[bookmark: _GoBack]‘Constructive relationships between the three arms of government – the executive, the legislature and the judiciary – are essential to the effective maintenance of the constitution and the rule of law. In recent years, the character of these relationships has changed significantly, both because of changes in governance and because of wider societal change’ (UK Government, 2007).
Reflecting on the above statement, assess whether the relationship between the Legislature and the Executive adheres to the separation of powers theory. 
The separation of powers theory suggests that the major institutions of government should be functionally independent, and that no individual should have powers spanning these offices. The main institutions are the executive, legislature, and judiciary. Executive puts law into operation, Legislative is a law-making body and Judiciary interprets the law and settle disputes. The separation of powers was established to safeguard against tyranny and protect liberty. It was argued that the major institutions should be divided and depended upon each other in order to prevent one power dominating the others. The separation of powers has become more frequently associated with fostering a system of checks and balances for good governance. However, in the United Kingdom and other common law jurisdictions, this theory is not as common. Throughout the United Kingdom, the major offices and institutions have sought a balance between the Crown and more recently the Government and Parliament. In the English Constitution, Walter Bagehot referred to a fusion of powers as a ‘balance of powers’ rather than formal separation of the three branches. According to French writer/philosopher Montesquieu, if all three powers were in a single person's hands, he believed this would lead to a dictatorship with arbitrary rules enforced. Locke also argued that the state's three organs should not be merged into one entity, otherwise human frailties would be too easily tempted. It follows from Aristotle's theory that a well-ordered state is a well-ordered constitution.
Government personnel in the UK are provided by the Parliament. The Prime Minister and the ministers of the Crown must be members of either House of Parliament. Government powers are scrutinised by the Parliament. However, there are some limitations to that under the House of Commons Disqualification Act 1975, which only permits certain people to hold parliamentary offices, and there are also restrictions on the number of government ministers in the House of Commons. It was suggested that the previous government was moving toward a formal separation of powers with its reforms to the judiciary in the Constitutional Reform Act 2005. A few aspects of the fusion of powers have been unraveled with the creation of an independent Supreme Court and the dismantling of the Lord Chancellor's office. In addition to the challenges raised by the Human Rights Act 1998, judges have been required to consider the European Convention on Human Rights and the judgments of the European Court of Human Rights in Strasbourg when deciding cases.
Government is said to operate more efficiently and effectively in the UK due to the integration of the executive and legislative branches. Various authorities have described it as a system that promotes efficiency over abstract concerns about tyranny. As an example, in a parliamentary system, the Prime Minister is both the head of the executive branch and legislator, giving the executive branch more power and freedom than a president would have in a presidential system. The UK constitution does not, and has never had, a separation of powers. Examining these three powers reveals that in practice, they are often exercised by individuals or organizations who exercise more than one of them. Consequently, for example, in the UK constitution, legislative and executive powers overlap substantially. The Prime Minister and members of the cabinet sit on both bodies. The Government and Parliament modified some of the areas where the "powers" in the UK were least separated in the Constitutional Reform Act 2005. "We want to ensure that we clearly identify the separation of powers, when it is appropriate," Christopher Leslie, the bill's Commons sponsor, told the House. The Lord Chief Justice took over as head of the English and Welsh judiciary from the Lord Chancellor. It also made Ministers obligated to protect judicial independence under the law. In the House of Lords, the bill was referred to a select committee. In June 2004, the Select Committee on the Constitutional Reform Bill issued a report that includes background information on the issues surrounding separation of powers. The Lord Chancellor's judicial responsibilities were eliminated by the Constitutional Reform Act of 2005, and the Lord Chief Justice now serves as the head of the judiciary. The Lord Chancellor no longer serves as Speaker of the House of Lords; instead, the House of Lords now elects its own Speaker. This was done in order to formalise the division of powers. Others, on the other hand, considered the Lord Chancellor as a representative of the judiciary in Parliament, and thought that he could help to reduce tensions between the branches of government. The 2007 report of the House of Lords Constitution Committee on ties between the government, the judiciary, and Parliament is informative.
Checks and balances are still in place to guarantee that no branch of government has too much authority. For example, through Ministers’ questions, debates, and committee investigations, the legislative can keep track of whether the administration is doing their job. Another example would be Prime Minister’s questions. 


