender?
Geddes, Senior Lecturer in Politics at Edinburgh University, argues that evidence is ‘fundamental to sustain detailed scrutiny. It also builds the expertise of individuals and institutions and contributes to the committees’ public engagement.’
The paper draws on the findings of an ESRC funded study ‘Interpreting Parliamentary Scrutiny’ published as Dramas at Westminster – Select Committees as Westminster and the Quest for Accountability.[footnoteRef:10] [10:  Dramas at Westminster: select committees and the quest for accountability: by Marc Geddes, Manchester, Manchester University Press, 2020.  ] 

Cole and McAllister examine scrutiny in the three devolved institutions. It is a comparative study that draws on academic work on the UK parliament select committees and applied to what are termed the ‘Scrutiny Committees’ in the Scottish Parliament, National Assembly for Wales and N Ireland Assembly. Laura McAllister is currently Professor of Public Policy at the Wales Governance Centre and co-chairs the Independent Commission on the Constitutional Future of Wales.[footnoteRef:11]  [11:  Currently co-chair with Dr. Rowan Williams of the Independent Commission on the Constitutional Future of Wales (The Independent Commission on the Constitutional Future of Wales | GOV.WALES). 
I am grateful for the personal communications with Laura McAllister about this study.   
] 

Cole and McAllister argue that 
‘…academics have not yet developed any coherent and comprehensive analysis of the nature of devolved committees, nor have they explored how this important aspect of the operation of parliaments, Assemblies and legislatures varies at devolved level in the UK.  [footnoteRef:12] [12:  ibid p220-1
] 

A distinctive feature of this article is the application of theory to committee structure. The approach is grounded in new institutionalism which is defined by March and Olsen as ‘the relations between institutional characteristics and political agency, performance and change.’
The paper by Mellows-Face and colleagues examines how certain select committees have expanded their formal remit and adopted a ‘campaigning’ role.  
According to the authors
‘Some select committees are increasingly adopting campaigning characteristics acting not just as scrutineers of government but also as high profile agents of change in the public and private sectors.’
They examine how some committees now operate through ‘rolling inquiries that have campaigning characteristics, taking advantage of the insatiable appetite and platform for their work offered by rolling multimedia news’. Inquires into major scandals and appearances by ‘celebrity witnesses’ have gained considerable public interest. Oral evidence sessions with celebrities or prominent business people being held accountable for their actions are now ‘public theatre’.
What are the implications of this new role for the future work and administration of committees? Is this campaigning role compatible with the traditional view of select committees in monitoring government departments and holding Ministers and officials to account?
Griffiths and Evans present a detailed examination of the process by which the UK Parliament scrutinised proposals for legislative powers to be enacted by the National Assembly for Wales following the Government of Wales Act 2006. 
During the early years of the National Assembly the absence of ‘real legislative’ powers was a source of widespread criticism. While Scotland and N Ireland had full law making powers from the outset, the Welsh Assembly could only pass secondary legislation. This is the clearest example of the ‘asymmetrical’ devolution settlement. 
The response was the Government of Wales Act 2006 which conferred ‘limited law making powers’ on the National Assembly for Wales on a case by case basis. These powers were transferred through the Privy Council ‘Order in Council’ process and conferred legislative powers on the National Assembly for Wales though a complex and confusing process, known as Legislative Consent Order (LCOs) – a process that also became the subject of criticism. 
The authors, senior clerks in the House of Commons, give clarity and understanding to a complex constitutional process but one that was central to this stage of ‘interim law making’ for Wales. 
Robert Hazell, constitutional expert and former civil servant, presents the only significant study of ‘pre appointment hearings’. This is a relatively new role whereby committees scrutinise senior appointments to major public bodies that have been made by government department and question the proposed candidate before that appointment is confirmed by the Secretary of State.     
The process of public appointments was changed from largely Ministerial patronage to open competition following the 1995 Report of the Nolan Committee.[footnoteRef:13] It marked a departure from the traditional system when appointments to senior public roles were made entirely by Ministers leading to accusations of political cronyism and unfair patronage.  [13:  The Nolan Committee was established following the Arms to Iraq controversy. See Report on Standards in Public Life:         https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/336840/1stInquiry_Summary.pdf] 

