
ON THE ACCOUNTABILITY OF THE HOUSE OF LORDS 

The greatest virtue in life is truth. And truth goes hand in hand with vision. Since 1911, with the 
passing of the Parliament Act and the rise of socialist ideology, there have been several criticisms 
on the House of Lords’ accountability. From Tony Blair’s calls for an elected Senate of England to 
immature protesters in 1970s London. It is claimed that hereditary peers are unaccountable because 
the people never voted them into power. It is further claimed that life peers are unaccountable 
because they were appointed by the Queen either on the advise of the Prime Minister or the House 
of Lords Appointments Commission.  

The Lords, particularly hereditary lords, have found themselves in their positions for two general 
reasons. The first, the praiseworthy acts of forefathers, or self, and the continuation of tradition. The 
second, their recognition: from the the Crown and the people. And so the authority of the Lords 
comes from right of conquest and right of inheritance.  

A key problem in this debate is the definition of accountability. What does it mean to be 
accountable for one’s actions? Let accountability be setting contractual standards, rewarded and 
punished depending on meeting or failing to meet the criteria. On a household level, this may be a 
parent commanding a child to keep his room clean and tidy. The rewards for so doing being pride. 
The punishment, prohibition from playing sport. Indeed, whence a child becomes a man, he may 
bind this contract between his body and soul. On a state level, this is the people binding standards 
on the government to achieve the purposes of state: keep the peace and defend the realm. The 
reward being land, titles and honours. The punishment, shame, exile and execution in the worst 
case.  

Accepting this definition, the Lords are as accountable as the Commons. The passionate people of 
England impose both Chambers with contractual standards.  

The ability to elect Members of Parliament fails to make them more accountable than Lords. In both 
cases, the people have made a choice. In the former, a short term contact which blinds politics with 
ideology (at present at least); the latter, a long term inherited tradition of strong governments. From 
the Court of King Henry II to the Privy Council of Queen Elizabeth I.  

We submit the House of Lords is more accountable than the House of Commons. And that this is so 
on the standards set, the contract and the rewards and punishment of that contract.  

The first issue raised by critics on the accountability of the House of Lords is on the standards set. 
They argue the act of election — above all else — is the sole criteria for accountability. And so, 
because the Lords fail to be elected, they fail to be accountable. And yet we have learnt that the 
definition of accountability fails to mention elections. However, as with all political systems, they 
serve, like the Commons, the chief aims of keeping the peace and defending the realm. As 
legislators and, where needed, executives and judges. The people have set them the task of 
governing the realm in these two ways. They have set them this inherited long term project, and 
with their many victories have outweighed and outnumbered their few defeats. In accepting this 
priority, we see the standards set on the Lords grants them accountability.  



In addition to standards, critics argue the people have failed to make a contract between themselves 
and the Lords. And because of this, the Lords fail to be accountable. In the limited modern sense, 
this is true. The people, one by one, are yet to sign their names onto a written agreement consenting 
to the power of the Lords. However, following the tradition of Thomas Hobbes, a social contact 
exists. Present in our daily lives and the workings of our constitution. By failing to rebel, we 
consent. Like the Bolsheviks in Russia, at any moment, the people could hunt down, kill and 
replace the Lords for their own system. With vision and motivation, this could be done. And yet, in 
England, this is yet to happen. Even the many restrictions placed on the Lords over the past century 
have failed to replace it. The Life Peerage Act 1959 failed to diminish the contract between 
hereditary lords and the people. And whilst some dead wood lies in the Lords, it is impossible to 
overlook the value of aristocracy under its true definition: rule of the best. To have the best country, 
England needs the best government. So like the standards set, the Lords are accountable to the 
people on ground of the contract by custom with the people.  

With standards set and contract present, the Lords, like the Commons, are subject to reward and 
punishment. Clear rewards and punishments. In this way, they are more accountable to the people. 
It is said that when the people tire of their politicians, they vote in a new one. This is the 
punishment for failure. With the Lords, they keep their seats for life. On the surface, the Commons 
is clearly more accountable. But if politics is the most important game in life, the rewards and 
punishments must be in proportion to its value. Successful queens, link Queen Victoria, grew 
England to include a quarter of the world. Her reward was statues, cities, roads, parks and lakes 
named after her. Failed queens, like Queen Matilda, have been forgotten to history. Or worse, 
executed like King Charles I. The same has been so with the Lords from 1215 to recent times. Their 
long term security demands long term action. And this is why long term programmes like the 
Reformation, Magna Carta and colonial expansion were carried out with relative ease, and why 
Commoners struggle with trivial tasks like Brexit. Lords follow the rules of the realm and get their 
work done. The Commons, swimming in ideology, follow these rules, their ideological rules and the 
principle rule of all in that Chamber: keeping their seats. In this way, the Lords are accountable to 
the people. The Commons to the people and to their private interests. A servant can only have one 
master. Therefore, by paying attention to the nature of reward and punishment, the Lords is more 
accountable than the Commons.  

Critics would argue the House of Lords is a dated club fo unaccountable politicians. And yet these 
critics have paid little attention to the definition of accountability. Accountability, far from electing, 
is setting contractual standards with rewards and punishments for success and failure. The Lords 
follows structured set by the people, is bound by contract and is subject to reward and punishment. 
More so than the Commons. Arguments against its accountability are put forwards by ideologists 
whom think little about what they argue for. Under the definition of accountability, how could 
anyone deny this to the Lords: especially hereditary Lords? Without long term devotion to the 
realm, more and more simple tasks like Brexit will freeze the progress of our nation. And when 
nations fail to adapt they die. 

Speak truth. Support the Lords. Repeal ideology. 


