










































The English Reform Bill 

· above-mentioned material rights. Still less efficacious in Britain is 
the purely formal principle of equality. The fanaticism of prin­
ciples like that is foreign to the British mind. Indeed this British 
practical sense is involved in an immediate loss because a great 
mass of people lose the gain from bribes because of the rise in the 
voting qualification from forty shillings to two hundred. 1 If this 
higher class2 has hitherto derived a cash advantage from its votes, 
it will not lose it. An M.P. elected for Liverpool has just been 
excluded from Parliament because the voters have been proved to 
have taken bribes. The electors in this city are very numerous, and 
it is a wealthy place; so one would expect that amongst the bribed 
a number of well-to-do people will have been found as well . 
Further, just as the big landowners knew how to make out that 
hundreds and thousands of their propertyless tenants were owners 
of a forty-shilling freehold, so this peculiar method of creating 
votes will operate again under the new qualification, and these same 
dependants will appear in the disguise of £Io freeholders. Equally 
unlikely, [3o8] despite the elevation of the qualifying freehold, is the 
disappearance of the numerous weeks of feasting and drinking in 
which the English masses, with their unbounded bestiality, were 
encouraged to indulge and in which they got their pay.3 At the last 
election but one it was stated that in the populous county of York 
£8o,ooo sterling had been disbursed for the election of a land­
owner there, Beaumont.4 In parliamentary debates it has been 
alleged that the election expenses have gradually become all too 
high; thus the question arises of how the people are to regard the 
fact that the rich will make savings at their expense. It is still un­
decided how it will stand with this matter of material advantage, 

1 There is further confusion here. While the borough franchise was based on 
the £10 householder, the county franchise of 40s. freehold still remained. This 
confusion persists in what follows. Hegel seems to have confused the provisions of 
the English Reform Bill with those of the Irish Bill which accompanied Catholic 
emancipation. In the latter the franchise qualification was elevated everywhere 
from 40s. to £Io. · 

z This higher class of £Io freeholders has recently been stigmatized by the 
name of 'paupers' in the Upper House. [H.] 

3 Reading Boumann's text. 
4 In one of the last sittings of Parliament £1zo,ooo was quoted as the expendi­

ture on the Liverpool election mentioned above. [H.] T. W. Beaumont was a 
wealthy landowner elected for his County of Northumberland in 1818 and 18zo. 
Defeated in 1826 he was elected again in 1830 in a contested election. County 
elections were expensive, if contested , as they rarely were. The Yorkshire elec­
tion of I8z6 was estimated to have cost £Iso,ooo. 
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and what new combinations the tireless speculation of agents con­
cerned with the trade in parliamentary seats will produce; it would 
be too soon to make conjectures about the change which confronts 
this interest. 

But a higher interest seems to be afforded by the franchise itself 
by the very fact that of itself it awakens a desire and a demand for 
its more general distribution. Nevertheless experience proves that 
the exercise of the right to vote is not so attractive as to provoke 
strong claims or the movements to which they give rise. On the 
contrary, what seems to prevail in the electorate is great indiffer­
ence, despite the associated interest derived from the receipt of 
bribes. From the large class of those who lose their votes because 
of the raising of the electoral qualification1 or whose rights are 
weakened because their votes are cast [along with those of] the 
general mass of voters in the county, no petitions against a Bill so 
disadvantageous to them have come forward. On the other hand, 
the protests that have been raised come from those whose certainty 
or probability of election to a seat in Parliament has been impaired 
or altogether lost. By an Act of Parliament a year ago the freehold 
qualification for a vote in Ireland was raised and as a result 
zoo,ooo persons lost their votes, [309] without their making any 
complaint about this loss of their qualification for participating [as 
voters] in affairs of state and government. In any event, the electors 
see in their right a property which accrues to the benefit of those 
alone who wish to be elected to P~rliament and ·on the altar of 
whose personal opinion, whim, and interest everything implicit in 
this right of participating in government and legislation is to be 
sacrificed. 

