
Summary 
My thesis deals with the legal concept of sovereign Parliament, the very keystone of British 

constitution according to A. V. Dicey. This model has been challenged both normatively and 

descriptively. Concerning the normative point of view, concept of unlimited sovereignty is 

incoherent. Descriptively, courts don’t simply take the parliamentary supremacy for granted, 

even if they say so. Relationship between the Parliament and courts is certainly more complex 

than Dicey suggested.  

Goals of this thesis are rather tentative. Since the popularity of this topic among British 

constitutional lawyers, comprehensive analysis is implausible due to the limited space.  This 

paper aims to gather fundamental theories and disputes regarding the parliamentary 

sovereignty and its relationship with courts. In other words, it explores connection between 

the Parliament and courts in contemporary British constitution.  

First chapter analyses the constitutional conventions, which forms the basics of several other 

fundamental concepts in UK constitution. It suggests that there are no clear boundaries 

between law and conventions. 

Second chapter focuses on the general concept of sovereignty and Diceyan classic theory of 

Parliamentary sovereignty. There is also a brief explanation of sovereignty’s connection to 

Scot’s law. 

Third chapter addresses the fundamental contest regarding the nature of Parliamentary 

sovereignty between continuing model – which claims that Parliament is unable to fetter 

itself, because every further Parliament is going to possess the same powers – and manner and 

form theory, according to which Parliament can place procedural limits upon itself.  

Chapter four considers the EU law impacts to the sovereignty of Parliament and the 

mechanism, under which the British courts are invalidating statutes that are held contrary to 

EU law. 

Chapter five examines the theories of bipolar sovereignty among the British constitutionalists. 

It explicates the dispute between Trevor Allan’s liberal model and Paul Craig’s more 

pragmatic vision.  



In conclusion, there are indefinite number of theories and models reaching from Allan’s 

common law supremacy to practically unlimited power of elected legislator, developed by 

Jeffrey Goldsworthy. The strive for normative perfection is not self-rewarding, even complex 

theory has to sustain some amount of descriptive accuracy. My paper claims that Allan’s 

theory fails that test and that Craig’s model is more sustainable. However, supposed to choose 

one model, I prefer democratically legitimized Parliament of Jeffrey Goldsworthy. 