Gordon Brown as Prime Minister took the process further by requiring the most senior public appointments to be subject to parliamentary scrutiny.  From 2007 to 2017 there had been 95 pre appointment hearings undertaken by 20 select committees. 
Some of the questions Hazell poses are: How do select committees see their role in pre appointment hearings? Are their roles diminished by having no right of veto? How can they judge the suitability of a candidate when they have no access information about other candidates who were considered?
The focus of this paper by Peckham et al is the Health and Social Care Committee’s innovation in appointing an Independent Expert Panel to evaluate government policy pledges. This was a significant new development in select committee work. 
It is written mainly by the members of the Expert Panel and presents a detailed examination of this recent innovation in parliamentary practice from the perspective of those involved in its implementation. 
Craig Prescott’s paper focusses on the way select committees have adapted their role to incorporate high profile inquiries that attract media attention such as the News of the World ‘phone hacking’ scandal. He explores how far committees have extended their remit beyond the scrutiny of government departments to scrutinising high profile witnesses like the Murdochs. He goes on to consider the implications of scrutinising such witnesses under parliamentary privilege – the immunity that MPs have against legal action in parliamentary proceedings.
The significant question for Prescott is:  What protection do witnesses have from damage to their reputations because of appearing before select committee and what forms of redress are open to them?