The chief election job for which candidates recruit agents ac­
quainted with localities and personalities, as well as with the way 
of handling them, is to hunt out electors and bring them forward, 
especially by bribery, to cast their votes in favour of their patrons. 
The great landowners get their crowds of tenants herded to the poll, 
some of them, as was said above, being disguised for the moment 
as owners of the requisite freehold. Brougham humorously de­
scribed a scene at his former election where tenants were camped 
in courtyards with fires, pudding, and porter and, to withdraw 

' Once again the same confusion between the Irish Bill and the English. 
Under the latter only non-resident voters were disqualified; in other instances 
the franchise was continued to possessors during their lifetime. 
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them from the influence of the opposition, locked up until the 
very moment when they had to cast their obedient vote. This 
indifference to the franchise ana· its exercise is in the highest degree 
in contrast with the fact that it is in this right that there lies 
the right of the people to participate in public affairs and in the 
highest interests of the state and the government. The exercise 
of this right is a lofty duty, because there rests on it the constituting 
of an essential part of the public authority, i.e. the representa­
tive assembly, because indeed this right and its exercise is, as the 
French say, the act, the sole act, of the 'sovereignty of the people'. 
From this indifference to the franchise we can easily draw an 
indictment against a people on the score of its political obtuseness 
or corruption, just as we can from the custom of bribery when the 
right to vote is exercised. Yet this harsh judgement must be softened 
if we ponder what must obviously contribute to such lukewarmness: 
namely, the sense that amongst the many thousands of votes cast 
at an election a single vote is actually insignificant. [310] Out of 
the approximately 658 members who are to be elected w the House 
of Commons or the 430 to be elected to the French Chamber (the 
forthcoming changes to be made in these figures do not matter 
here) it is only one member who is to be chosen [in a given con­
stituency] and this is a very inconsiderable fraction of the total 
number: but the single vote is an even more insignificant fraction 
of the total of 100 or 1,ooo votes which secure one member's 
election. The number of voters to be on the roll under the new 
French electoral law is assessed at zoo,ooo; the number of mem­
bers to be elected is given in round figures as 450. It follows that 
one vote is a two-hundred-thousandth part of the total voting 
power and the ninety-millionth part of one of the three branches 
of the legislative power. 

The individual scarcely brings to mind in figures like these the 
triviality of his effectiveness, but nevertheless he has a definite 
inkling of this qua.ntitative insignificance of his vote, and the 
quantitative consideration, the number of votes, is here what in 
practice is alone decisive. Of course the qualitatively1 high con­
siderations of freedom, duty, exercise of sovereign rights, participa­
tion in general affairs of state, may be emphasized against indolence. 
[But] sound common sense is glad to stop at what is effective. If 

1 Reading qualitativen with Bournann. Lasson and Hoffmeister both read 
quantitativen, but this must be a misprint or a lapsus calami of Hegel 's. 
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the individual has brought before him the usual story that, if 
everyone thought so indolently, the state's existence and, above all, 
freedom itself would be jeopardized, he is bound to remind him­
self just as much of the principle on which his duty and his whole 
right to freedom is built, namely that he should let himself be 
guided not by considering what others do but solely by his own 
will, and that what is finally decisive for him, what is even duly 
acknowledged as his sovereign, is his own individual volition. 

In any case this influence, in itself so trivial, is restricted to 
[influence on the choice of] persons, and it becomes infinitely more 
trivial by reason of the fact that it has no bearing on the thing; 
indeed the latter is expressly excluded [from popular influence]. 
Only in the French democratic constitution of the year III under 
Robespierre-a constitution adopted by the whole people but of 
course all the less [3 II] carried into effect-was it prescribed that 
laws on public affairs were to be brought before individual citizens 
for confirmation. 

