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PREFACE

- TS book, planned and commenced in March 1933, represents the

results of nearly ten years of detailed investigation and thought. I believe

. that the method it employs of basing proposals for political change not
on abstract theories but on the plain facts of the case closely studied is
extremely valuable, if not essential, in the difficulties and complexities
of modern civilization,

The subject of parlizmentary representation occupies a key position
in our scheme of democratic government, and I believe that it is vitally
important to remedy the serious defects from which that reprosentation
now suffers, Nevertheless, I disclaim any intention of suggesting that the
reforms I propose would bring about a political millennium or provide
a panacea for all the ills of our democratic institutions, My aims and
beliefs are far more modest bu& 1 hope, not less worthy of consideration
on that account.

T am under no illusion that the work is free from flaws and minor
inagcuracies, but I have been at pains to verify my facts as closely as
the means at my disposal have permitted, and I have tried to present
them with exactness and candour,

I'have acknowledged in an appendix the chief sources from which my
duta fave been compiled, It only remains for me to thank the friends
and cotrespondents who have been kind enough to answer my enquiries
and to give me information on various points, including amongst others

"Lord Windlesham, Mr. W. R. Davies, Mr. J. 5. Middleton, Mr. G. R.
Shepherd, Mr. Ian Harvey, and Mr. J. H. Humphreys, My special
thanks are due to Mr. Douglas Jerrold for salutary criticisms of the
book in manuscript. It should hardly be necessary to add that none of
these gentlemen has any responsibility whatever for the conclusions
reached or the opinions expressed in the baok. Finally, my thanks are
due 'to the University of London for a geant from its Publication Fund
in aid of publication.

1. F. §. ROSS,

SOUTHPORT,
February, 1943.
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“The fact that the British Patliament is ceasing to be an efficient instrument
for the goverhment of a modern community has bccome . patent and painful
to the more intelligent among politicians themselves. .

H. G. WELLs: The Work, Wealth, and Happine.\'s of Mankind.

“Unquestionably there are, in several quarters, indications of a feeling
that the House of Commons . . . no longer adequately represents the varled
interests which go to make up the nation as a whole."

SR J. A. R. MARRIOTT: The Mechanism of the Modern State.
- {
- “During the past fifty years the British Parliament has become progressively
less efficient,”
- W. Ivor TeNNINGS: Parliamentary Reform.

“There is every year less and less personal independence among members of
Parliament: every year ihey are more and more disposed to vote strictly as their
party whips direct.”

Larp Huor CeciL: Conservatism,

“In short, the action of the House of Commans has tended to become more
and more party action. . . . The party cabal has become the Treasury Bench.”
El

A. L. LowrLL: The Government of England.

“The thesis is universally admitted that the legistatures of the modern state are
in an unsatisfactory condition; it is, indeed, some of the stoutest defenders of the
parliamentary system who demand their reconstruction.”

H. J. Laskt: Demacracy in Crisis,

“Misgivings about the working of the parliamentary system of government
have been spreading and deepening. . . . Can we not, in this crisis, rise above
mere calculations of party advantage, and strive to turn our system into a just
and efficient machine of government?”

RamMsAY Muir: How Britain is Governed.

“Let us stop being subjective and traditional—let us discount our own ideas,
our experience, our beliefs and set nouons and start out to find out, in the im-
personal, detached, attitude of science,”

For Top Executives Only (BusiNESs Boursg, New York, 1936).

“The light of day thrusts between our eyelids, and the multitudinous sounds of
morning clamour in our ears, A time will come when men will sit with history

before them or with some old newspaper before them -and ask incredulously
‘Was there ever such a world?'”

H. G. WeLLs: What are We to do with Our Lives?



CHAPTER |
INTRODUCTION

IN recent years dissatisfaction with the working of the parliamentary
system has been widespread. It is unnecessary to instance the disasters
the system has suffered in Italy, in Germany, and elsewhere. In Britain
and in America, to go no farther afield, criticism of representative insti-
tutions has come from all sides, and has given evidence that it is based
on deep-seated uneasiness and is not merely superficial or factitious. If,
at the moment, the voice of the critic is less audible, that is rather
because attention is directed elsewhere than because there is any real
recovery of confidence in the system. The tense international situation
—revolutions and dictatorships: wars and the fear of wars: rearma-
ment and defence: one crisis succeeding another—these and other hap-
penings have tended to divert attention from the defects of the parlia-
mentary system, even though Some of the happenings have thrown new
light on those defects.

Temporary loss of interest in a problem, however, does not constitute
a solution of it: and this problem is of far-reaching importance’and -
essentially urgent. A case can, indeed, be made out for considering that
the defects of our parliamentary system constitute a major cause of our
most acute political troubles, international as well as national.* Be that
as it may, we cannot afford to disregard the evidence that the system is
not working well. With the adequacy of democratic institutions widely
questioned and their efficiency unfavourably compared with that of the
totalitarian dictatorships, it behoves upholders of representative govern-
ment to see that it has a fair chance to function properly. Nay, more;
we must see that government is representative, that we are not fobbed
off with a spurious article, that we do not allow oligarchy to masquerade
as democracy.

For the failure of parliament to conform to our ideals and fulfil our
expectations many causes have been assigned, over a long period, and
many remedies have been propounded. Restricted suffrage, open voting,
the inequality of constituencies, plural voting, wrong methods of voting,
the high cost of elections, the expense attendant on membership, the
excessive size of the House of Commons, its antiquated and time-
wasting procedure, its subordination to the executive government and
fo the party whips, the misconception of its functions, the existence of
the second chamber, the absurd inadequacy and inconvenience of its
accommodation at Westminster—all these, and other, causes have been
blamed, not forgetting the enormous growth in the scope and com-
plexity of the problems of government.

Some of these causes have been removed, in whole or part, by such
reforms (or,at any rate chapges) as adult suffrage, voting by ballot, re-
distritwsion of, seats, limitation of election expeflses, payment of mem-

s Sk, for instance, S. R, Damiels, The Case for Electoral Reform (1938),
section 1,



8 PARLIAMENTARY REFRESENTATION

bers, and modifications of procedure, such as the closure, Good br
bad, however, these changes have not sufficed to produce the desired
efficiency, and many others have been advocated. New methods of
voting, the abolition of the second chamber, the creation of two parlia-
ments, political and social, side by side, the devolution of functions to
regional or other bodies, the adoption of the standing-committee system,
and the drastic reform of procedure, are amongst the proposals that
have received publicity and been discussed widely, if not well. Much of
the discussion, however, has been vitiated by the lack of either accurate
knowledge or clear thinking.

Amidst all this welter of criticism and exhortation one aspect of the
problem Has received little attention. We discuss theories of representa-
tion and methods of voting, the arts of canvassing and electioneering,
the intricacies of procedure that new members of parliament have to
master, their functions as members, their relations to their constituents,
to their parties, to the government: arfthing and everything about
members—except the members themselves.

It is astonishing that so little regard should be paid to the personnel
of parliament. What sort of people do we choose to represent us? What
qualifications for their duties do our members possess? How are they
selected as candidates in the first case? Why are these kinds of people
chosen and not others? Taking the whole House together, what are its
outstanding personal characteristics? There is little interest shown in
these questions and little information available, beyond the potted
biographies of individuals that the newspapers and books of reference
give us; and these, as they stand, do not answer our questions.

Moreover, these questions suggest others. What sort of people should
we have to represent us in parliament? Do we need people who are in
some way specially qualified, people of special gifts, special attainments,
or special experience? Or do we require, as Professor Laski asserts,
nothing more than “an average sample of ordinary men”?* Do we, asa
matter of fact, ever seriously consider what sort of people should be in
parliament? Are we not, perhaps, content if we are represented by a
member of our own party, satisfied to let it go at that without too close
a scrutiny of the member’s personal fitness?

No doubt, other things being equal, whoever chooses the candidates
who appear before us will select those who are in their opinion the
“best” available. No doubt, if other things were equal—which in prac-
tice they never are, the claims of party being so strong—electors would
vote for the candidates who were in their opinions the “best” of those
nominated. This, however, does not help us. By what standards are
candidates selected? What is the criterion of “goodness” as a candidate?