Methodologies and Findings 
The methodology employed by Benton and Russell into their study of select committee effectiveness is a combination of qualitative and quantitative research. It involved collaboration between the Constitution Unit and the House of Commons Committee Office. 
The fieldwork was conducted by Committee Clerks during the long period when Parliament was dissolved for the 2010 General Election. Seven researchers/clerks researched the reports and analysed the recommendations of seven committees over a period of thirteen years from May 1997 to May 2000, the entire period of the Labour Government.
Data were collected on all conclusions and recommendations made by the seven select committees. During this period these committees had published 695 reports of which 505 were the reports of committee inquiries. These inquiry reports contained a total 13,206 recommendations.  
Recommendations were coded according to who they were aimed at – central government. private industry. local government. What proportion of recommendations are accepted or rejected by government?  The authors outline how there are degrees acceptance and rejection.
· Accepted 12%   Partially/implicitly accepted 28%.  Nether accepted nor rejected 25% 
· Partially/implicitly rejected 28%       Rejected 5%        No response 3%
· Total     Fully/Partially Accepted 40%         Fully/Partially Rejected 33%  
What factors are associated with ‘the success of committee recommendations’ The authors explored this with multi variate analysis. The variables that were likely to affect the success of recommendations included: committee-level, inquiry-level and recommendation-level factors. The findings are presented in a linear regression (OLS) analysis. 
Bentall and Russell conclude that their findings do not support the view that Select Committee recommendations are routinely ignored by government. The level of acceptance is below 50% but this is far higher than critics of the process would generally expect. Given the high number of reports published by select committees each year, it follows that Government will be accepting hundreds of recommendations and ‘many of these call for significant policy change.’ (p 793)
Mark Geddes’ methodology for the study of select committee witnesses is both qualitative and quantitative. His research study draws on non participant and participant observation by Geddes himself at the House of Commons Committee Office over a 14 week period. Semi structured interviews were held with committee members chairs and staff to assess how the interviewees interpreted their role with thematic coding used to summarise interview data. 
A database of over 3000 witnesses who gave evidence to over 1200 evidence sessions during the 2013-14 session was complied.  Geddes’ study is significant in that it is the first major study of witnesses in the select committee process. 
The qualitative research included interviews with key actors in the committee process – members, chairs and staff as well as government ministers and civil servants. In this article there are no quotes from these interviews, though these may be in the full report. 
The findings are presented in clear tables identifying background of witnesses, the frequent university witnesses and the gender and geographical background of witnesses.
Witnesses from the civil service and public sector are the most prevalent with 36.8% of the 3000. This is followed by witnesses from the non-profit sector at 29.4% which includes charities and campaigning organisations and professional bodies followed by private sector (10.7%), higher education (8.1%) and government (8.0%). 
Of particular interest is the listing of university witnesses to oral evidence sessions. University College London is in first position followed by Oxford, LSE, and Kings College London. This leading Geddes to argue that there is a preponderance of universities in London and the South East which together make up half of all university witnesses. 
Cole and McAllister’s study of scrutiny in Scotland, Wales and N Ireland poses two core research questions: What are the characteristics of committee scrutiny in the three devolved institutions? What theoretical perspectives can be used to enhance our understanding of the evolution of similarities and variations in committee scrutiny?  
This review will focus on the first question. It will therefore focus on the empirical findings of the research but not on the theoretical considerations.  
There are two main methodological approaches. Extensive data from 59 semi-structured interviews in 2009 and 2010 with elected members - MSPs, AMs and MLAs – witnesses and clerks in Scotland, Wales and N Ireland. The elected members were selected to reflect the balance of elected members by party affiliation. The common feature of Scrutiny Committees in the devolved nations is that they undertake legislative scrutiny in addition to scrutiny of government policy. 
The findings show that the committees are similarly configured in Scotland Wales and N Ireland. One feature that emerged was criticism of the capacity of members to grasp the details of policy, assess written submissions, undertake legislative scrutiny and participate in the writing of reports. 
Cole and McAllister have provided the first comparative analysis of scrutiny committees in the devolved institutions. There are questions about the capability of scrutiny committee members to do deal with both the legislative and policy aspects of their work. 
[bookmark: _Hlk124056328]In Mellows-Facer’s work no methodology is outlined. Their research is qualitative in that it draws on an extensive body of select committee material. All written and oral evidence is ‘on the record’ and all communications and correspondence published in reports - of which over 1000 are published annually.
 The traditional and formal role of all select committees is set out in Standing Order No 152: 
‘Select committees shall be appointed to examine the expenditure, administration and policy of the principal government departments as set out in paragraph (2) of this order and associated public bodies.’
Within this remit, Committees have the powers to examine anything which falls under within the responsibilities of the Department or Secretary of State. This includes calling to account  Ministers and officials who are answerable to select committees through their Minister. 
Two of the high profile inquiries that illustrate how Committees are adopting a campaigning role are: 
The inquiry by the Digital Media and Sport committee into the ‘phone hacking scandal’ by the News of the World and the oral evidence sessions involving Rupert Murdoch and his son Robert. This scandal which included hacking the phone a murdered young girl Millie Dowler shocked the nation. Murdoch’s contrition, which later led to their decision to close the News of the World, was evidence of how a select committee work could not only attract massive media coverage but also have significant impact. 
The inquiry by the Work and Pensions Committee into the financial collapse of BHS brought its former Chairman Sir Philip Green into the media spotlight following a public outcry when he was accused of embezzling the company pension scheme. Recommendations by the Committee for Green to restore the fund elicited payment of £363 million to the scheme.

The authors argue that committees will need to adapt ‘to both facilitate their exciting work as agents of change and ensure that scrutiny of government is not neglected.’  In conclusion they argue that questioning ‘high-profile, media-friendly work-grilling power individuals is not incompatible with good government scrutiny. Committees can and do combine the two’. 
Griffiths and Evans in their study of the process of giving the National Assembly for Wales legislative powers, do not outline a methodology but the research method is qualitative. It is an article exploring a complex aspect of parliamentary and constitutional procedures. 
When first established, the National Assembly had secondary legislative powers only  unlike the Scottish Parliament and N Ireland Assembly which had primary law making powers from the outset. This was the most significant feature the ‘assymetrical’ devolution settlement that many commentators such as Trench[footnoteRef:14], Wyn Jones and Scully refer to.[footnoteRef:15]  [14:  Alan Trench    Wales and the Westminster Model   Parliamentary Affairs  63 117-133;  ]  [15:  Richard Wyn Jones and Roger Scully  Wales Devolution Monitoring Report   January 2009  London  Constitution Unit   University College London] 