Further, the electors are not even constituents giving instructions 
to their delegates. The programmes which the members of the 
National Assembly took with them from their election were at once 
cast aside and forgotten by both parties. It counts as one of the 
most fundamental constitutional principles in England and France 
that members, once elected, are just as sovereign in casting their 
parliamentary votes as their electors were when they cast their votes. 
In both countries members in their deliberations and resolutions 
on public business· do not have the character of officials and they 
share with the King what is sanctioned for him, namely answer­
ability to no one for the fulfilment of their duties. 

In consequence of the feeling of the actually trivial influence of 
an individual and his sovereign choice (which is tied up with the 
franchise), experience teaches that elections are not in general 
attended by many. The numbers, that we sometimes find in news­
papers, of those legally entitled to vote and of those who actually 
cast a vote at an election have usually been obviously very different 
from one another in the turbulent days of Charles X's1 last years 
on the throne. In the most recent election held in the centre of 
political interest, i.e. in Paris, where the parties seem to have shown 
no lack of zeal in summoning the electors to cast their votes, it was 
stated that of about 1,750 voters some 6oo did not put in an 

1 King of France, 1824-30. 
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appearance. In this connexion it might be interesting to get to 
know the average proportion of voters to votes actually cast in 
other areas where all the citizens are enfranchised and where the 
franchise affects a much nearer interest of theirs, e.g. in elections 
for choosing town councillors in Prussia. 

In the earlier years of the French Revolution the zeal and the 
behaviour of the J acobins at elections disgusted peaceful and 
decent citizens and even made it dangerous for them to cast their 
votes. So faction alone held the field. 

While [312] the great political bodies which are now making 
decisions about the franchise think that they are fulfilling a duty 
of high justice by enlarging the external qualifications for this 
privilege and granting it to a larger number of people, they do not 
reflect that they are thereby diminishing the influence of the in­
dividual, weakening his idea of its importance and consequentially 
his interest in exercising this right. Still less do they ask themselves 
how any political power at all comes to dispose of this right of the 
citizens by taking into consideration fifty or a hundred francs or so 
many pounds sterling and altering this right in accordance with 
amounts like these. This right in its essential character is accepted 
as sovereign, elementary, inalienable; in short as the opposite of 
something which can be bestowed or taken away. 

The so well-reputed sound common sense of the English people 
makes individuals feel the insignificance of the influence they exer­
cise on public affairs by their single votes. Moreover, this same 
common sense gives them a proper sense of their general ignorance 
and their slender capacity for judging the talents, acquaintance 
with business, skill, and education required in high officers of 
state. Is it to be supposed that such a great increase in capacity 
is involved in possessing a freehold of forty shillings or ten pounds 
or paying two hundred francs in direct taxes (whether the addi­
tional centimes are reckoned in or not)? The rigidity of the French 
Chambers in disreg_arding any qualification except that which is 
supposed to lie in the 200 francs (with or without the additional 
centimes), and ascribing this qualification solely to members of 
the Institute, is characteristic enough. The formalism of respecting 
the 200 francs has obliterated respect for the capacity and good 
will of prefects, councillors, doctors, advocates, &c., who do not 
pay so much in taxes. 

Moreover, the voters know that, on the strength of their sovereign 

--
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right, they are exempt from having to have in advance a judgement 
on, or indeed an examination [3 1 3] of, the candidates and that they 
have to decide without anything of this kind. Thus it is no wonder 
at all that in England a great number of individuals-no matter 
whether a majority of them- require to be stimulated by the candi­
dates before they will take what is to them the trifling trouble of 
voting, and for their trouble, which advantages the candidates, 
they have to be compensated by them with badges, roasts, beer, 
and a few guineas. The French are newer in this political path, and 
they have not yet sunk so far into this sort of compensation, doubt­
less through the pressure of the vital interests of their situation 
which has not yet bet:n deeply consolidated and which indeed has 
become one of the most deadly danger. But since they have been 
roused to take things and their share in them more seriously, 
they have seized a share in things for themselves in insurrections, 
clubs, associations, &c., and have thus gained a right and found 
compensation for the triviality of the part which their individual 
sovereignty plays in public affairs. 