May it not be that in this neglected question of the personnel of
Tepresentation is to be found one of the root causes of the malaise and
inefficiency that so obviously afflict democratic government aud bring
parliamentary institutions into disrepute? To suggest this is wot ta

* H. 1. Laski, Democracy in Crisis (1933f’ chapter II,
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imply that the better-known criticisms of parliament are unfounded.
Some pf them are plainly to the point: as, for instance, those of the
gross inefficiency and waste of valuable time involved in a parlia-
mentary “division”—an antiquated piece of procedure that is an aston-
ishing example of cumbrous ineptitude.* Nor is it to suggest that the
question of personnel can be treated in a vacuum, apart from other
problems of representation. On the contrary, it is clear that this question
is closely bound up with such problems as those of electoral method,
election expenses, and payment of members, and (less directly) of pro-
cedure and constitutional practice.

I supgest, then, that the whole question of parliamentary répresenta-
tion requires reconsideration, and that it should be approached from a
new angle—namely, that of a study of the actual personne] of the House
of Commons. I suggest that we need first and foremost to ascertain the
facts of representation. Insteag of starting with philosophical theories
we should first look, with our eyes open, at these 602 men and women
who are elected to represent us. Who are they? What are they? Why
are we represented by these kinds of people, and not by other kipds?
Are these the people best fitted for the job?—and, if not, why do we °
give it to them?

When we have really found out the facts, when we know something
definite of the hitherto neglected natural history of the genus M.P., we.
shall be in a better position to criticize the laws and customs that have
evolved that genus and that now perpetuate it. When we know what is
we can better determine what ought to be. In these days to evolve
political theories out of our inner consciousness, disregarding the stub-
born facts that stare us in the face, is to write ourselves off as the
belated and ineffective survivals of the medizval schoolmen, What is
needed above all things in the initial approach to these, and most other,
political problems of the day is not the rhetoric of the professional
politician, or the flowing periods of the academic theorizer, but the
objective analysis of the researcher,

This book is written, then, in the belief that a great part of the social,
political, and economic unrest that disturbs us to-day and that offers so
serious a menace to the development, and even to the survival, of civil-
ization owes its existence to the neglect of scientific method: for that
method, so astonishingly and overwhelmingly successful in the solution -
of materia) (technological) problems, has hardly been applied at all in
the sphere of human relations.

1t is, indeed, widely recognized that the exploitafion of the material
resources of the world has outstripped its moral and political develop-
ment, so that we have bishops suggesting that scientists and inventors
should cease their activities for a period of years. But such suggestions,
apart from ¢heir obvious practical futility, mis§ the point altogether.
The trpuble isenot that material progress has been too rapid, but that

* See, on this point, ‘c G. Wells, The Work, Wealth, and Happiness of

Mankind (1932), pages 37§-4.
+ Excluding the “six cdunties” smembers.
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social and political progress has been too slow. The remedy does not ke
in Canutian injunctions to the rising tide of scientific knowledge and in-
vention—that will not be stayed by ecclesiastical adjurations—but in
the intensive development of modern methods in sociology and politics.
- This has been said before; indeed, it has been said many times in
recent years. But it has not received any general acceptance, and least
of all from politicians. As a rule they ignore contentions of this kind
altogether, but if they do notice them it is only to brush them aside
contemptuously. Even serious and able writers on political and social
questions seem all too often content with methods of approach that in
physical ccience and in technology were discarded as obsolete a century
or more ago. Some of them seem, indeed, unable to conceive that any
other methods are possible.

There are, moreover, even to-day, all too many people who have no
conception of what constitutes the scienfjfic spirit, of what is meant by
scientific method, For them science means physics and chemistry, and
the scientific attitude, if it means anything at all, is taken to connote
matgrialism and an indifference, or even hostility, to the finer but less
tang'LbIe things of the mind and spirit.

For their benefit, and with apologies to better-informed readers, let it
be said that the scientific spirit is the spirit of the man who believes that
knowledge is better than ignorance, that exdctness is better than vague-
ness, that clear thinking is better than muddle-headedness, that truth,
however unpalatable, is better than falschood, however agreeable.

The scientific worker is not necessarily opposed to tradition; he is
certainly not, qua scientist, opposed to art or religion or the things of
the spirit generally. If these things are true, if they are not based on
ignorance, superstition, or muddle-headedness,. they have nothing to
fear from the scientific investigator. If it be objected that social and
political questions are outside his purview, that the scientific approach
is inapplicable to such things, then, again, it is clear that the objector
misconceives the basis of the scientific attitude, that he has not yet
perceived the inwardness of the scientific spirit, that he has failed to
grasp the significance of the scientific method.

Scientific method consists, broadly, in the accurate and painstaking
determination of facts, the elimination of bias from measurement and
record, the basing of judgement on knowledge and not on prejudice. It
involves both a desire for the truth and a willingness to accept it when
found: it requires its followers to be prepared to sacrifice their oldest
beliefs, their most cherished ideas, if its operations prove those beliefs
to be ill-founded, those ideas to be chimerical.

What is there in all this hostile to, or inconsistent with, the things of
the spirit, the ideals and hopes that are the inspiration of life? To say
that a scientific approach is detrimental to the consideraticn of human
affairs, injurious to the study of human needs and aspirationsyivimical
to the best interests of mankind, is either tomisapprehend that approach
or tp take a very cynical view of the human spl:lp
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Magna est veritas et prevalebit: but if twruth is to prevail it must first
be discovered, and that discovery, in political affairs as in other things,
will nol be made by rhetoric, however eloquent. The truth must be
searched for, patiently and unweariedly : it must be slowly and perhaps
painfully disentangled from popular superstition and interested mis-
representation. When we know the actual facts underlying a problem -
of politics we can begin to consider its solution. Until we do know the
facts any attempt at solution is the jdlest and most futile of occupations.

To any observer not obsessed by tradition nor blinded by prejudice
the conjunction of the disastrous course of events, social, economic, and
political, since the war of 1914-18, both at home and abroad, on the one
hand, and the uttet inability of governments and politicians to deal with
them, or even to realize their nature and significance, on the other, is
terrifying. One may concede that there are few people harder worked or
more burdened with responsipility than premiers, foreign secretaries,
and others who have to face the day-to-day tangles of events and policy
at home and abroad. There is no need to belittle their efforts or under-
estimate the toil they put in; but there is every need to draw attetion
to their general futility.

To say this is not to suggest that the application of scientific method
to political, economic, and social problems can provide a panacea for
the manifold ills from which human society suffers. There is no short
cutt to the millennium. The social, economic, and political problems that
face us are immensely complex and immensely difficult: it would be
futile to suggest that they can be solved quickly, even in part, by any
means whatever.

The point to be driven home is that the methods generally in use,
now and in the past, show no promise of even beginning to lead to a
solution: the methods of “statesmen” and politicians, in all too many |
cases, amount to little more than floundering about in the hope that
somehow, sooner or later, we shall find a way out by chancs; and, as is
to be expected, their flounderings only make matters worse. True,
there are in all parties, and outside party, men and women of clearer
vision, who realize that research is as essential in political and social
problems as in the problems of physical science and technology;* but
they are as yet in a minority, and neither party leaders nor “practical”
politicians nor academic political writers pay much heed to them.

To go on as we are going is next door to hopeless, and the sooner we
realize it the better. Even if our methods of tackling political and social
problems were reformed drastically and at onc, it would take long
enough in all conscience to make serious progress. With our “states-
men” running round in circles and trying to “muddle through” blind-
fold, we shall not even begin to straighten out the appalling mess.

4

L]

* Thp #ames pf H. G, Wells, Sidney and Beatrice Webb, Eleanor Rathbone,
¥earolg/ Macmillan, and others will occur to the reader: also those of such bodies
as P.EP. and the New Fabian Research Bureau. These, however, are not the
people and bodies that rl]ie us. :
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It is time that we made drastic changes. It is time that we said, with
the best type of enlightened modern business man, “We'll take no-
body's say-s0; not even that of the man who has been in the business
all his life. We'll make tests and experiments, use surveys, researches
and specialized counsel, and work our way toward our goal coolly and
without the slightest preconceived prejudice, and cheerfully reverse our
own ideas, everybody’s ideas, if necessary.”*

Again: “The very breath of our modern day is impregnated with the
research spirit. Farmers are feeding their livestock on a measured calory
basis decided by experts, pot on their personal hunches, traditions, or
enthusiasgms. New York clothing makers are counting with hand-count-
ing machines the number of women on Fifth Avenue, Bar Harbor, or
Palm Beach who wear blue or black or what length of skirt—instead of
getting up style hunches or enthusiasms of their own. There is no detail
too small to be measured nowadays; instruments exist capable of
measuring the heat of a match lit twelve miles away. The whole world
of life is a research adventure, and the smallest task in modern business
and mdustry is full of factors of genuine research importance.”