During the early years of the National Assembly, the absence of ‘real legislative’ powers was a source of widespread criticism. The response was the Government of Wales Act 2006 which conferred ‘limited’ law making powers on the National Assembly for Wales. 
The authors outline how these limited law making powers were enacted through the Privy Council ‘Order in Council’ process. This conferred law making powers on the Assembly on a case by case basis. Hence, if the National Assembly decided to seek legislative competence, for example, on the Welsh language, they would seek the approval of the UK Parliament for that power to be transferred through what were termed Legislative Competence Orders (LCOs). So the Welsh Language LCO was scrutinised and passed by the UK Parliament and conferred on the Assembly.
This Order in Council process is barely known or understood beyond constitutional experts though it had been used to confer legislative powers when the Northern Ireland Assembly was suspended from 2002 to 2007. 
The value of Griffiths and Evans article is that it explains and gives clarity to the LCO process and shows how each LCO was subject to ‘pre legislative scrutiny’ in the Commons by the Welsh Affairs Select Committee and in the Lords by the Constitution Committee. It also offers an insight into the relationship between the National Assembly and the UK Parliament and also the relationship between the Welsh Assembly Government and the Westminster government.
The LCO process can therefore be seen as an ‘interim’ legislative process. It was itself subject to criticism for its complexity and its failure to give the National Assembly for Wales the equivalent legislative powers that Scotland and N Ireland enjoyed. 
Robert Hazell’s research on the role of select committees undertaking pre appointment hearings is qualitative and the methodology is outlined. The main research question was: 
‘Is the primary purpose of pre appointment hearings to scrutinise the recruitment process; or the suitability of the preferred candidate; or to discuss their initial priorities once appointed?’
Reports of 71 pre appointment hearings were analysed to answer the following questions: What is the main purpose of the hearing? Is the committee’s questioning appropriate, relevant and not too intimidating? How much publicity do the committee hearings and their reports attract? 
Interviews were conducted with key players in the pre appointment hearings including 14 committee chairs, members and clerks and seven candidates including two who were unsuccessful.  The media coverage of these appointments was also analysed. 
The findings showed that there is confusion about the role of the hearings. They are not selection interviews as the candidate has already been proposed. Committees have no knowledge of other candidates who applied. Committee members expressed frustration that they had no right of veto over appointments.
 Hazell quotes one Committee Clerk who stated:
‘Sadly. I fear that my committee does see it is a chore. I haven’t been successful in convincing them of the value of these things, both in the wider constitutional sense, or in an engagement sense. The feeling coming back was griping about the process; why can’t we see details of all the other candidates, we’re just being asked to rubber stamp this thing, we’re not being given any genuine choice here.’
This article is a valuable insight into a process that has not been given academic attention previously and Hazell gives clarity and direction to this process.
The lengthy article by Peckham et al on the Health Committee’s Independent Expert Panel has no explicit methodology. It is qualitative study and a form of participant research where the authors are outlining a process they are key players in. 
Manifesto commitments and Government pledges are part of the political process. Peckham el al observe that the Health and Social Care Committee Chair ‘was aware that a large number of Government pledges had been made over time but was concerned that there had been no formal method of evaluation to establish how well these pledges had been implemented.’  (p 7)
The Committee recommended in its 2020 report that the Expert Panel be appointed under Professor Dame Jane Dacre to evaluate these pledges.  The role of the Panel which was appointed in 2020 is to
‘extend and enhance the work of the committee by engaging a broader group of experts to gather evidence to be collated and analysed in a more evidenced way than is possible by the select committee itself.’
‘The evaluation method was designed to complement the working method of the committee, but to bring additional rigour to evaluation, drawn from established and evidence-based qualitative and quantitative analysis.’ (p8)’
Peckham et al outline the process for appointing the Independent Expert Panel members and how the Panel operated. The four areas the panel evaluated government pledges on:  maternity care, mental health, cancer services and the health and social care workforce. 
What has been the value of this innovation by the Health and Social Committee? According to the authors: ‘It provides a more systematic, in-depth, politically impartial ‘expert’ approach to data collection, analysis and assessment of a broad range of evidence.’
Prescott does not outline a methodology for his research on the impact of ‘scandal inquiries’. It is a qualitative study assessing select committee reports and legal documents, in addition to academic papers. Like Mellows Facer et. al.  he also examines high profile scandals concerning the News of the World, BHS pensions scandal and the employment practices at Sports Direct but also considers the inquiry into doping in sport and the questioning of Sebastian Coe. 
Prescott’s paper is valuable in high lights certain procedural and legal implications of select committees undertaking high profile media driven inquiries about wrongdoing. He brings a lawyer’s eye to questions about legal redress under Human Rights legislation for witnesses whose appearance before select committee may lead to a damage to their reputations. 