(4. THE DIVISION OF THE POWERS OF GOVERNMENT] 

The peculiarity, which has just been touched on, of one power in 
England which is supposed to be subordinate and whose members 
yet make decisions on the whole of the affairs of state without being 
instructed, without accountability, without being officials, is the 
basis of a relationship with the monarchical part of the constitution. 
Mention must be made of the influence which the Reform Bill may 
have on this relationship and on the governing power in general. 
For considering this matter it is necessary first to recall the most 
immediate consequence of the peculiarity which has been referred 
to, namely that in England the power of the Crown and the power 
of government are very different from one another. To the power 
of the Crown there belong the most important branches of the 
supreme control of the state, especially those with a bearing on 
[314] other states, the authority to make war and peace, control of 
the army, the appointment of Ministers (though it has become 
etiquette for the monarch to appoint directly the Prime Minister 
only, while the latter puts together the rest of the Cabinet), the 
appointment of army commanders and officers, of ambassadors, 
&c. Yet it is to Parliament that there belongs the sovereign 
decision on the budget (including even the sum allowed for the 

827148 y 
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maintenance of the King and his family), i.e. on the entire range of 
the means for making war and peace and having an army, ambas­
sadors, &c. Moreover, a Ministry can only govern, i.e. exist, in so 
far as it falls in with the views and the will of Parliament. Thus the 
share of the monarch in the power of government is more illusory 
than real and the substance of this power lies with Parliament. 
Sieyes had a great reputation for deep insights into the organiza­
tion of free constitutions. At least, at the transition from the 
directorial to the consular constitution, Sieyes was able to extract 
from his papers the plan which was to give France the enjoyment 
of his experience and profound reflection; it is well known that 
this plan put at the pinnacle of the state a· head to whom was to 
accrue the pomp of representation in other countries and the 
appointment of the supreme state counsellor and the responsible 
Ministers as well as their subordinate officials. 1 Thus the supreme 
power of government was entrusted to this state counsellor while 
the Proclamateur-electeur was to have no share in it. Napoleon felt 
himself made master and ruler; we all know his soldier-like judge­
ment on this project for such a chief, in whom he saw only the role 
of a cochon a l' engrais de quelques millions, a role that no man of 
talent and honour would find himself undertaking. In this project 
something was genuinely overlooked which in others has been 
arranged with full awareness and deliberate intention, i.e. that the 
naming of Ministers and the other officials of the executive is in 
itself something formal and powerless and that in substance it falls 
to wherever the power of government effectively is. In England 
we see this power in Parliament; in the numerous · inonarchical 
constitutions created [315] in our experience, the formal separation 
of the power of government, as the executive, from a power which 
is purely legislative and judiciary is explicitly declared, and the 
former power is even set out with pomp and distinction. But the 
nomination of the Ministry has always been the centre of dispute 
and contention, despite the unconditional ascription to the Crown 
of this right of nomination; and the so-called 'purely' legislative 
power has carried off the victory. Even in the latest French con­
stitution the government has soon seen itself compelled to transfer 

' 9 Nov. 1799. In 1797 Sieyes had drawn up a constitution in which he 
proposed a Grand Elector who was to reside in state at Versailles and represent 
the country to foreign powers but have no immediate authority except that of 
nominating the two Consuls who were to exercise the actual powers of govern­
ment. 
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its headquarters to the Chamber of Deputies, where it has been 
brought even to the point of having to enter into public disputes 
with its subordinate officials. 

Connected above all with the fact that the power of government 
lies in Parliament is an argument advanced by the opponents of 
the Reform Bill on behalf of the boroughs through whose posses­
sion many parliamentary seats rest with single individuals or 
families, namely that it was by means of this fact that England's 
most distinguished statesmen had found their way to Parliament 
and thence to the Ministry. It may well be a fact that a remarkable 
and profound talent hasoften before nowbeenrecognized byprivate 
friendship and is in the position of being able only through some 
individual's generosity to attain the due place which otherwise it 
could not achieve in view of the deficient resources and family 
connexions of the mass of the citizens in a town or county. But 
examples of this kind may be ascribed to the realm of chance where 
one probability may easily be set against another, and a possible 
advantage against a possible disadvantage. 