Yt again: “We are just beginning to grasp the significance of the
research idea in industry, Our own organization is learning that young
men from the schools and colleges are happier and contribute more to
the business when they are encouraged to work in the research spirit
and are dominated by the research idea rather than by the old, routine
idea which deadened initiative, ambition, and the finer capacities. An
organization steeped in the research idea, its executives and workers all
thinking of problems and studying carefully their solutions with somte-
thing of the zest the scientist brings to his work, is something more than
an organization, It is an organism with opportunities for growth stretch-
ing out both for the individual and for the company.”

Contrast that attitude with the attitude of the average cabinet
minister, member of parliament, or party organizer: is not the differ-
ence startling—and alarming? How long shall we remain content with
the incompetent amateurishness, the out-of-date traditionalism that
now rule us?

This book, then, is an attempt to apply the spirit of research, the
methods of science, to one small part of our political problem: that of
parliamentary representation. It is only a small part; but, as every
scientific worker knows, research involves a great deal of labour if even
a small part of any field is to be adequately explored. It is only the
neophyte who attempts to reform a whole science in one epoch-making
treatise: the more €kperienced worker is humbler, and is content if he
can contribute new light on a small branch of it; or, to vary the
metaphor, if he can lay truly a few small bricks in the edifice of a
newer and hgtter civilization.

It may be that somescritics will assert that the whole of thisdsbeside
the point~” that the matters discussed in this book are merely mast\ers o

* For Top Executives Only, Business Bourse. New York, 1936.
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machinery, and that, as such, they are of little or no importance, “It is
not likely,” says L'aski, “that the difficulties of the modern State are
such as to bc at all seriously remediable by reforms of elcctoral °
machinery. Mainly, those difficulties are moral in character, We shall
meet them rather by the elevation of the popular standard of intelli-
gence, and the reform of the economic system, . . ™

This attitude is difficult to understand. No one of any breadth of
outlook will imagine for one moment that reforms of mackinery alone
will bring about the political enlightenment and development that he
would like to see: the issues are, as Laski says, mainly moral in -
character, or at least largely so. But though good machinery will not of
itself remedy our troubles, bad machinery may, and I believe does,
seriously increase them.

Let me illustrate the point I wish to make. The swift, safe, and com-
fortable conveyance of the passengers in a car to their destination
depends mainly on three thifigs: the skill and care of the driver, the
quality and quantity of the motor spirit available, and the make and
condition of the engine and its accessories. If the engine is out of date
and in bad condition, progress will be neither swift, safe, nor comfort-
able. No doubt, even so, it would be advantageous to have a skilful
driver and plenty of high-grade motor spirit—but these could only
mitigate, they could not compensate, the deficiencies of the engine,
Equally, of course, the latest and best engine would be useless without
both petrol and driver; but who would suggest otherwise?

Those who despise reforms of social and political machinery and put
their whole trust in the petrol of “moral rearmament” (as it is now the
fashion to call it) and the driving of party leadership should reconsider
their position: the value of both will be depreciated, if not completely
stultified, if the chassis of the political car is antiquated and rusty. Let
us seek to elevate the popular standard of knowledge and judgement (if
not of intelligence) by all means: such an elevation is fervently to be
desired. Let us reform the economic system: heaven knows it needs
reform! But why impede the attainment of these desirable aims, and
diminish their value when attained, by clinging to out-of-date and
inefficient political machinery?

Let us be clear about this. No one in his senses would suggest that
the reform of parliamentary representation would of itself suffice to
restore democracy to a state of health. The troubles that beset our
political institutions are not as simple as that. This, however, is no
reason at all why parliamentary representation s;hould remain unre-
formed, The critic who would have us reject proposals for the solution
of a specific problem on the ground that the proposals will not solve
a number of other outstanding problems is both unreasonable and un-
helpful. Prqgress towards a better state of affairs would be indefinitely
post if we were to take up such an intransigent attitude; all round;
for, %shed to its logical conclusion, such an attitude implids that no

* H.1. Las}i, 4 Grammar of Politics (1931), page 317.
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improvement in our political and social scheme is worth while unless it
may be expected to produce the millennium.

1 believe that the present state of our representative institutions is
thoroughly unsatisfactory: that representation is, in fact, largely a
sham. I believe that it is vitally important to put those institutions into
a state of vigorous health, and to make representation an effective
reality. I believe that until this is done all attempts at wider and more
far-reaching reforms will be hampered and impeded at every turn, and
their achievement indefinitely postpored. But I do not claim that the
attainment of honest, vigorous, and efficient representation will do more
than clear the way for the attainment of these ideals.

When every allowance is made for the immense complexity of
modern civilization and the colossal difficulty of the social and political.
problems it presents, is it not nevertheless worth while, most emphatic-
ally worth while, if we can clear out of our way even one of the
obstacles that impede our progress to Bhtter things? We cannot hope,
we should not look, to evolve any immediate Utopia. Let us rather
address ourselves to the solution of problems that are at once urgent
and within our grasp. Let us set aside alike the defeatism that says that
the problems are too vast, that nothing can be done, and the utopianism
that thinks to evolve a new heaven and a new earth within our own
lifetime.

Here, in the subject of parliamentary representation, is one problem
that urgently needs solution, one problem that it is within our power to
tackle. Let us first get a clear view of the nature of the problem, of the
facts of the present position: and then let us try to find a solution. That
we shall succeed fully in either aim is improbable: but if we can make
some advance the attempt will be worth while.

The plan of this work is very simple: Part I is devoted to a statistical
and analytical study of parliamentary representation as it has functioned
in inter-war Great Britain; Part IT is an attempt to determine, in the
light of the ascertained facts, what is wrong and why; while Part ITI
suggests what can best be done to set it right.

The method followed in the preparation of Part T was as follows.*
A number of guarto sheets were printed with carefully planned headings
and divisions. One of these was filled up for each member who had sat
in the House of Commons at any time from the general election of
December 1918 to the end of 1936. When this stage of the investigation
was completed there were 1,823 sheets available, each containing, sys-
tematically and unjformly arranged, the essential data relating to the
age, education, occupation, etc., of one of the 1,823 members of
parliament. .

To obtain these data, and so far as possible to check them, use was

L
* 1 gratefully acknowdedge my indebtedness in this to Sidney agd Beatrice
Webb,_M,fhods of Social Study (1932), chapter 1V, The Art of Note-m%g. Toe
analysis of the facts, laborious enough even with this apparatus, would have
beex.x almost impracticable without it—at least in my r}rcumstances
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made of the works of reference to which acknowledgement is made in
Appendix L. Great care was taken in the compilation of these shests,
and so far as practicable every entry on them was verified by consulta-
tion of independent sources; in some cases as many as four or five
different works of reference were used in relation to a single entry.

Difficulties arose in several ways. It would appear that certain
members of parliament have a great aversion from letting anyone know
their age, education, occupation, or, indeed, anything about their ex-
perience or qualifications: a strange perversity in a public representa-
tive. At any rate, in these cases—fortunately comparatively rare—hardly
one of the reference works in question has succeeded in gstting out
of these secretive people even the essential particulars. In other cases
the member concerned seems to have supplied each book of reference
with different information, so that he is credited with several different
dates of birth, more than one educational history, and several incon-
sistent accounts of his occupation! These cases, again, are fortunately
rare, but some of them are really amazing. In vet other cases the infor-
mation supplied is so vague or so ambiguous that it is difficult to know
what to make of it.

These cases caused endless trouble and delay, but in the end, by
careful searching, it was possible to clear up many of the ambiguities
and inconsistencies, and even to find out some facts about the people
who seemed so anxious to conceal their previous history. Fortunately,
too, in the great majority of cases difficulties of this kind did not arise.
Hence it was possible to make the final results reasonably complete and,
so far as can be judged, reasonably free from serious error. Gaps there
are and, it is to be feared, errors; but I am satisfied that they are not so
extensive, nor of such a character, as to impair the general accuracy of
the conclusions reached or invalidate the criticisms made.

