‘’ Good Scrutiny makes for good government’’ (White, 2015).
In light of the above statement discuss the ways in which the UK Government are held to account. Does scrutiny make for a good government and how?
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Good scrutiny is a highly controversial topic within the law, with many thinking it is pointless and some believing it is a necessity. Scrutiny helps to improve the accuracy and reliability of the law. This is currently needed due to the arising concerns for the current legislation.

White (2015) believes scrutiny of the government can be a good but also bad way of constructive criticism. There is direct and indirect positive scrutiny, direct scrutiny is the scrutiny activity influenced by a third party. Direct scrutiny consists of evidence, analysis, openness, learning and processes. Evidence gives the government a base for decision making regarding issues, risks, or opportunities. This is helpful scrutiny for the government as it makes sure everything has been thought through and the right decision will be made. Analysis helps the government analyse its evidence which can influence the government's view by offering a political opinion. Analysis will decrease the likelihood of mistakes and errors offering an overall smooth-running government. Openness is obliging civil servants and ministers to be open and honest about what they have done in detail. This will validate trust within the workplace ensuring everyone is on the same page. Learning ensures mistakes that have been made will not happen again and success that have been made will be analysed to try being successful again. This is a terrific way of keeping the government successful in all their decisions. Finally processes bring about higher standards within the government and better routines and processes because of good scrutiny. These direct positive impacts will help the government and civil servants have a secure and scheduled workplace with a stress-free environment. This will prompt success and a well thought through future for the government. Because of this positive scrutiny seems in the governments best interest.
White (2015) evaluates the government responses to the scrutiny they receive, however the findings have not been positive. Committees call their response “inadequate” and the government is refusing to publish them. This makes us question the usefulness of the scrutiny and if the government take them on board. If the government do not take them on board is there any reason to having them?
Walker (2006) believes that scrutiny is a far more constructive way of getting outsiders opinions to help improve policy development within the government. However, he also talks about the attitude given by the cabinet after scrutiny is received. Describing their attitude as “grudging tolerance” this may make it less likely for scrutiny to be received which can cause many issues for the government. Scrutiny has made government decisions improve massively, however if the scrutiny is not taken on board and a front is put up then how can the scrutiny carry on making improvements within the government. This infers that the government are hesitant to take on board the advice given from an outsider and therefore questions the need for scrutiny in the first place as if it is not applied within the government workplace then it is a waste of time for all involved. 
Korris (2011) discusses the inferior performance of the scrutiny system and it not being fit for purpose. There are still many issues within legislation due to how parliament now make laws, with an “ever-expanding statue book” including a lot of duplicates, offences that are not used and with the intention of them never being used. This has now caused an excessive number of complaints and concern for those who are supposed to trust and abide by the unstable legislation. Many thinking that the government are pushing through laws to gain royal assent for reassurance that the government are doing something. Reform has still not been successful and therefore makes people question the purpose and usefulness of the scrutiny given. Its inability to deliver what the legislation needs, calls for a rethought on those involved. This calls on parliament to make a change and to be more forceful with their approach and insisting on better preparation and adequate time for scrutiny. Because of this people will question the need for scrutiny as it does not seem to be making anything better within the legislation.
[bookmark: _Int_4aDdUQPx]Snape and Taylor (2001) point out the positives good scrutiny brings to legislation and those involved, including the encouragement of public involvement and the reworking of local council's relationships to their communities. This could benefit the legal system as if everybody is on the same side there will be less criticisms towards them. Secondly, a more evidence-based approach within the local government, will lead to a more accurate legislation. Many are concerned at the time period in which it is taking the scrutiny committee to scrutinise and reform however it is important to recognise that they can only have a small number of issues per year due to the limited number of resources available and the in-depth review needed on each case. If they were to take on more cases this may make their scrutiny less accurate and reliable which would take them back to square one. Therefore, this infers that good scrutiny is needed and it is not those that are involved that are lacking the knowledge needed to scrutinise each case, but the lack of people and time they are given to tackle these potential reforms and changes.
Geddes (2019) believes that parliament need to take accountability and a firm stance on improving the scrutiny committee. The scrutiny committee can only work with what they have got which is not a lot. This is where the parliament need to step in and take action to improve this and create more resources for them to work with to ensure a more reliable and accurate legislation. The pressure MP’s face such as building expertise and loyalties whilst facing time pressure have an impact on their approach to scrutiny work. Therefore, before they can help scrutinise the law, they need to be able to have to the necessities to be able to do this, as without this framework not much can be done. This implies that if the resources were available for good scrutiny, it would be helpful, but they do not have the resources for it to be up to a high standard.
[bookmark: _Int_iQscw8ik]Coulson and Whiteman (2012) talks about six conditions that need to be in place for scrutiny to be effective. Some of these include “member leadership and engagement,” without this people will not have any direction or lead to go off making their research more difficult to carry out. Secondly “A high level of awareness and understanding of the role of overview and scrutiny” without knowledge on their role and the expectations of them they will not be able to live up to their job needs and expectations overall. This will be a waste of resources that they cannot afford to waste as they are already limited. Thirdly, “Genuine non-partisan working” having a non-biased workforce is critical within the scrutiny of legislation, due to truthfulness and accuracy being an essential. This is why having a loyal and trustworthy workforce is also a need. These could be the key reasons why their performance is patchy.
Smookler (2006) talks about pre-legislative scrutiny. Pre-legislative scrutiny is a relevantly new system being adopted by the government. This helps ensure any piece of new legislation is perfect before passing it through for royal assent. However, it is said that the way it is undertaken often leads to it being unclear. This makes people question the reliability of this method applied. Although, scrutiny is an important step within passing through a piece of legislation because if this is not done, mistakes can be made. Scrutiny is only good scrutiny if executed accurately and with this new upcoming idea of pre-legislative scrutiny not being successful, can make people question the validity of scrutiny altogether.
Albanesi (2021) believes there should be legislative bodies in place for scrutiny. Legislative bodies for example legislative standards committee could have a major impact on the scrutiny system. As it offers more time and resources for those within the scrutiny committee making it easier for them to execute their job efficiently.
Theleso (2015-2016) expresses their opinion on the current legislation, inferring that without the scrutiny processes the quality of the legislation will suffer. Many may disagree with this due to the disappointing performance from them so far however this is not to say they have not made a difference or impact on the current legislation. Even though more can be done to improve it.

Overall, to conclude this report it can be stated that the scrutiny committee have a lot of progression to do within legislation. From the findings it can be found that the scrutiny committee has made a positive impact on the current legislation, and that good scrutiny can make for a good government. If given more time and resources the scrutiny committee could thrive and therefore, they cannot be the ones to blame for the confusion upon the current legislation.
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