Connected with this is another ostensible consequence of great 
importance to which the Duke of Wellington drew attention. (He 
has not the look of an orator because he lacks what has given many 
Members of Parliament such a great reputation for eloquence, 
namely an easy-flowing loquacity continuing for hours at a time and 
remarkably rich in self-display. But the Duke's speeches with their 
disjointed sentences, for which he has been reproached, are not 
lacking in substance or in points that go to the root of the matter.) 
He expresses his fear that, in the place of those to whom the care 
of the public interest is now entrusted in Parliament, [316] alto­
gether different men will arrive, and he asks once again whether, 
as was quoted above, the shopkeepers, of whom in his view the 
great majority of the voters will consist as a result of the new Bill, 
are the people who ought to elect the members of the great national 
council which has to make decisions on domestic and foreign 
affairs, on the interests of agriculture, manufacture, and colonies. 

The Duke speaks from observation of the English Parliament 
where above the mass of members who are incompetent and 
ignorant, with a veneer of current prejudices and a culture drawn 
from conversation and often not even that, there stands a number 
of brilliant men wholly devoted to political activity and the interest 
of the state. To the majority of the latter ·a parliamentary seat is 
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guaranteed partly by their own wealth and the influence which 
they themselves or their family have in a borough, city, or county, 
and partly through the influence of the Ministry and then through 
their party friends. 

To this class there belongs a number of men who make political 
activity the business of their life. This may be because it is their 
predilection and they have private means, or because they occupy 
public positions which they have obtained through a connexion 
with parliamentary influence. Even if they have obtained them 
by other means, still, either because of their official position or 
because of their general inner vocation, they cannot neglect attach­
ing themselves to a party and to the class of politicians. Where the 
service of the state is not tied to other qualifications, for example 
a degree, passing a government examination, undergoing a course 
of preliminary training in affairs, &c., a man must be incorporated 
into this class; he has to create some importance for himself there; 
he is carried by its influence, just as correspondingly his influence 
accrues to it. There are a few anomalous cases of individuals 
isolated from any party connexion, e.g. Hunt, 1 but when they come 
into Parliament they do not fail to make a strange figure .there. 

Other bonds of the political class-family connexions, political 
conversations and speeches at dinners, &c., the endless and world­
wide [3 17] exchange of political correspondence, even the social 
gadding about to country seats, horse-races, fox-hunting, &c.­
will of course not be disturbed. But one chief element in the power 
of this class, namely the disposal of a number of parliamentary 
seats, does suffer through the Reform Bill an important modifica­
tion which may well have the effect which the Duke mentions, 
i.e. many other individuals will appear in place of those belonging 
to the present circle of those devoted to the interest of the national 
government; but this is likely to bring as its sequel a disturbance 
of the uniformity of the maxims and considerations of that class, 
and these constitute· the brains of Parliament. To be sure it does 
not appear that Hunt, for example, despite his isolation, goes 
beyond the usual notions of the oppression of the people by taxes, 
sinecures, &c., but, as a result of reform, the route to Parliament 
may be open to ideas which are opposed to the interest of this class 
and which therefore have not yet entered its head. Ideas, I mean, 
which make up the foundations of a real freedom and which affect 