In this connexion it may be as well to point out that the different,
kinds of information recorded have different characteristics, and are
subject to greater or less possibilities of error. For example, every .
member has one date of birth and one only. This date may be (a) given
differently in different baoks of reference, (b) incorrectly given, or (c) not
given at all. But whether we succeed in ascertaining it accurately or not,
it is a single, definite date. Similarly, every member either is or is not a
baronet: there may be a doubt as to the facts, but if they are known
they are free from ambiguity. By contrast, education and occupation
are often of a somewhat indeterminate character: if a member claims
to be an author, not only may the facts be 2 little difficult to ascertain,
but they are incapable of exact delimitation. At wht stage between the
writing of, say, a single letter 1o The Times and the making of a hvmg,
year after year, by the writing of books does a man become “ai
author™? Who shall say?

Thege.are just illustrations, but they serve to 4ndicate the basic fact
that tIdlﬁercnt kinds of information are sub]ect to different “sinds and
degrees of error. Intellnretanon comes in more in some cases thar'x in
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others, both in determining the facts and in drawing conclusions from
them. These provisos should be borne in mind when considering the
results of (his investigation.

From the data on these 1,823 sheets statistics were prepared as set
out in the following chapters. For purposes of comparison with the
analysis of members’ ages, educations, occupations, etc., the correspond-
ing figures for the general adult population of Great Britain were ob-
tained, so far as was found practicable, the chief, though not the only,
sources of information being the various reports of the 1921 and 1931
censuses.

It will he noticed that all the figures are confined to Great Britain.
The inclusion of the Irish members (and, correspondingly, the general
adult population of Ireland) would have offered many difficulties, with
no corresponding advantages. During the period of 1918-1922 the
majority of Irish members were Sinn Feiners and did not take their
seats. Since 1922 Ireland has ceased to b# represented in the House of
Commons, except for the thirteen “six counties” members, whose
presence is anomalous, since the “six counties” have a parliament of
their‘own.

One more point before we pass on to the results of the investigation.
Part 1 consists almost entirely of the ascertained facts, other matter
being confined to the explanations necessary to make clear the course
of the analysis, and to such comments as seem desirable to illuminate
its significance; Part II, on the other hand, contains a more broadly
critical study of the results and of the cguses which underlie them;
while Part IIT embodies suggestions for reform. Every endeavour has
been made to present the facts in Part I with scrupulous impartiality
and exactness so far as the nature of the data allows. In Parts II and
T11, agein, I have tried to make my criticisms as objective as possible,
but here it is obviously harder to preserve strict impartiality.

1t is my hope that even those who disagree strongly with some (or all)
of my criticisms and suggestions in Parts IT and IIT will nevertheless
find in Part I much useful information and a new light on what is. They
can rely on this: that whatever errors may have crept into the book, no
pains have been spared to present the facts with scientific accuracy and
freedom from bias. Disagreement with my expressed opinions will not,
I hope, lead to doubt of my facts: the former are inevitably personal
and coloured by my ideas of what is politically desirable; the latter are
as accurate and precise as scientific care can make them.

1 desire particularly to stress this point because, while I believe the
views expressed in Parts I and HI to be both sound and useful, I
attach great importance to such a detailed and factual exposure of the
present realities of a problem as I have attempted in Part I. As H. G.
Wells says, 3 +The new world as a going concern must arise out of the
oldasa gomg concern,¥* and we cannot facilitate the process unless we
are awarg of the facts about the old world.

* H. G. Wells, The Open Conspiracy (19*), page 31.



PART I
THE PERSONNEL OF PARLIAMENT AS IT IS

CHAPTER 11
THE AGES OF MEMBERS

AT what ages do most members first enter the House of Commons?
What is the average age of the House at any given time? Does one
party favour younger members than another? Is the average 4ge of the
House increasing or decreasing? These are some of the questions we
shall be able to answer as a result of this part of the investigation. We
shall also be able to see how the ages of members compare with those
of the electorate, and what tguth there is, so far as the House is con-
cerned, in the saying that the government of the country is too much
in the hands of old or elderly people. In short, we should be able to
form a clear picture of the age-composition of the House at any given
time, see how it varies from party to party and from election to election,
and have some basis on which to form a judgement as to the desirability
or otherwise of the present state of affairs in the matter,

It is convenient to divide this part of the investigation into two
sections, the first dealing with the ages of members on their first election
to the House of Commons, and the second with the ages of members,
new and old, immediately after a general election. The first section will
be considered in this chapter, and the second in that\following.

1. AGE ON FIrsT ELECTION

Table 1 gives the ages on first election to the House of Commons of
all new members at each general election from 1918 to 1935 inclusive,
with the exception of a few members whose ages it was not found
possible to ascertain. For convenience the ages are taken in groups of
five years each. The first age-group comprises the members who entered
the House at ages ranging from 21 years 0 month to 25 years 11 months,
the second those who entered at ages ranging from 26 years 0 month
to 30 years 11 months, and so on.

Table 1 gives the figures: but it is not easy to grasp the significance
of such an array by simple inspection. In Fig, 1, therefore, the totals
from the last column of the table are displayed in the form of a
diagram, which shows the state of affairs much, more clearly. It is
suggested that Table 1, and most of those that foflow, should be used
chiefly for reference, and that in general the reader should pay more
atténtion to the text and diagrams than to the tables. It is necessary to
give this tahular matter—it is the basis and proof of the contentions set
forth—pbut mqst people find long arrays of figtires more than a little
®earifome, and the free use of diagrams makes it possible to 1pllow the
argument without clogfstudv of the tables.

17
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TasLe 1~—AGE ON FIRST ELECTION: NEW MEMBERS AT BACH
GENERAL BLECTION

m.

¥ $-Year Number of Members

| ke I

’R“”g‘ 1918 1922 | 1923 | 1924 | 1920 | 193t | 1935 | Total

|2 | 1 2 5 3 2 2
230 | w0 | 14 | 120 15 12| 3 8 109
336 | 18 | 2 | 18 | 13 15 1 3 13 130
64l 03 | o 1911 || o% | 155
al46 Y33 | 35 1 36 | 27 26 | 18 | 1 186

voaest Cos2 |33 | ose | o2 | 19| 3 | 12 204
5156 | 4s | 46 | 2 ] 2 | 20 | 26 4 183
661 | ® | 28 g8 | 2] 4 |n 7 106
6166 | 2 | 17 5103 6 4 4 61 |
6671 9 3 — 11 1 5| — 19
6| 1] — | =] = ]*1} =] = 2
_____l o \

Total.-| 250 | 231 | 155 | 133 | 136 |18 | 74 | 1177

* Age-range 21-26 includes all ages from 2t years ¢ month to 25 years
11 months, and so on,
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Fic. 1.—Age on first election: new members at general elections, 1918
to 1935 inclusive.

Tt will be seen thaf relatively few members entered under the age of
26 or over the age of 66, while the most popular five-year range was
that from 46 to 51 years of ape. The entries increase rapidly up to that
group and then decline again, the fall after the 51-56 group being rapid.
There was, i all the seven general elections, only one enrant at the
lowest age, 21, and ont§ one at 75, which was the highest age.

Tablle ¥ gives the actual numbers in each age-group for each eleytion
and Fig, 1 displays the general effect for the seved clections considered
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together; but 2 more generally useful quantity, and one which enables
us more readily to compare one election with another, is the average age
of entry. This is given, for each clection separately and for all seven
together, in Table 2. The figures,in this table, by the way, have not been .
calculated from those in Table 1, but from more detailed tables in
which each member’s age is recorded to the nearest month. Fig. 2 shows
graphically the results recorded in Table 2.

It will be seen that the new members elected in 1918 were much the
oldest set for any of the elections, with an average age of 48 years
54 months, and that, after that, the average age fell fairly steadily until
at the last two elections it was only 42 years 03 month: »a drop of
6 years 5 months in the average age of entty compared with 1918.

The high age of entry in 1918 and the fall since may be taken,
perhaps, as a significant indication of the tragic loss of life of the
younger manhood of the nation in the last war, and its—probably
regrettable—effect in throwilg the control of affairs in the crucial post-
war years into the hands of a House abnormally elderly in composition.

The temporary rise in 1929 is due to the fact that, as will appear
later, members of the Labour party on an average enter the House
3 years 4 months later than do members of the Conservative party, and
3 years 1 month later than members of the Liberal party: 1929 was the
year in which more Labour members entered than at any other of these
elections. When this is taken into account it will be seen that the fall in
the average age is really remarkably steady. Judging by the 1931 and
1935 figures, the drop had then more or less reached its end.

