
Is Parliament, As We Know It, Still Real - Or 
Has It Already Been Replaced? 
 

Introduction 

This paper confronts a question most are unwilling to ask 
plainly: 

Does Parliament still govern, or does it merely appear 
to? 

The traditional answer, rooted in sovereignty, 
representation and legislative supremacy, no longer aligns 
cleanly with observable reality. 

Decisions of national consequence are increasingly: 

• Coordinated outside Parliament 
• Implemented without primary legislation 
• Shielded from immediate scrutiny 
• Filtered before they can ever reach judicial or 

parliamentary review 

The result is not the abolition of Parliament. It is 
something more subtle, and more serious: The retention 
of Parliament in form, whilst function migrates elsewhere. 

 

1. The Constitutional Story We Are Told 

We are told that: 



• Parliament is sovereign 
• Government is accountable to it 
• Law is made through it 
• The courts interpret what it produces 

This narrative is repeated so often that it is rarely 
examined, but it rests on one critical assumption: 

That the centre of decision-making remains within 
Parliament. 

 

2. The Constitutional Reality We Now Observe 

What is increasingly evident is different. 

Power is exercised through: 

• Executive coordination structures 
• Inter-agency command frameworks 
• Operational directives issued without legislative footing 
• Legal interpretations embedded within administration 

rather than tested in court 

These are not marginal mechanisms. They are operational 
mechanisms and they function rapidly, quietly and often 
without parliamentary visibility. 

Parliament, in many instances, follows behind in the wake. 

 

3. The Silent Transfer of Power 



This is not a coup. It is not declared. It does not require 
legislation. 

It occurs through process. 

Step by step: 

• Decision-making moves into coordinated executive 
spaces 

• Outcomes are operationalised through guidance and 
instruction 

• Engagement is controlled at the point of entry 
(complaints, reports, evidence) 

• Issues are prevented from reaching courts or Parliament 
in their original form 

The effect is decisive: Accountability is displaced before it 
can arise. 

 

4. The Critical Mechanism: Upstream Control 

The system does not need to defeat scrutiny. It only needs 
to prevent it. 

If evidence is not accepted, complaints are reframed or 
rejected and investigations are pre-emptively curtailed, 
then courts never adjudicate, Parliament never debates 
and the public never sees the issue tested. 

This is not oversight. It’s containment. 

 



5. Parliament’s New Position 

Under these conditions, Parliament risks becoming: 

• A recipient of managed information 
• A forum for retrospective explanation 
• A stage upon which decisions already taken are 

presented 

It continues to sit, to speak, to vote, but the critical 
question is unavoidable: 

Is it still deciding? 

 

6. The Illusion of Sovereignty 

Parliamentary sovereignty depends not on legal doctrine, 
but on practical control. 

If real decisions are: 

• Made elsewhere 
• Structured elsewhere 
• Filtered elsewhere 

then sovereignty persists in theory, but not in operation. 

This produces a constitutional condition rarely 
acknowledged: A system which appears democratic, 
whilst functioning through undisclosed executive 
architecture. 

 



7. Why This Matters 

This is not an academic concern. It strikes at the core of 
constitutional legitimacy. 

If Parliament is bypassed in practice: 

• Elections cannot meaningfully influence decision-
making 

• Scrutiny cannot operate effectively 
• Legal challenge becomes structurally limited 

In such a system, the public engages with the appearance 
of power, not its reality. 

 

8. The Unavoidable Question 

If Parliament is no longer the primary site of decision-
making, then one of two conclusions must follow: 

• It must be reconstituted to reflect where power actually 
resides, or 

• It must be supplemented, or replaced by structures 
which operate with genuine transparency and 
accountability 

Anything else preserves a contradiction - A constitutional 
model that no longer describes its own operation. 

 

9. What Would Something “Different” Look Like? 



A meaningful alternative would require: 

• Full visibility of all executive coordination structures 
• Direct accountability of those structures to the public or 

Parliament 
• Independent oversight of evidence handling and 

investigative pathways 
• Mechanisms which prevent upstream suppression of 

scrutiny 

In other words, accountability must be relocated to where 
decisions are actually made. 

 

10. Conclusion 

Parliament has not disappeared. 

It has not been formally diminished. 

It remains central in law. 

However, law is not the same as operation and operation 
now tells a different story. 

The question is whether Parliament exists governs, or 
whether instead, governance has already moved beyond 
it. 

 

Final Observation 



Constitutions do not always change through declaration. 
Sometimes they change through practice - Quietly, 
incrementally and systematically, until one day, the 
structure remains, but its centre of gravity is somewhere 
else entirely. 
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