1 Henry ('Orator') Hunt, I773-183s , M.P. for Preston, r830-3 . 
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the matters above-mentioned-ecclesiastical property and organiza­
tion, duties of the clergy-as well as the manorial and other bizarre 
rights and property restrictions derived from feudalism, and 
further sections of the chaos of English laws. In France these ideas 
have been intermixed with many further abstractions and bound up 
with the violent upheavals familiar to us all. But unalloyed, they 
have for long past in Germany become fixed principles of inner 
conviction and public opinion, and have brought about the actual 
peaceful, gradual, and legal transformation of the [old feudal] rights.r 
The result is that here we have already made great progress with 
the i~stitutions of real freedom; the most important of them we 
have established and enjoy already, while the governing power of 
[the English] Parliament has scarcely yet brought them seriously 
to mind. From the pressing claims of these principles and from 
the demand for their immediate realization England might indeed 
have to fear an extreme shattering of the bonds of its social and 
political life. In England the contrast between prodigious wealth 
and utterly embarrassed penury is enormous; just as great, perhaps 
still greater, is that between, on the one hand, the privileges [318] 
of its aristocracy and in general the institutions of its positive law 
and, on the other, the rights and laws as reconstituted in the 
civilized states of the Continent and the principles which, being 
grounded on universal reason, cannot always remain so foreign, 
even to the English understanding, as they have _been hitherto. 

The novi homines who, the Duke of Wellington fears, will worm 
their way into the place of the present statesmen may well find in 
these principles the strongest supports of their ambition and their 
attainment of popularity. In England it is impossible for these 
principles to be adopted and carried into effect by the government, 
which has hitherto been in the hands of the privileged class. Con­
sequently their advocates would inevitably come on the scene only 
as an opposition to the government and the existing order of things; 
and the principles themselves would have to appear not in their 
practical truth and application, as in Germany, but in the dangerous 
form of French abstractions. The antithesis between hommes d'etat 
and hommes a principes which appeared in France at the beginning 

' Hegel thinks of reforms and codifications of law, abolition of serfdom, grant 
of self-government to Estates, &c., which took place in Germany after 1789. 
These reforms were French-inspired, but they were the work of absolute princes 
and their officials and not of representative bodies. See G. P. Gooch, Germany 
and the French Revolution (London, 1920), pp. SIS ff. 
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of the Revolution in just as sharp a form has not yet set foot in 
England; but it may well be introduced as a result of opening 
a broader way to seats in Parliament. The new class may all the 
more easily get a footing, since the principles as such are simple 
in nature and so can be quickly grasped by the ignorant. Since in 
addition, on the strength of their universality, these principles have 
a claim to adequacy for everything, they suffice in a man of a cer­
tain slenderness of talent, and a certain energy of character and 
ambition, for the requisite all-attacking rhetoric, and they exercise 
a blinding effect on the reason of the p1asses who are just as in­
experienced in these matters. On the other hand, the knowledge, 
experience, and business routine of hommes d'etat cannot be so 
easily procured, and these qualities are just as necessary for apply­
ing rational principles and introducing them to life as it is lived. 

However, the introduction of such a new element would not only 
disturb the class whose members have the state's business in their 
hands; it is the power of government [319] which would be thrown 
off the rails. This power, as has been said, lies in Parliament ; how­
ever much it is divided into parties and however great the passion 
with which they confront one another, still equally so little are they 
factions. They stand within the same general interest, and hitherto 
a change of Ministry has had important consequences rather in 
relation to foreign affairs, to war and peace, than in relation to 
domestic affairs. The principle of monarchy, on the other hand, 
has little to lose in England. The resignation of Wellington's 
Ministry is well known to have been brought about as a result of 
the minority in which it found itself on the motion 1 about the 
adjustment of the Crown's Civil List-an occurrence of special 
interest because it affected one of the few things left to the 
monarchical principle in England. 2 The remains of the Crown 
lands, which yet had the same character of family property, the 
private property of the royal family, as the properties of families 
of dukes, earls, and parons in England, were handed over to the 
exchequer in the last century, and in compensation a fixed sum 
corresponding to their revenues was set aside in the budget voted 
for other purposes annually by the House of Commons. This 

1 Actually to refer the Civil List to a committee of the House of Commons. 
• Here H egel's political knowledge and insight fail him. He knew that the 

