Date of the class ____________________________________________________

Government set to abolish House of Lords hereditary peers
Listen to the following and take notes before discussing the arguments in favour and opposed to the government’s current plan of suppressing 91 hereditary peers. 

Lords a-leaving : Britain is ejecting hereditary nobles from Parliament after 700 years. 
Centuries of British political tradition will end within weeks after Parliament voted to remove hereditary aristocrats from the unelected House of Lords.

March 11, 2026, The Associated Press
On Tuesday night, members of the upper chamber dropped objections to legislation passed by the House of Commons ousting dozens of dukes, earls and viscounts who inherited seats in Parliament along with their aristocratic titles.
Government minister Nick Thomas-Symonds said the change put an end to "an archaic and undemocratic principle."

"Our Parliament should always be a place where talents are recognized and merit counts," he said. "It should never be a gallery of old boys' networks, nor a place where titles, many of which were handed out centuries ago, hold power over the will of the people."
The House of Lords plays an important role in Britain's parliamentary democracy, scrutinizing legislation passed by the elected House of Commons. But critics have long argued that it is unwieldy and undemocratic.

The case of Peter Mandelson, a non-hereditary peer who resigned from the Lords in February after revelations about his friendship with the late sex offender Jeffrey Epstein, drew renewed attention to the upper chamber and the problem of lords behaving badly.
The chamber currently has more than 800 members, making it the second-largest legislative chamber in the world after China's National People's Congress.
For most of its 700-year history, its membership was composed of noblemen — almost never women — who inherited their seats, alongside a smattering of bishops. In the 1950s, these were joined by "life peers" — retired politicians, civic leaders and other notables appointed by the government, who now make up the vast majority of the chamber. Roughly 1 in 10 members are currently hereditary peers.
In 1999, the Labour government of then-Prime Minister Tony Blair evicted most of the 750 hereditary peers, though 92 were allowed to remain temporarily to avoid an aristocrats' rebellion.
It was another 25 years before Prime Minister Keir Starmer's current Labour government introduced legislation to oust the remaining "hereditaries."

The lords put up a fight, forcing a compromise that will see an undisclosed number of hereditary members allowed to stay by being "recycled" into life peers.
The bill will become law once King Charles III grants royal assent — a formality — and the hereditary peers will leave at the end of the current session of Parliament this spring, completing a political process begun a quarter century ago. In Lords terms, that is speedy.

Labour remains committed to eventually replacing the House of Lords with an alternative second chamber that is "more representative of the U.K." If past experience is anything to go by, change will come slowly.
"So, here we are at the end of well over seven centuries of service by hereditary peers in this Parliament," Nicholas True, the opposition Conservative Party leader in the Lords, told the chamber.
"Many thousands of peers served their nation here and thousands of improvements to law were made," he said. "It wasn't all a stereotypical history of reaction in ermine. Many of those people, no doubt, were flawed but for the most part, they served their nation faithfully and well."

· Exposés:  a) what is a life peer? 
               b) Peter Mandelson
               c) History of the House of Lords (the upper house) and its current responsibilities
               d) history of the House of Commons (the lower house)
               e) the King’s speech and the Royal assent
               f) How to pass a bill into an Act of Parliament
               g) the Labour party and the House of Lords


Dickens and politics: read the passage below from Bleak House (1853) and remark on the language used by Dickens to talk about Parliament or Government matters:
There are also ladies and gentlemen of another fashion, not so new, but very elegant, who have agreed to put a smooth glaze on the world and to keep down all its realities. For whom everything must be languid and pretty. Who have found out the perpetual stoppage. Who are to rejoice at nothing and be sorry for nothing. Who are not to be disturbed by ideas. On whom even the fine arts, attending in powder and walking backward like the Lord Chamberlain, must array themselves in the milliners' and tailors' patterns of past generations and be particularly careful not to be in earnest or to receive any impress from the moving age. 
Then there is my Lord Boodle, of considerable reputation with his party, who has known what office is and who tells Sir Leicester Dedlock with much gravity, after dinner, that he really does not see to what the present age is tending. A debate is not what a debate used to be; the House is not what the House used to be; even a Cabinet is not what it formerly was. He perceives with astonishment that supposing the present government to be overthrown, the limited choice of the Crown, in the formation of a new ministry, would lie between Lord Coodle and Sir Thomas Doodle--supposing it to be impossible for the Duke of Foodle to act with Goodle, which may be assumed to be the case in consequence of the breach arising out of that affair with Hoodle. Then, giving the Home Department and the leadership of the House of Commons to Joodle, the Exchequer to Koodle, the Colonies to Loodle, and the Foreign Office to Moodle, what are you to do with Noodle? You can't offer him the Presidency of the Council; that is reserved for Poodle. You can't put him in the Woods and Forests; that is hardly good enough for Quoodle. What follows? That the country is shipwrecked, lost, and gone to pieces (as is made manifest to the patriotism of Sir Leicester Dedlock) because you can't provide for Noodle! 
On the other hand, the Right Honourable William Buffy, M.P., contends across the table with some one else that the shipwreck of the country--about which there is no doubt; it is only the manner of it that is in question--is attributable to Cuffy. If you had done with Cuffy what you ought to have done when he first came into Parliament, and had prevented him from going over to Duffy, you would have got him into alliance with Fuffy, you would have had with you the weight attaching as a smart debater to Guffy, you would have brought to bear upon the elections the wealth of Huffy, you would have got in for three counties Juffy, Kuffy, and Luffy, and you would have strengthened your administration by the official knowledge and the business habits of Muffy. All this, instead of being as you now are, dependent on the mere caprice of Puffy! 
[HK2: Put yourselves in groups of three students to decide which are the most important points to discuss and prepare a detailed outline. (to be shared on the board to the class). In your work: pay attention to the narrative and characters’ names and types. ]
Questions to deal with the article from The Associated Press:
1. Are the Lords and the Commons of equal power? 
2. Pick traces of archaism in the Lords’ institution. 
3. Why did more than 25 years go by without any other change between Tony Blair and Sir Keir Starmer? 
4. Does the journalist approve of the planned changes? What are the reasons you perceive? 
In the passage from Bleak House: 
1. Find other reasons why Dickens disapproves of the Lords, and also possibly, the MPs.
2. How these feelings are illustrated. 

Read the following quote by Kingsley Martin on the Establishment:
“Probably the best definition of the Establishment is that it is that part of our government that has not been subjected to democratic control. It is the combined influence of persons who play a part in public life, though they have not been appointed on any public test of merit or election. More important still, they are not subject to dismissal by democratic process. They uphold a tradition and form a core of continuity in our institutions. They are privileged persons and their positions are not as a rule affected by changes of government.”
(The Crown and the Establishment, London: Hutchinson, 1962.)
See also: Definitely British, Absolutely American! Manuel de civilisation britannique et américaine, F. Fichaux et S. Loom, éditions Ellipses, 2016 au CDI. P 31-32 sur la réforme de Tony Blair. 
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