In the majority of countries around the globe there exists a written constitution, of which a set of rules and principles are established that the nations government must follow and abide. According to The British Institute for Human Rights (BIHR) (2018) These rules are typically written within one singular document, but can also be written across multiple documents, accepted principles or possible a combination of all three.
For the United Kingdom there exists no formal written constitution (Partington 2021), however, this is not to say that the fundamental principles of a constitution do not exist within the country, this is because many are found in what is called “constitutional conventions”. 
Another widely recognised example of a British constitution comes under what is known as a Statue Law, this means that large parts of the British constitution are written down and have been passed by Parliament.
According to the UK Parliament, A convention is essentially an unwritten, very widely recognised understanding of how something should be done in Parliament and is not legally binding. 
This does not mean that they are unimportant, as according to the University College London (2023) the British constitution relies extensively on conventions. 

According to the University College London (as well as by Partington (2021)), There is no single comprehensive collection of constitutional principles, but most people agree on their basic ideas. 
These consist of the preservation of fundamental rights, representative governance, integrity and standards in public life, institutional checks and balances, and the rule of law.
These constitutional conventions also outline how there are typically only three branches of the state, those being the Parliament (also known as the legislature), the Courts (Judiciary) and the Government. A constitution would put limits on these three independent parts, enabling them to work together and balancing their power. It would also ensure that the rights of every citizen across the country will be respected by each branch, an example of this would be that of the Human Rights Act (1998), which according to the Equality and Human Rights Commission (BIHR) (2018) essentially sets out the “fundamental rights and freedoms” for each citizen within the United Kingdom. Therefore, no branch could significantly curb the freedom and rights of its citizens, but rather would have to make efforts to preserve them. This is the case for the Government and the Courts, however Parliament has total supremacy, this means, if so deemed necessary, Acts such as the Human Rights Act (1998) could be pressed to one side to enact another law. This would only happen if Parliament deemed the Law to be more beneficial and prevalent than the certain condition of the Act.

But why is this? As stated previously, a principle of the United Kingdom’s constitution is that of Parliament, its legislature and its total sovereignty. As stated by BIHR (2018) parliamentary sovereignty is “the defining principle of the British Constitution”, and essentially means that parliament is the at the top of British legal authority. This would then also mean that Parliament is above even that of the House of Lords, who oversee legislation, bills, Acts and Laws to be passed by Parliament. This seems conflicting, however more will be said further along.
 
Parliament’s sovereignty is vital to that of the United Kingdoms’ constitution, as according to Young (2022) it is a “key principle”. This is simply because British Parliament has the authority to enact laws on whichever topic it so chooses, as there are no limits with regards to legality on its own law-making ability.
There are of course limitations to this, for instance Parliament may not create pieces of legislature than cannot be changed or altered by a future parliament, this is essentially so that no bill can be put into place during the present that while positively affecting Britain today, will produce unforeseen negative effects in the future.

Another instance of Parliamentary sovereignty and supremacy would be how the British court system cannot question Acts of Parliament. As stated by the UK Parliament “the courts cannot overrule its legislation”, however this does not discredit the courts’ role in of its entirety, this is because it is the courts duty to interpret that of the law passed by Parliament and to develop it where it would see necessary.
This would ultimately mean that the court system has the responsibility of carrying out its constitutional duty, that being to interpret and apply laws that have been passed by Parliament.

All these principles can be neatly summed up under Parliamentary Supremacy, with the ability to be categorised into the three points previously discussed, that being; Parliament has the ability to create laws about anything, Parliament cannot create laws that a future parliament cannot amend or change, and the courts cannot question acts of Parliament. And it is because of this it can be said that Parliament is the supreme making body, with the courts and government acting for it rather than with or against.

With this, there is visibly room for change within both Parliament and the House of Lords.

But looking in from the outside the house of Lords essentially just scrutinises laws, Acts and Legislations put forward by Parliament, however this is not all that they do. The house of Lords has three main roles, which, according to the UK Parliament is creating laws, thorough analysis of public policies and keeping the government responsible. It could be argued however that Parliament is not actually supreme because they must go through a process of debate between the two houses, where is it can be thoroughly examined and have suggestions made. This then means that both Parliament and the House of Lords must fully agree on the final text before it can continue to reach Royal assent. This surely would mean that Parliament isn’t supreme as it requires proofreading and acceptance before bills can be passed. But this isn’t strictly true, as certain bills may be submitted for Royal Assent without the House of Lords’ approval. 

An interesting question by The Queen Mary University London (2022) suggests that a reform should be made to the House of Lords so that the possibility of a bill being passed without their consent should not and cannot be possible. There is a need for balance between the two houses, whereas neither one has total authority and supremacy over the other, this is so that improper or harmful bills, legislations or laws are not passed without both approvals.
Another example of an imbalance of power would be the power of taxation, new proposed taxes cannot be blocked or amended by the Lords. There is a good reason behind this, as it stops possibly powerful Lords from blocking taxes that directly affect them, increasing corruption within Westminster. A possible solution for this would be to appoint Lords based on academic and real world skills rather than class and money, as this would introduce a balance of class structure within the House of Lords, very similar to how Member of Parliaments (MP(s)) are appointed.
But in such a world, if both houses are exact, would there be a reason to have two separate chambers when both have the same member characteristics and traits, or would it make more sense to unite the houses and give a larger role to that of the King, who in fact must give Royal Assent to Bills given? The House of Lords must remain a separate entity so that before bills, legislation and Acts can be implemented they are justly scrutinised, inspected and amended.

Therefore, based upon the information within this study there needs to be reform within the House of Lords to appoint such Lords based on skill and not class. This is so that both Houses can stand equally rather than separate, not supreme over one another, but sovereign in their own right, agreeing and disagreeing appropriately.
This is then to say that Parliamentary sovereignty is of upmost importance to that of the United Kingdoms Constitution, however Parliamentary Supremacy, given one house a larger quantity of control over another will only result in Parliament pushing bills that the Lords cannot stop, reducing their influence and power.
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