In considering this aspect, however, it should be borne in mind that
Table 2 and Fig. 2 refer only to new members: the average age of the
House as a whole at each general election will be considered later.
Naturally the average age of the whole House depends not only on the
ages of the new members, but also on the ages of the re-elected
members. The latter will tend to be greater than the former, and a House
which contains many new members will therefore tend to be younger
than one which contains relatively few,

So much for the age on first election of the new members elected at
each general election. We pass now to the age on first election of all
members who sat in the House at any time during the period from the
1918 general election to the end of 1936, irrespective of the date at
which they were first elected. Table 3 gives the figures, arranged by
parties, and Fig. 3 the corresponding diagrams. For convenience of
comparison each diagram is taken on the same basis of 1,000 members.

The three party diagrams present a rather curiots contrast. The most
popular age-group for Conservatives is evidently 46-51, while for each
of the other two parties it appears to be 41-46, though for Labour the
46-51 group runs the 41-46 group very closc. Yet the average age for
Consggvatives is lower than the average age fos either of the other two
gartivs. The éxplanation of this paradoxical state of affaidg is to be
found in the fact that, while there is a substantial inflow of Conserva-
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TABLE 2.—AVERAGE AGE OF NEw MEMargs oN FIRST ELECTION

* of N
General Election Averaﬁeﬁlgbzr: f New
Years Months
1918 48 St
1922 46 9
1923 43 9
1924 43 104
1929 44 84
L 1931 42 04
1935 42 04
All seven elections J 45 1

* In computing these averages each member's age has been taken to the
nearest month,
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tives at al) ages betwecn 26 and 46, relatively few Liberals enterdbefore
31 and r[r atively few Labour members before 36.
It will be noticed, too, that whereas both the Conservative and
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Labour entrigs fall off rapidly after the age of 51, the decline in Liberal
entries is delayed until after 56. The numbers of Liberal and Labour
members concerned, however, are not so great that much significance
can safely be attached to these particular results.

When all parties are considered together the two age-ranges 41-46
and 46-51 show a very close similarity of numbers, and it would be
unsafe to say decisively which represents the more popular, What can, °
however, be said with certainty is that the ten-year range 41-51 is the
most popular for first entry to the House: the number of new members
in this is 582, against 476 for the age-range 31-41 and 392 for the age-'
range 51-61. The ten-year ranges 21-31 and 61-71 are much smaller,
again, with only 200 and 111 entries respectively.

TABLE 3—AGE ON FiRsT ELECTION: AL MEMBERS, 1918 To 1936

5-Year Number of Members
Age- .

Range Cons Lib Lab. Ind Total

|

21-26 32 10 2 - 44
26-31 116 29 11 — 156
31-36 130 58 26 6 220
36-41 132 57 65 2 256
41-46 134 69 83 3 289
46-51 158 54 80 1 293
51-56 118 58 64 3 243
56-61 82 25 39 3 149
61-66 44 16 24 1 85
66-71 21 1 4 - 26
71-76 - 1 i - 2
76-81 - } —_ - 1
Total ... 967 379 399 19 1,764

* Age-range 21-26 includes all ages from 21 years 0 month to 25 years
11 months, and so on,

A few other points to which attention may be drawn are: (a) the fact
that, even' proportionally to total party entrants, for every Labour
member who enters the House between the ages of 21 and 31 there are,
roughly, three Liberal entrants and five Conservative*; (b) the high
proportion of Labour members who enter between 41 and 51 (41 per
cent of the total); and (c) the comparatively smalf differences in party
entries after the age of 51 (5 Conservative to 5 Liberal and 6 Labour
entries). These facts stress the initial financial disadvantage of Labour,
and to a les extent Liberal, candidates and its partial disappearance at

alaterage. |, ¢ .

PO
* The actual disproportion is, of course, much greater (the ratio\ roughly
11:3:1) owing to the larjier total number of Conservative members,
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The distribution of first-entry ages in the three parties is shown in a
somewhat different way in Fig. 4. This again shows the ages at which
members enter the House of Commons, and again on the basis of 1,000
members of each party; but here we have superimposed continuous
graphs, of which the points represent the numbers of members entering
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at each year of age. The graphs have ail been smoothed, but even so
are somewhat uregular This is only to be expected in view of the small
magnitudey from a statistical point of view, of the numbers under con-
sideratiof. Nevertheless, the graphs show marked differences from each
othes. It is interesting to observe that at most a’ges the Liberal curve
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lies between the other two curves, a phenomenon that will be observed -,
again and again in the course of this survey.

The causes already mentioned obviously account to a very considers
able extent both for the differences in form of the three graphs and for
their irregularities. It would, however, be rather interesting to make
further investigations with a view to accounting for them somewhat
more precisely—e.g., by considering the occupations of members and
how the age of entry varies with these. One may speculate why the
Conservative entries, after rising both steadily and steeply up to the
age of 29 or 30, suddenly become very nearly constant for all ages up
to 45; whether the apparent three peaks for Liberal entries—at 33-34,

#

NUMBLR PER THOUSAND ELECTED
5% % B ¥ % 3

I

AGE IN YEARS ON FIRST ELLCTION
F16. 4.—Age on first election: distribution by parties,

at 41-43, and at 49-51—are merely accidental and can be explained by
the smallness of the numbers concerned, or whether they represent
some real difference in the type of entrants; and so on.

Finally, in Fig. 5 a smoothed curve is given for the ages on first elec-
tion of all members of parliament who sat in the House of Commons at
any time from the 1918 general election to the end of 1936 (with the
exception, as before, of a few whose ages it has not been possible to
ascertain). The graph, like those in Fig, 4, is based on reduction to a
total 0§ 1,000 members, to facilitate comparisoh. It scems Qear from
this last graph that the years from 41 to 49 are the most pojyplar for
entry, and that within these limits there is very little difference int pqpu-
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larity between the various ages, though there is some reason to suppose
that the peak at 44 may represent a genuine climax.
So much for the general distribution of ages of entry. We must now
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Fia. 5.—Age on first election: all members.

consider the average ages for the three parties separately and for the
House as a whole. These are recorded in Table 4 and displayed in
Fig. 6.

As previous results have indicated, the average age of entry is lowest
for Conservative and highest for Labour members. On first election the

TABLE 4.—AVERAGE AGE ON FIRST ELECITON GF ALL MEMBERS,

1918 10 1936
Party ! Average Age*
|
! Years Months
Conservative TR } 43 74
Liberal . 43 104
Labour ... | 46 114
Independeftt \ 44 9
|
All parties ... .., . 44 5
hd [

nearest th

{ Indgbendent members are included for the sake of completeness, but theu'
average age has little significance in view of their heterogeneity and the smallness
of their mumbers.

* In co ggpﬂmg these ‘averages each members age has been takert to the
n
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average Conservative is 3 months younger than the average Liberal and
3 years 4 months younger than the average Labour member: a rather
striking difference. It can hardly be doubted that this is a mirror of the
advantages, not only financial but also in the way of social prestige,
which the Conservative party, and to a less extent the Liberal party,
enjoys by comparison with the Labour party. How easy it is for the
Conservative peer's son, from Eton and Oxford or Harrow and Sand-
hurst, to find a seat at any age, and how difficult by compatison for the * -
son of the shopkeeper ot farm [abourer, whatever his personal abilities!
It is interesting to notice that in average entrance age the Liberal

’
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FiG. 6.—Average age of all members on first election.

party approximates more closely to the Conservative than to the Labour
pagt;; One may doubt whether this would have been so between 1906
and 1918.

Before passing on it is instructive to compare Table 2 with Table 4.
Both deal with average age on first election, but Table 2 is concerned
only with members who entered the House of Commous for the first
time at the general elections from 1918 to 1935 inclusive, whereas
Table 4 includes all members who sat in the House at any fime during
the petipd ffom the 1918 general election (o the ead of 1936, irrespective
of the date of their first election, and therefore includes maly whose
début in parliament took place before the 1918 election. N
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The average age on first election for the 1,764 members in Table 4
was 44 years 5 months; the average age for the 1,177 members in
Table 2 was 45 years 1 month. A simple computation shows that the
average age on first election for the 587 members included in Table 4
but not in Table 2 was 43 years 0 month. In this 587 members are
included some who entered the House for the first time at by-elections
during the period under review, but most of them first came in before
December 1918. Comparing this figure of 43 years 0 month with the
averages for new members at each of the general elections given in
Table 2 emphasizes the point already made about the abnormal elderli-
ness of the new entrants in the 1918 general election and, to a decreas-
ing extent, in the subsequent elections.