King's appointment of Ministers was only formal (see above [314]), but he does 
not seem to have known of the conventions about votes on the Civil List. 
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landed property, the miserable remains of the earlier great wealth 
of the throne which was so seriously diminished by extravagance, 
especially through purchasing troops and baronial support in civil 
wars, had not been split into what was to remain family property 
and what was to be spent for the general purposes of the state. 
Now the characteristic of family and private property which be­
longed to one part of that remaining wealth had already been 
altered, at least in form, as a result of that property's having changed 
from land into a compensating sum included in the annual parlia­
mentary budget. Nevertheless there still remained an appearance 
of monarchical influence on this small part of the annual British 
expenditure, even though this influence was subject to the Cabinet. 
Even this relic of regal control has been abolished by Parliament's 
recent decision to separate one part which is set aside under the 
King's control for expenditure on himself and his family and to 
leave the rest, hitherto already spent on national purposes, to 
disposal by Parliament. [320] In this connexion it must not be 
overlooked that the majority which was strong enough on a 
monarchical matter to bring about the resignation of Wellington's 
Ministry1 was, as is well known, a majority of only one at the second 
reading of the Reform Bill2 which is directed against the preroga­
tives of the aristocracy. 

What can be regarded as characteristic for the position of the 
monarch in the constitution is the reproach cast at the Ministry in 
connexion with the Catholic Emancipation Bill as well as in debates 
on the Reform Bill, namely that it had allowed the King's partly 
given consent to these measures to become public. There was no 
question of the exercise of monarchical omnipotence or of a so-called 
coup d'etat. What is found improper is only the authority or 
influence which a personal remark of the King could exercise. On 
the one hand by its action the Ministry vindicated its delicacy by 
avoiding in the management of a Bill the embarrassment of going 
contrary to the King's will. But the situation equally clearly implies 
that even in the matter of the initiative accruing to the monarchi­
cal element, the throne, Parliament wishes to deal solely with 
a Ministry dependent on and incorporated with that element, and 
strictly only with its members, since only in that capacity can 

' Nov. x83o; a motion for a committee to examine the Civil List was carried 
against the government by a majority of 29. 

• 22 March I8JI. 302 for, 301 against. 
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Ministers move a Bill. Thus the right accruing to the King, as the 
third branch of the legislative power, of confirming or rejecting 
a Bill accepted by both Houses becomes all the more illusory in 
that the Cabinet is once again the same Ministry embodied in 
Parliament. Earl Grey has said, 1 in reply to that reproach, that the 
Ministry's introduction of the Bill did have the King's agreement 
in advance, but that the Ministry was exonerated from the blame 
of saying outright that the King's agreement had been secured, 
simply by the fact that this statement had not come from Ministers 
but from elsewhere. • 

Thus the special dissension which might be introduced into 
Parliament by the presence of novi homines would not be the struggle 
with which each of the numerous French constitutions began every 
time about whether the power of government was actually to be 
given to the King and his Ministers, these being those [321] to 
whom it was ascribed in words. In the English political administra­
tion as it exists there has been settled very long ago what in France 
has always first needed a decisive and authentic interpretation 
through the insurrection and violence of an insurgent people. 
Thus the reintroduction of the Reform Bill can only touch the 
effective power of government established in Parliament. On the 
situation existing hitherto, this power suffers purely superficial 
variations appearing as changes of Ministries, and no genuine dis­
sension on principles. A new Ministry belongs itself to the same 
class of interests and the same group of statesmen as its predecessor. 
The necessary preponderant strength that it needs as a party it 
gains partly through the number of members who count as in­
dependent and who on the whole take the side of the Ministry, 
feeling that a government there must be, but also partly through 
the influence it may be able to exercise on appointments to a 
number of parliamentary seats. Now even if the so-called agricul­
tural interest seems to have declared that it will find its account in 
the mode of election which is to be newly introduced, and even if 
a great part of the former patronage of parliamentary seats and the 
combinations for their purchase retain their position, still there is 
no escaping the fact that the class that has hitherto dominated 
Parliament, the class that afforded to every Ministry ready-made 
material for [maintaining) the existing system of social life, will 
suffer modification as a result of introducing new men and different 

1 28 March I8JI in the House of Lords. 



