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       In the realm of politics and governance, scrutiny plays a significant role when addressing transparency, accountability, and resourcefulness of the regime’s actions. As stated by White (2015) “Good Scrutiny makes for good government." This idea that the importance of holding political entities such as the UK executive accountable for their actions is the cornerstone of today’s maneuvering for an ideal democracy.
The UK executive is the all-powerful entity that controls and runs the United Kingdom. The executive is known to carry out duties such as overseeing the military, public services, economics, and foreign policy, according to UK Parliament (2024) the term executive can be applied to the government. The government is usually made up of the political party that gains the most seats in the House of Commons, who is then headed by a Prime Minister who appoints governmental ministers. The members of government must sit in parliament and are accountable for its scrutiny. 
So, the question remains how does public scrutiny work and does it make for a good government?  Parliamentary accountability happens through members of parliament (Liddle, 2007) who are elected by the common people living in a constituency.  The MPs (members of parliament) would question the executive’s cabinet on the actions they have committed in their regime.  The party with the second largest number of seats would become known as the opposition who would then form a shadow cabinet. According to UK parliament (2024) “The Shadow Cabinet is the team of senior spokespeople chosen by the Leader of the Opposition to mirror the Cabinet in Government.” From there the opposition would assign their spokespeople roles on specific key areas of policy for their party and question the current executive, this allows the opposition to showcase to the masses what they could do better compared to the ruling party. 

An example of this would be the current regime ruled under the Conservative Party who are the current executive of government while the opposition is made up of members from the labour party who formed a shadow cabinet. (UK Parliament, 2024) 

The members of parliament who ideally represent the public’s interests will find ways to keep the executive to account. One of the most common ways of doing so is through publicly scrutinising ministers by asking a series of questions and concerns (Cabinet Office, 2000) It should also be known that the House of Lords can do this directly too however their influence has “declined over the past century.”  Due to majority of senior ministers sitting in the House of Commons. 

Another way the executive can be held to account is via Select Committees. These groups are fairly concentrated in anayalzing the work of governmental ministries and departments, according to Joe Marshal (2020) “Select committees are one of parliament’s main tools for holding government to account.” With the cross-party group of MPs, Lords or even both being known for investigating key issues thus keeping the ruling government accountable.

Another key thing to look at is the separation of powers theory. The theory states that to avoid tyranny or dictatorship a state should divide its  three main branches (executive, legislature, judiciary) with a strict interpretation making it so that all three branches have no power over each other. However according to Brenwell & Gay (2011) many nations do not aim for a strict seperation of powers, prefering to have instead a comprimise where functions are shared between different instituions of the state. In this case the United Kingdom has intertwined it’s branches of authority with the Prime Minister and his ministers (The Exectiuve) being made up of members of parliament from the House of Commons thus proving that the Executive and the Parliament are in the same. 
 
So with that explained what are the advantages and disadvantages of ways the executive power is held to account? On one side the use of select committes plays a crucial role on keeping the exectuive and their actions in check. The success of the select committes can be proven by how the autor Paul Evans describes them in his journal as “unpredictable and able to generate anticipatory caution or fear amongst Ministers and officials.” Allowing for an air of tension for senior Ministers when they are forced to present on how a failure on their end would have happened.  Another advantage to talk about is the use of Parliamentary questioning which allows for MPs to essentially question anything that the executive (In this case the Prime Minister) on his duties and actions under his regime “if the original question is about the Prime Minister's engagements, the scope for supplementaries is almost unlimited, since he or she can be asked questions on anything which relates to the Prime Minister's responsibilities.” (House of Commons Information Office, 2005)
Now looking at other side of the argument there are some concerns when it comes to the current methods of keeping the executive accountable. For example, there are limitations on how the select committees can act as they’re not a court-based system where ministers are forced to go to trial meaning that there are no real legal consequences with ministers being able to effectively ‘dodge’ questions, on top of this select committees can have biases when it comes to investigating matters that might not peak their political interests or agendas. According to Maer & Sandford (2004) They have anayalsed how committees typically have a lack of interest to financial matters “less interesting and less rewarding than inquiring into a major new policy initiative or area of concern.” It can also be argued that select committees just don’t have people that specalise in that area of expertise.  

Another issue that could limit scruity in interests of the public could come from political lobbying. What is lobbying is an act where usually individuals, organizations, or private groups attempting to influence executive decisions, policies, and legislation. Lobbying can take various forms, including direct communication with government officials, providing information, conducting research, organizing events, and building coalitions to advocate for specific interests or causes. 

The key issue with lobbying is that it could be seen as a way of leaglised bribrey which could distorte scruity or critcism of the Execuitve. Accoridng to Transparency International UK (2025) they have described this key issue with them claiming that “39 examples of lobbying loopholes that exist across the UK" the report talks about how lobbyists have managed to infulence governmental choices without having any legal backlash. A case study to look at is how labour conducted during post 2014 with the report stating that Since the 2010 election, the Labour Party has received staff secondments from “£626,895 in value” These secondments involved PwC staff being placed in the offices of several senior members of the Shadow Cabinet, as well as shadow Ministers for business, education, housing, and international development.

In conclusion the question of whether “good scrutiny makes for good government’’ has many factors to consider. On one hand there is pro arguments to suggest that the system in place works to the benefit of the public as having methods such as selective commitittes that can put pressure on the execetives to answer for their actions as well as parlimentary questions that can be raised against high ranking people such as the Prime Minister to answer questions that relates to his/hers duties. Another postive factor of scruitny within the Parliament is having the party with the second most amount of seats holding a shadow cabinet which allows them to specialise in scrutinisng the ruling regime and showcase policies that they believe would work better if they took control.  In turn public scruitny already proves as a cornerstone in UK politics allowing for accoutnability and transparency in the public eye. However disadvantages can also be considered with the current methods having some concerns; for example the issue of lobbying has already been causing controversy for the UK parliament and government with MPs often being targeted by lobbyists to create or legisture for a partiluar agenda that does not align with the public. Other problems can be seen with the selective committee who often avoid looking into fianical matters seeing as they have a lack of interest due to a policitcal agenda or the lack of expertise in the field. 

It is safe to say that scrutiny makes good government if it is done correctly and the concept is truly something that has shown to work for sometime however there are key issuses that need to be addressed and reforms should be taken into consideration if the exectivues wish to avoid controversy and backlash from the public. Such reforms that can be taken into consideration could be for example having more counter measrues to moderate lobbying. 
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