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Introduction
The independence of judges in UK has a long history. In UK this is not only an important constitutional principle, but also an unquestioned legal tradition. The purpose of this essay is to evaluate how the constitution of the UK protects the independence of the Judiciary and how the Judiciary benefits from being a constitutionally free organisation and an important pillar of the country.
Discussion
The independence of the judiciary in UK has a centuries-old history, rooted in the formation of common law: “The activities of the Westminster courts (courts of common law) were decisively involved in constitutional construction. The judges, the entire community of lawyers, formed a closed caste and, relatively independently of the political institutions of the state, ordered legal material. Referring to the "ancient custom of the kingdom", referring to their own "wisdom" and the law, they expressed "common law" in judicial precedents (Tridimas and Tridimas, 2020). They are used to seeing the law not so much as the creation of the king or parliament, but as a supranational law. The complexity of common law and the segregation of judges made possible the relative freedom of the common law courts from direct political pressure. Inadvertently, the independence of the judiciary helped to establish the notions of law above the state. The opinion was growing in society that the law obliges everyone - both an individual person, an official, and the government (Islam, 2018).
It is observed that the independence of the judiciary in UK is precisely connected with the independence of the Lord Chancellor's Court from the legislative and executive branches: “The now considered“ classical ”division of power into legislative, executive and judicial powers historically goes back to English theory and practice of law. This division was predetermined by the special role in the political system of UK of the court, or rather, the Court of the Lord Chancellor, who competed with the royal court. The singling out of the Court of the Lord Chancellor as an independent legal institution and its socio-political significance as one of the pillars of the “British order” led to the formation of the theory of an independent judiciary, separate from the power of the legislative (parliament) and executive (royal administration) (Aikens, 2020).
Judicial independence at the present stage is understood in UK as the real political power of English judges in the legal field, which historically formed as a result of a compromise reached between judges and parliament in the 17th-18th centuries. The real independence of English judges puts the judiciary in UK on a par with the legislative and executive branches, and this statement is confirmed by the nature of the interaction of the judiciary with the legislative and executive branches of Great Britain. According to the constitutional agreement, the executive bodies have no right to criticise certain court decisions; ministers and civil servants do not have the right to indicate that these or those court decisions are based on an erroneous idea of ​​judges about the right or incompetence of judges (Masterman and Wheatle, 2017).
In relation to the legislative body, a slightly different provision is in force, enshrined in the rules of parliamentary proceedings: in parliamentary debates, justifications for one or another criticism of the judiciary may be presented, but it is not allowed to discuss the personal qualities of a particular judge and hypothetical motives of the judicial decisions (except in cases of impeachment of a judge) (Kime and Yacine, 2019).
As a general rule, issues that are the subject of present or future litigation cannot be discussed in parliament, as otherwise the administration of justice will be affected. As an exception to this rule, the Speaker of the House of Commons may, at his discretion, authorise reference to pending cases, which in any event must refer to ministerial decisions that may be challenged in court solely on the grounds that they were taken as a result of improper leadership or bad faith, or if they relate to issues of serious public importance. This exception allows parliamentarians to discuss ministerial decisions or other major issues of public interest even if they are being prosecuted and are being prosecuted (Neudorf and Seyfried, 2017).
The independence of judges in UK also presupposes the political neutrality of the judiciary in making decisions. English judges do not belong to any political party, do not express opinions of a political nature, judges of the Appeals Committees of the House of Lords do not participate in parliamentary debates in the legislative process on political issues, but they take part in the discussion of bills related to the systematisation of legislation, changes in criminal, treaty or tort law, with the reform of the judicial system, etc (Islam, 2018).
English judges (with the exception of the Lord Chancellor, who is a minister of government) are also obliged to refrain from participating in any political and party disputes. Nevertheless, it should be stated that the judiciary in UK is not and, in principle, cannot be absolutely independent from politics for a number of reasons. Firstly, judges of the highest English courts are appointed on the proposal of the Prime Minister, who is the central figure in the political life of the state, and therefore his political preferences inevitably influence the final decision on the appointment of a particular candidate for the highest judicial office (Douglas-Scott, 2020). Secondly, the Lord Chancellor, actually heading the House of Lords, including the highest court of appeal in Great Britain - the Court of Lords, and also being the central figure in the appointment of judges to office, is also a member of the Cabinet ministers and therefore is also not a politically neutral figure. Thirdly, practice clearly shows that judges can be involved by government ministries in resolving purely political issues - for example, in conducting so-called impartial investigations into the reasons for the failure of intelligence services, unjustified wiretapping of trade union representatives, in the preparation of political documents, etc (Tridimas and Tridimas, 2020).
Judges of the highest courts enjoy, under the common law of UK, absolute immunity from civil liability. The civil immunity of English judges is based on legal policy considerations. It is believed that a judge, when deciding cases, should not think about what legal consequences for him personally will entail the adoption of this or that decision, because otherwise the judge will cease to be independent and objective. Civil immunity applies to all opinions expressed by a judge in the course of his professional duties (i.e., a defamation claim cannot be brought). However, civil immunity does not apply to cases of actions of a judge in a personal and not professional capacity. Judges of lower courts, according to Art. 108 of the Courts and Legal Services Act (1990), are immune from civil liability if they act without exceeding their authority. However, even if the powers are exceeded, civil liability arises only in the case of proven bad faith in the actions of judges (Gallagher, 2017).