Here we must leave the subject of the ages at which people first
become members of parliament, and pass to that of the ages of all the
members, new and old, who constitute tfie House of Commons at any
given time. This forms the subject of our next chapter.

CHAPTER I
THE AGES OF MEMBERS

2. AGE AT GENERAL ELECTION

So far we have considered only the ages at which members first enter
parliament. Now we have to Iook at the age distribution of members of
the House of Commons as a whole, irrespective of whether they are
new members or old. Table 5 gives the figures for each of the seven
general elections, together with their averages: the difference between
the total and 602 in each case represents the small number of members
whose ages could not be ascertained. Figs. 7 and 8 display in graphical
form these results, both for each general election and for the average.
It is interesting to notice how the age distribution varies between one
election and another. It has already been observed how relatively
elderly the new entrants in the 1918 election were, and how in the
subsequent elections the age of entrance fell. We now find the same
tendency observable in the ages of all members, Take, in particular, the
series of three five-year age-groups covering the ages from 21 to 36
years: in the 1918 election the number of members in these three
groups together was 36; in 1922 it rose to 58, in 1923 to 61, and in 1924
to 72. In 1929 the number fell to 58; but, as indicated in the previous
chapter, this was due to the influx of Labour members, who are, in
general, older than the members of the other parties. In 1931 the
number of “éyoung” members (under 36) rose to 106—nearly three times
the ﬁgurg for 1918—and though in 1935 the number fell to 75, it was
still, at phat figure, higher than in any clection except 1931. Moreover,
two, fadtors in 1935 tended to reduce the number of “young"” members ;
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the return of more Labour members and the abnormally low number of -
new members.

Allowing for these factors, therefore, there has been a pretty steady
rise in the number of “young” members from 1918 onwards, marking
undoubtedly the gradual replacement of war losses. How far the ab-
normal elderliness of the House in the immediate post-war period
affected policy it is impossible to say, but it is a question that may
interest students of political history, as may the similar question
whether the relative elderliness of the Labour party in the House is >
reflected in its policy and its vigour (or lack of vigour).

TaBLE 5.—AGE AT GENERAL ELEcTioN: 1918 TO 1935

S.Year Number of Members
Age- "
Range ilm’wzz 1923 [1924 | 1929 ’1931'1935 Total| Average
URSRE A IS U AN
a6 | 2] 30 6, 7| 4l 2| 5| »| 4
2631 | 10| 17 20| 30 170 s2| 18| 166, 24
336 | 23 38| 34| 35| 37, 5 020 39
3641 | 641 SB[ 61 ' 61 47, 64 ' 61 | 416 59
41-46 73 | 821011 89 ] 88 . 67 64| 564 ]
4651 | 107 | 96 | 98 | 99 | 101 87| 77 665 95
5156 107 | 114 {109 1111 ] 94 93 | 93| 721! 103
5661 84! 89| 821 8| 95 78! 83 | 593 85
6166 (9! 56| 49 5D | 65| 54 71| 44| 9
671 , 40 | 28| 2! 2| 2| 29 8|27 0
776 1« 9, 8| 81 9| 9 9, 19 7 10
%81 , 3. 2| 3, 3| 2| 2 | 3] 18 3
i —— e | |
' |
| Total 592 | 59t | 594 | 598 | 587 | 589 . sBa |a135( so1

* Age-range 21-26 includes all ages from 21 yeais 0 month to 25 years
11 months, and so on.

The whole age-range of the membership of the House covers a period
of almost exactly sixty years—21 to 81-—and it is instructive to divide
the members into four groups of equal age-range—viz., fifteen years,
These four age-groups may for convenience, and without any intention
of exact description, be termed the “young™ group, comprising mem-
bers between 21 and 36 years of age; the “younger middle-aged” group,
comprising those between 36 and 51; the “older middle-aged” group,
from 51 to 66; and the “elderly” group, from 66 toe81.

Inspection of Figs. 7 and 8 from this point of view reveals the fact
that the great majority of members fall into one or other of the two
“middle-aged” groups, and that those two groups are closely similar in
size. The “woung” and “elderly” groups are much smaller*and, again,
age roughly similar in size to each other; though in every elction but *
that of 1918 the “young” group is bigger than the “elderly.”
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Fig. 9 displays the percentage composition of each House, and of the
average House, in terms of these four age-groups. Tt is instructive both
in respect of the general similarities that it shows and in respect of the
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differences, partlcular]y the chronological differences in the “young”

group to which attention has already been called.
A differant aspect of the age distribution of members is shown in

Fig. 10, Blere curve fa), “Age proportions for M.Ps gt gen&al elec-
tions,”

of Talfie 5, reducing to a basis of 1,000 members (i.e., reducing propor-

as been obtained by taking the figures in the “Total” column
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tionately all the figures, so that the grand total for all ages is 1,000 in-
stead of 4,135, as in the table), and smoothing the curve so obtained.
This curve, then, shows fairly accurately what may be termed the
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.

A

normal or mean distribution of ages that has obtained amongst members
at the inter-war general elections.

The dotted curve (b) has been obtained by shifting curvg (a) to the
right thipugh a distance representing four yeats; hence it shows (neglect-
ing the effect of by-elections, which is very small) the normal’or mean
distribution of ages of members four years after a general electidg.
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1

Finally, curve (c) has been obtained by determining the age distribu-
tion per thousand of the whole adult population of the country at each
of the inter-war censuses of 1921 and 1931 and taking the mean of the
two values for each age; hence it shows what may be termed the normal
or mean distribution of ages that has obtained amongst the whole adult
population of Great Britain during the period under consideration. A
House of Commons which was a fair sample of the adult population in
respect of age, therefore, would have a distribution-curve closely resem-
bling (c). How different is the actual age distribution even at a general

1918 1922 1923 1924 1929 193] 1935 AVERAGE

aes ee-gl ||
AGES 51- 66 [
AGES 36-5)
ACES 21-36

F16. 9.—Ages of members at general elections: percentage numbers in ~
15-year age-groups.

election, as shown by curve (4), and still more four years later, as
shown by curve (b)! _

It will be seen that in respect of age the younger part of the popula-
tion, the people under 40, even excluding children and adolescents, is
grossly under-represented, the section of the population between ap-
proximately 45 and 65 is much over-represented, while the section aged
70 and over is more or less reasonably represented.

1t is not here argued that an age distribution of members of parlia-
ment corregponding to the age distribution of the whole adult popula-
tion wou!l necessarily’give a better House than the actual age distribu-
tion; atfention is merely drawn to the fact that the House is not in‘atly
sense 4 fair sample of the general adult population in respect of age.
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So much for the actual distribution of ages. We now have to consider
the average age of all members at the commencement of 2 new parlia-
ment, Table 6 gives the figures for each of the seven general elections.

It will be seen that, as might have been expected from our previous
results, the 1918 election gave the highest average age—viz., 51 years
74 months. At the succeeding elections this fell by steps of 14} months,
114 months, and 1 month to 49 years 45 months in 1924, In 1929 there
was a rise of 15 months, followed in 1931 by a drop of 254 months, and
this in turn was followed by a rise of 30 months.

These fluctuations are not difficult to explain. The rise in 1929 was
due to the influx of Labour members, while the big drop in 1931 was
due to two causes: a large influx of new members and the preponder-
ance of Conservatives. The big rise in 1935 may at first seem harder to
explain, but a little thought shows its causes. There was, first, a con-

TABLE 6~—AVERAGE AGE OF ALL MEMBERS AT GENERAL BLECTION

*
General Election Av”?ﬁi:g:nof Al
Years Months
1918 51 K3
1922 50 5
1923 49 54
1924 49 4
1929 50 7%
1931 48 6
1935 51 ]
All seven elections 50 13

* In computing these averages each member's age has been taken fo the
nearest month,

siderable transfer of seats from Conservative to Labour members, and,
second, the number of new members was quite abnormally small-—ittle
more than half that in the next lowest case (1924) and less than a third
of those in 1918 and 1922, The fact that of the 1935 members an
abnormally big proportion had sat in the previous House is alone suffi-
cient to account for a considerable rise in the average age.