The English Reform Bill 

principles. The Reform Bill in itself encroaches on this system, 
i.e. on the principle of purely positive rights which secures the 
possession of privileges, no matter what relation, if any, they may 
have to the rights of real freedom. When claims of a new kind, 
which hitherto have scarcely come to halting and involuntary 
expression and have been not so much demanded as vaguely feared, 
come to be increasingly discussed in Parliament, the opposition 
changes its character: the parties have an object other than that of 
getting the Ministry. 

If we grasp this hitherto different character of an opposition as it 
appears in its extreme in France, it is most distinctively expressed 
in [322] the surprise, expressed recently in France at every change 
of Ministry, that individuals coming out of opposition into power 
now acted on almost the same maxims as their supplanted pre­
decessors. In French opposition newspapers we read naive com­
plaints that so many excellent individuals become backsliders as 
a result of their progress through office and become false to the 
left to which they belonged earlier, i.e. that, while of course they 
had previously granted in abstracto that there had to be a govern­
ment they have now learnt what government really is and that 
something more is needed for it than principles. These, as we all 
know, consist of general ideas about freedom, equality, the people, 
its sovereignty, &c. For men of principles, national legislation is 
in essence more or less exhausted by the droits de l' homme et du 
citoy en, framed by Lafayette and the model for the earlier French 
constitutions. A more fully detailed legislation, an organization of 
the powers of the state and the hierarchy of administrative officials, 
and the subordination of the people to these public authorities, 
was of course accepted as necessary and was drawn up. But instead 
of that activity of institutions in which public order and genuine 
freedom consists, recourse was had once more to these generalities 
which, by what they demand in the way of freedom, make con­
stitutional law self-contradictory from the start. Obedience to law 
is granted to be necessary, but when demanded by the authorities, 
i.e. by individuals, it is seen to run counter to freedom. The right 
to command, the difference arising from this right, the general 
difference between commanding and obeying, is contrary to 
equality. A multitude of men can call itself a 'people', and rightly, 
because 'people' is just this indefinite multitude; but authorities 
and officials, in general the members of the organized power of the 
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state, are different from the 'people', and they are therefore to be 
in the wrong; they have forsaken equality and they stand over 
against the 'people' which has the infinite advantage of being 
recognized as the sovereign will. In the circle of this extreme con­
tradiction a nation revolves once it has been dominated by these 
abstract categories. [323] The members of the English Parliament 
under the existing system, and Englishmen in general, have a more 
practical political sense and they have an idea of what government 
and governing is. Yet it also lies in the character of their constitu­
tion that the government as good as does not encroach at all on 
the particular circles of social life, on the administration of counties, 
cities, &c., on ecclesiastical and educational establishments, and 
even on other public concerns such as road-making. This freer 
and more concrete condition of civil life may add to the probability 
that abstract principles of freedom will not so soon find in the class 
above the lower one (which in England is of course extremely 
numerous and which in general is most open to these abstractions) 
the welcome which the opponents of the Reform Bill represent as 
threatening immediately. 

But should the Bill, on account of its principle rather than of its 
terms, open the way to Parliament, and so into the heart of the 
power of government, for principles opposed to the system exist­
ing hitherto, these principles might appear there with greater 
influence than radical reformers have been able to gain up till now. 
If so, the battle would threaten to be all the more dangerous, in 
that between the interests of positive privilege and the demands 
for more real freedom there stands no higher mediating power to 
restrain and adjust the dispute. In England the monarchical element 
in the constitution lacks the power which in other states has earned 
gratitude to the Crown for the transition from a legal system based 
purely on positive rights to one based on the principles of real 
freedom, a transition wholly exempt from earthquake, violence, 
and robbery. The people would be a power of a different kind ; and 
an opposition which, erected on a basis hitherto at variance with 
the stability of Parliament, might feel itself no match for the 
opposite party in Parliament, could be led to look for its strength 
to the people, and then introduce not reform but revolution. 
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