There are also restrictions associated with holding judicial office - judges cannot be members of the House of Commons, they are prohibited from engaging in advocacy, political and other paid and professional activities. These restrictions are not legally enshrined anywhere, but are based on constitutional, customary legal (conventional) norms, which is again very typical for UK and is strikingly different from the legislative regulation of the legal status of judges in the states of the Romano-Germanic legal family (Masood and Lineberger, 2020).
For the commission of a crime, judges of the highest English courts can be removed from office by impeachment and can be criminally liable, and judges of lower courts can be removed from office directly by the Lord Chancellor. The most illustrative compounds in this case are receiving bribes (Bribe taking , bribery ), illegal arrest, detention and detention (Unlawful Detention ) (Act of Habeas Corpus (1679) provided for a fine of £ 500 (Douglas-Scott, 2020). 
One of the most significant guarantees of the independence of English judges is the principle of liability for contempt of court. It was developed by the judiciary as a means to prevent any form of contempt of court and to punish those whose behaviour prejudices the administration of justice. The principle was established primarily in the interests not only of the judiciary as such, but also in order to protect the interests of the litigants, because many forms of contempt of court, which are prosecuted on the basis of this principle, can negatively affect the outcome of the trial and thereby infringe on the recognised the common law of UK is the right of citizens to judicial protection (Chandrachud, 2018). They distinguish contempt of court, which is punishable in the civil and criminal legal order. The first type includes non-compliance with the orders of the English courts, which relate to the behaviour of the litigant in the civil process. The means of judicial response to civil contempt of court are imprisonment, confiscation of the offender's property, a fine, a restraining order, a court order for actual execution (Hope, 2016).
The salary of judges is established by separate acts of parliament. He gave the government the authority to increase the wages of judges taking into account the growth of inflation, but the government has no right to reduce wages. Until April 1994, the salaries of English judges were:
· 62 621 p. Art. - for paid magistrates (fellows);
· 69 497 p. Art. - for district judges and the main metropolitan scholar;
· 82 641 f. Art. - for senior district judges;
· 95 051 f. Art. - for judges of the High Court;
· 104,922 p. Art. - for judges of the Court of Appeal, President of the Family Division of the High Court and Vice Chancellor
· 109 435 p. Art. - for judges of the court of the House of Lords and the Chief Custodian of the Court Archives; 118,179 lbs. Art. - for the lord - the chief judge (Masood and Lineberger, 2020).
Researchers see the reason for the high salaries of judges in the fact that the judiciary in UK is relatively small (compared to France or Germany). A high level of remuneration for judges reduces the likelihood of biased decisions due to bribes being received by judges, which in itself is very important for increasing the objectivity of the justice system and high public confidence in it. At the same time, high salaries in themselves are not an effective guarantee of the independence of judges from those bodies and persons who have the right to increase it. This right is possessed in UK by the acting Lord Chancellor, who, as already noted, is not a politically impartial person, and therefore it can be argued that politically "correct" views of judges, their desire to make a politically correct decision are often factors that contribute to an increase in their salaries fees, as well as the chance to move up the judicial ladder (Neudorf and Seyfried, 2017).
Corporate organisation and solidarity in actions are traditionally viewed as a guarantee of the independence of the courts from state bodies. Corporate judicial solidarity is manifested in the fact that when a precedent was overruling by a higher court due to the fact that when it was created, the precedents or statutes related to the merits of the case were not taken into account, i.e. such a precedent was formed through negligence (per incuriam), such an error of the lower court is formulated as “incorrect statement of the law in force”. In other words, English judges try to use all available opportunities in order not to directly and openly admit the erroneousness of this or that judicial decision. On the one hand, indeed, this practice allows maintaining at a sufficiently high level the prestige of the judicial profession, public confidence in professional judges and, as a consequence, increases the independence of the courts from other parts of the state machinery (Kime and Yacine, 2019).
Conclusion
High confidence in the representatives of the judiciary in UK is, of course, traditional. Throughout the history of the formation and development of British justice, judges in UK have never merged with the current political regime at one time or another, as it often happened in countries with a revolutionary type of development of the state and legal system (political revolutions in France or Russia invariably brought with them a cardinal changes in all foundations of the legal system, legal vacuum - fertile ground for lynching and other forms of anarchy and arbitrariness). Judicial case law has never been formally formalised, proclaimed as part of the officially valid positive law. Moreover, the result of the activities of the royal courts and the Court of the Lord Chancellor brought continuity, stability and certainty to the legal system of UK, which was also the reason for public confidence in judicial law, its higher legitimacy in comparison with parliamentary legislation. Public confidence in judges in UK was also enhanced by the historically formed image of the judge as an honest, highly moral, devoid of pathological attachments. The current methodology for selecting English judges is aimed at preserving this public perception.
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