It is interesting, however, to trace the continuous changes in th
average age of the House, not just at general elections, but all the way
along, If the effect of by-elections on the average age be neglected—and
it is not a big effect—then the average age of the House between one
general election and the next rises by an amount exactly equal to the
time that zlapses. Each newly elected House grows older, month by
month, ytil it reaches its maximum age at its dissolution. The general
election, with its influx of new and on the whole younger members,
rejuv./nates it; and then the ageing process recommences.
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We find that, within the inter-war period, the House was at its oldest
at the 1922 dissolution, when the average age was 55 years 64 months,
and at its youngest immediately after the 1931 election, when the
average age was 48 years 6 months—a difference of 7 years and half a
. month. The biggest “rejuvenation” was in 1922—S5 years 13 months—
: and the smallest in 1924—11 months. But the House is now (December
-1942) older than at any time since 1918, having reached the astonish-
ingly high average age of 58 years 1 month.* It looks as though when
the next general election does at length take place the average may well
be over 60.

How does the average age of members of parliament compare with

TABLE 7.—AVERAGE AGE: HOUSE OF COMMONS COMPARED WITH
ADULT POPULATION

Average Age
Date Difference
House of Adult
Commons Population
Yrs. Miths. Yrs. Mths. Yrs. Mths.
1918 Election ... .| §1 74 2 104 8 9
Dissolution 1922 ...| 55 64 43 24 12 4
1922 Election ... .| S50 5 43 23 7 2
Dissolution 1923 ... 51 6 443 M 8§ 2
1923 Election ... ...| 49 5% 43 34 6 2
Dissolution 1924 ... 50 31 43 44 6 11
1924 Election ... .| 49 44 43 43 6 0
Dissolution 1929 ...; 53 114 43 9% 10 2
1929 Blection ... ..; 50 T} 43 94 6 10
Dissolution 1931 ... 53 0 44 0 9 04
1931 Election ... .| 48 6 4 o0 4 6
\ Dissolution 1935 ...j 52 7 44 4 8 3
1935 Blection ... ..[ 51 0 4 4 6 8
December 1942 .. 58 1 4 114 13 14

. the average age of the whole adult community? I calculate that the
average age of all the adults in Great Britain at the time of the 1921
census was 43 years 1 month, and at the time of the 1931 census 43
years 114 months. There being no violent fluctuations of the birth-rate
sto affect the average age of the adult population during the period under
review, and no heavy war casualties, it may legitimately be assumed
that the change in the average has been continubus and practically
uniform.

Making this assumption, we have an ageing of the adult population

* The neweentrants at recent by-elections have mostly been um y elderly
! (possibly’owing, in part at least, to the *party truce”), aAd so have dc'g even less
than in normal times to delay the “ageing™ process. )

t This may not be strictly true of the last few years, but it is doubtfulawhether
either Tactor mentioned has yet bad much effect on the average age.
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of 104 months in 10 years, or 1:05 months a year. This gives average
ages for the whole adult population at the time of each dissolution and
subsequent general election (and at the present time) as shown in
Table 7, where they are contrasted with the contemporary average ages
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of the Hous®s of Commons, Fig. 11 displays the differences szt out in the
last colurf of Table 7. For simplicity, dissolutions have been faken as
simultaneous with the subsequent general elections.

It will be seen that the average member of parliament is-considerably
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older than the average adult he represents, the smallest difference being
4] years dt the 1931 election. With the repeated prolongations of the life
of the present parliament the difference has now (December 1942) risen
to the record height of 13 years 1} months; and it is, of course, still
rising.

The mean value of the difference of average age between the House
and the adult population for the whole period from December 1918 to
December 1942 is about 8 years 74 months. Hence, taking a broad view,
we may say that members of parliament are on the average 8} years

“older than their constituents—a remarkably high difference of age.

If we compare the average age of members with the average age of
the whole population, the difference is, of course, much greater. The
average age of the whole population of Great Britain at the 1921 census
was 30 years 6 months, while at the 1931 census it was 32 years
6 months. Hence members of parliament are, on an average, roughly
20 years older than the average of the whole population.

These figures supgest that the average age of members of parliament
is 50 high as to put the House of M ommons in some danger of being out
of touch with the feelings, beliefs, wishes, and needs of the people they
are supposed to represent. However, here we are concerned with the
facts: their discussion must come later.

CHAPTER IV
PREVIOUS SERVICE OF MEMBERS

WHEN & new House of Commons is elected, to what extent is it com-
posed of novices? To what extent are its re-elected members experienced .
in the work of the House? There is, I think, a fairly general impression
that the new member on entering the House finds himself exceptional in
his inexperience, and is surrounded by fellow-members of whom a large
proportion are old hands with many years of previous service. How far
is this impression justified by the facts?

Table 8 gives the material for answering these questions. It records
the amount of previous service possessed by the members of each new
House, together with the average for the seven elections, The general
position, however, will be more readily grasped by reference to Fig. 12,
where the averages from the last column of Table 8 are displayed
graphically, The black dots on this graph show the actual figures, while
the chain line shows their general trend. This line, in other words, indi-
cates the distribution of previous service in an average House: in any
actual House the distribution would, of course, be considerably moge:
erratic #nd would not give a smooth curve, . .

Looking at this graph, we see at once that a newly elec'_ced House
contains a remarkably Jarge proportion of members with Littiyor 88
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TABLE 8,—PREVIOUS SERVICE AT GENERAL ELECTIONS

Previous Number of Members

Service® in | ——

Years | yor8 | 1922 1923!1924 1929 | 1931 | 1935 | Average
Nil 260 | 238 {159 1 133 [ 146 | 206 | 19 175
0-5 57+ 203 | 303 263 | 146 | 119 | 192 183
510 130 | 31§ 21 (104 | 177 | 155 { 132 107
s o | @l @) oMl 2% B
1520 26| 3] 33! 3| 35| 10} 38 29
20-25 17 13) 9 7| 19| 24! 8 14
2530 2| 6| 4 ’ 50 3] 10 18 8
3035 4l st 71 4 31 3| 4 4
35-40 2| t] 1, —{ 2] 2| 3 2
40-45 1y 1| 1] t] = 1] 1 1
45-50 —_ =1 = =1 1) —] 1 -

[ e P

Total 600 | 601 | 601 | 601 ' €01 | 602 | 602 601

* Group 0-5 ncludes all periods of service from 1 month to 5 years 0 month,
group 5-10 all periods from 5 years 1 month to 10 years 0 month, and so on.
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previous service, and that, on the other hand, very few members have
anything that could justly be described as long service. When 2 new
House assembles after the election there are, on an avelage, nearly 30
per cent of novices in it: in 1918 the figure rose as high as 43 per cent—
not far short of half the House. Moreover, in the average House nearly
another 50 per cent have less than ten years’ service, while those with
twenty or more years’ service number less than 5 per cent of the whole.
Long experience is therefore the exception and not the rule.

Having looked at the distribution of previous service in the average
House, we may now consider the average length of service of members
at the commencement of each new parliament. This enables us to com-
pare one House with another much more readily than the perhaps
rather confusing figures given in Table 8. This average length of service

TABLE 9.—AVERAGE PREV%DUS SERVICE AT GGENERAL ELECTIONS

e ad
General Election 4 verag&i:,,’;’;; of All
] _—
Years Months
; 1918 \ 3«1-
1922
I 1923 | 4 11*
1924 ! 4 11
1929 | 6 2
1931 5 11
1935 8 ]
|— —__ -
All seven elections 1 5 11
]

¢ In computing these averages each member’s service has been taken to the
nearest month.

is set out in Table 9, which also gives the average length for the seven
elections taken together,

We can now see that, judging by average previous service, the least
experienced House was that of 1924. The members of that House had,
on election, an average previous service of only 4 years 11 months.
Their average would have been just as high had none of them been
elected before November 1919, providing that they had all served con-
tinuously since that date. The effect, of course, would have been
different, but that way of looking at the matter serves to show how
rapidly the personnel of parhament changes. Even the most experienced
House, which it may surprise many people to learn was that of 1935,
with an average of 8 years 1 month of previous service, was only
equivalent jn that respect to a House elected in Octobe{ 1927 and
serving continuously from that date.