Discussion – critical assessment of the studies 
This section presents a critical assessment of the research methods employed in the eight principal studies. What are their strengths and weaknesses?  
First, the studies where there is an explicit methodology.  
Benton and Russell’s draws on an extensive research study conducted by the Constitution Unit of UCL and is notable for both its qualitative and quantitative approaches. It covers select committees of over a period of thirteen years, three full parliamentary terms, and analyses over 5000 recommendations and how far they were accepted by government or not from over 500 reports. It embraces both detailed qualitative and quantitative methods of analysis. 
The drawback of this study is its datedness.  Since the period of the research, 1997-2010, select committees have widened their role beyond monitoring government departments and it is therefore questionable whether the effectiveness of select committees can be measured in the same way again.
Robert Hazell’s research, also by the Constitution Unit of UCL, on pre appointment hearings is not as extensive in terms of timespan or the volume of reports assessed by Benton and Russell’s study. However, it fits into a similar approach to qualitative research on the parliamentary process that the Unit is renowned for. Hazell’s strength is the uniqueness of the subject matter. His weakness is the common problem of interpretivist research that it is dependent on subjective views of chairmen, members, clerks and candidates at a particular period of time and in a particular political context. This gives rise to problems in making generalisations when the evidence derives from subjective and possibly contradictory responses from key participants in the process.
Geddes’ work on select committee witnesses is firmly in the interpretivist tradition but, unlike the authors above is aiming to develop the theoretical and comparative dimension of parliamentary studies beyond what he calls ‘old institutionalism’. His article presents applies qualitative methods and he presents some simple tables as part of his statistical material which may be presented in more detail in his full report. 
The other study that seeks to develop both theoretical and comparative approaches is that by Cole and McAllister. Its strength is that it is rare attempt to offer a truly comparative study of scrutiny in Scotland, Wales and N Ireland. It applies qualitative research methods with interviews of key players across the three nations. 
As James Scotland[footnoteRef:16] argues a feature of the interpretivist paradigm is that it could include an historical and cultural context of the phenomena under investigation. In this respect this article has limitations. Further research on scrutiny could therefore encapsulate the fascinatingly different cultural, historical and political contexts of Scotland, Wales and N Ireland.     [16:   Scotland op. cit.] 

Second, the studies with no explicit methodology.
The other four studies do not outline an explicit methodology, but they sit within the interpretivist paradigm. Mellows-Facer and colleagues present their assessment of the select committees’ campaigning role from the perspective of their role as parliamentary clerks, involved in supporting committees and drafting committee reports. Their work is interpretative. It offers insights and interpretations of changes in the parliamentary process drawing on case studies of high-profile inquiries. This is a common and valuable research method in this paradigm. 
Similarly, Griffiths and Evans’ article offers a detailed insight into the complex constitutional process of the UK Parliament passing LCOs to give the National Assembly powers to pass legislation. The strength of Griffiths and Evans’ paper is that it offers a detailed insight into a complex constitutional process. The main limitation of the Griffiths and Evans paper is that it does not offer any insight into the subjects or provisions of the 16 LCO’s passed during the period of their review.
Interestingly, Paul Evans, a senior clerk, contributes to both articles. Clerks serve parliament and its members impartially and there would be ethical constraints on the nature of research they could carry out. It is unlikely Clerks would interview MPs or highlight any political considerations. They are however free to contribute authoritative commentaries as in this article and this is a feature of the interpretivist paradigm. 
In my view we should call this parliamentary scholarship. Clerks are appointed for their intellectual and analytical skills and could have pursued academic careers. In this instance their analysis of parliamentary processes and their insights, when published in academic journals, should be considered scholarly.
The article by Peckham et al into the establishment by the Health Select Committee of an   Independent Expert Panel to monitor government pledges is a case of insider research in that they outline a process that they are key players in. Again, it falls within the interpretive paradigm using case studies to outline an innovation in select committee work that has not been followed by other select committees.  A criticism of this paper is that the authors are members of the Expert Panel they are examining. This could suggest subjective bias in their assessment of how the Panel works. A research proposal that could follow this work is to undertake an independent study of the Panel by specialists who have no formal role in it - an evaluation of the government’s evaluators. 
Finally, Prescott’s article on the legal implications of what he calls ‘Topical Inquiries’ into such subjects as the News of the World phone hacking scandal and the BHS pensions scandal is another excellent example of interpretive research using case studies and his own expert analysis. As an academic lawyer, Prescott is well placed to assess the Standing Orders of the UK Parliament, which are part of secondary legislation, and outline the legal implications of probing and exposing high profile witness such as the Murdochs and Sir Philip Green under parliamentary privilege. 
Three of the inquiries he highlights are the same as in the Mellows Facer study. He does, however, set a model for select committee case studies on more recent high-profile inquiries such as concerning the Brexit referendum where Dominic Cummings refused to appear as a witness and the Covid Inquiry where he gave lengthy evidence against Prime Minister Boris Johnson. A criticism of Prescott is that underplays his work by referring to ‘Topical Inquiries’ – ‘Inquiries into Major Public Scandals’ would be a better title.   
Personal learning and future research
This literature review examined eight studies which offer a wide range of evidence and interpretation of the select committee system. It has examined studies where there is a clear empirical method and others where the expertise of the author, a parliamentary official, has offered scholarly insights into a complex area of parliamentary process.
Several areas for further research on select committees for this D Prof programme arise from these studies:
· The reflections of former MPs on the Welsh Affairs Select Committee and an assessment of how the role of the Committee changed after 1997 with the establishment of the National Assembly for Wales.
· Case studies of inquiries by the Welsh Affairs Committee inquiries and an assessment of what impact they had on government policy.
· A study of the policy areas that the Committee undertook scrutiny LCOs of and how this contributed to full legislative powers for Wales and the move from a ‘conferred’ to a ‘reserved’ model of devolution. 
· Reflections of the experience of Secretaries of State for Wales appearing as witnesses before the Committee. 
· Comparative research on the UK Parliament and the devolved parliamentary institutions on the scrutiny of intergovernmental relations. 

Finally, this literature review has been a valuable exercise in examining academic research on an area of parliamentary practice that I had professional experience of. It has opened up a wide range of sources that will be valuable for future research on this programme, increased my personal understanding of research methods and established links with specialists in the field. Parliamentary scrutiny in relation to Wales will be a major area of my own future research and this exercise has provided an essential foundation for that research.  

Acknowledgement – I am grateful to Marc Geddes and Laura McAllister for their interest and support in this assignment. 
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