Takmg the seven general elections together the avemge previous
service of all the members on election was only 5 years 11 months, This
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seems surprisingly short. Indeed, the whole of these figures of previous
service are such that any idea of a close continuity of one parliament
with its predecessors gets rather a shock from them. ~

However, as time passes after its election the House steadily gains in
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F16 13.—Average previous service of members, 1918 to 1942,

experience until a new general election replaces many of its older
. members,dy novices,'and the maturing process recommencds, This
sequence of maturing and replacement is shown as a continuous diagram
in Fig:'13. As in previous graphs of similar type, the effects of by-elec-
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tions and of the intervals between dissolutions and the subsequent
general elections have been disregarded, the errors so introduced being
negligible.

The number of entirely new members returned at each general elec-
tion is recorded in Table 8, and some reference has already been made
to it. It may be of interest, however, to see the proportions shown
graphically, and they are so displayed in Fig. 14. As already noted, the
House with the largest number of novices was that of 1918, which had
no fewer than 260; that with the smallest number was the 1935 House,
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Fie. 14.—New and old members at general elections.

Note.—New members are those entering the House of Commons for the first
time: old members those who have been members at any time before the election
in question (not necessarily during the previous parliament).

which had only 79. The average number for the seven general clections
was nearly 175—a little under 30 per cent of the whole membership.
At the other end of the scale we have a marked contrast: although
there are generally a few members who have very long service, running
to 40 or 50 years, yet the number who can claim evén 20 years is small.
The maximum was 40 members (1931) and the minimum 19 members
(1924), with an average of 29. Out of 602 members that is not as big a
proportion ps one would expect. It has, however, 1o be rgmembered
that, with the present method of election, very few membes, however
distinguished their parliamentary service may have been, can’count on
uninterrupted membership of the House over a long period. There is a
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so-called “swing of the pendulum”; a few thousand or even a few hun-
dred votes are transferred—and out goes a member, perhaps at the
zenith of his powers. Out he goes, and it may be years before he can get
back; when he does his “previous service” stands'where it did when he
lost his seat, though a whole parliament or more may have elapsed
since.

These considerations suggest another question: What is the average
total length of service of members of parliament? This is not an easy
question to answer, even approximately, since we cannot finally deter-
mine a member’s service until he is dead or has become a peer. Even if
he resigns and announces his retirement from politics, he may change
his mind later and re-enter the House. Hence, to determine an average
at all exactly—and even then it would have to be on a somewhat
arbitrary basis—we should have to go back to a date before any of the
present members entered the House; and that, at the time of writing,
means going back to before 1890, Ciearly if we did that the result might
give the average total service fifty years ago, but it would have no closc
relation to modern times and conditions. In fact, we may say that,
except as a matter of past history over a specified long term of years—
say, from the Act of Settlement to the first Reform Act—the expression
“average total length of service of members of parliament” has no exact
meaning.

Nevertheless, there must be some length of service that would, if we
could determine it, be the average of what Time will eventually prove to
be the total lengths of service in the House of all those who at a given
time are actually members. Obviously we cannot make this determina-
tion; but can we at least make a rough estimate of it? Every House of
Commons at its election contains a bigger proportion of members who
are just commencing their service than of members who are just finish-
ing; at its dissolution, on the other hand, it contains a bigger proportion
of members who are just finishing than of those who are just beginning.
Hence it would seem that if we compute the average previous service of
members halfway between election and dissolution and then double it,
we shall get an approximation to the figure we are after; it will, in fact,
be as close a measure of average total length of service as we can hope
to get.

From Table 9 we see that the average previous service at election for
all the seven general elections together is 5 years 11 months, The seventh
parliament js still in being, but to date (March 1941) the average dura-
tion of the seven Houses is about 3 years 2 months. Hence the average
House is halfway tfrough its course at 1 year 7 months after election,
and its average previous service at this point is 5 years 11 months plus
1 year 7 montbs—that is, 7 years 6 months. Doubling this; we get 15
years as the average total length of service for the inter-war period: and
that is as gfose an estimate as we can hope to make.



THE SCHOOL EDUCATION OF MEMBERS 41

CHAPTER V
THE EDUCATION OF MEMBERS

1. ScuooL EDUCATION

IT may seem a simple matter to classify the education of members of
parliament according to the type of school they have attended, but
actually it is by no means easy to find a satisfactory method of doing so.
Take the well-known term “public school”, for example: setting aside
any comment on the inappropriateness of the term for schools which
are not, in fact, publicly owned or controlled,* it is by no means easy to
define just what constitutes a public school. To most people probably a
public school means Eton or Harrow, Rugby or Winchester, or one of a
few other schools closely resembling them in general organization; that
is, a large non-profit-making oarding-school, of traditional reputation
and somewhat expensive character, which places considerable stress on
classics and still more stress on games.

Actnally there is no watertight definition of a “public school”. Even
the traditionally accepted nine “great” public schools—FEton, Harrow,
Rugby, Winchester, Westminster, Charterhouse, Merchant Taylors’,
Shrewsbury, and St. Paul’s—are by no means uniform in type. Win-
chester is purely a boarding-school, but Merchant Taylors’ is purely a
day-school; while Westminster, with roughly equal numbers of boarders
and day-boys, is midway between.

Probably the most commonly accepted definition of a “public school”
is “a school whose Head is a member of the Headmasters® Conference.”
But the schools on the Headmasters’ Conference list vary greatly in
type, in size, in reputation, and in importance: at one end we have
huge, expensive, and world-famous boarding-schools such as Eton; at
the other small day-schools with low fees and only a local reputation.f
There is really no common group of characteristics which they all pos-
sess to the exclusion of other schools.} Moreover, there are schools not
on the list that more closely resemble some of the schools on the list
than the latter, as a whole, resemble each other.

The more closely the position is investigated, the more nebulous and
unsatisfactory appear the boundaries between “public” schools and
other types of school. It is impossible to formulate any precise definition
which will include even the better-known public schools and will at the
same time exclude all schools that are not accepted as entitled to that
description. ¢ ‘

* “An American wag, commenting on the name English Public Schools, sald
that they were called English because they taught so much Latin, Public because
they were private, and Schools because two-thirds of the time they taught nothing
but games" {Comparative Education, ed. Peter Sandiford). It is interestmg to
note that in Scotland a “public school” is an elementasy schoal,

t Eton has 1,156 boys and George Watsons Coliege has 1,422:’there is a

school on the list with only 50 boys, and many schools with few more than 100,
* For the criteria for admission ta the list, see Whitaker's Almauack.z.
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In these circumstances, after a prolonged attempt to find a better
criterion, I have been driven to take inclusion in the Headmasters' Con-
ference list as the standard for acceptance as a public school. It is, as
we have seen, an unsatisfactory standard, since the schools included
have no common body of characteristics that belong to them all and to
them exclusively; its one saving grace is its definiteness.

The term “secondary school” also requires comment. The modern
connotation of the term is that of a school providing definitely post-
primary education—that is, education after the age of 11+. But the
common usage, which still largely continues, is to contrast “secondary”
with “elementary”, not as a different stage, but as a different type of
education; and, incidentally, to separate “public schools” from other
secondary schools. This ambiguity is not an easy one to resolve fully,
even at the present day; but in the case of an investigation such as this
the difficulty is greatly increased by the fact that the members of parlia-
ment whose education is under considefation were at school at very
different periods, ranging from the forties of last century to the twenties
of this, During the greater part of this period, however, secondary and
elementary education were largely alternative to each other: it is
reasonable, therefore, so to take them for our purposes.

Hence in this investigation the schools attended by members have
been classified as (a) public, (b) secondary, or (c) elementary. Under (a)
are taken the schools now included in the Headmasters’ Conference list;
under (b) all other secondary schools, including boarding-schools,
grammar-schools, and high-schools; and under (¢) all public elementary
schools, “National” schools, “British” schools, and schools that so far
as can be ascertained fall into the same category.

It will be evident that the classification is by no means an exact or
highly dependable one, especially in view of the widely different dates
at which members received their education and the many changes that
have taken place during the period, not only in the general organization
of education, but also in the status and character of individual schools,
Nevertheless, when all allowances are made, the classification does .
represent something real; it corresponds with significant categories of
education. Moreover, when we come to compare the education of mem-
bers with that of the general population, it provides a fairly definite
standard of comparison.

Adopting, then, this method of analysis, Table 10 gives the school
education of all members who sat in the House of Commons at any
time from the general election of 1918 to the end of 1936, so far as it
has been possible to ‘ascertain it. As will be seen, in spite of all difficul-
ties, it has been found possible so to classify nearly 82 per cent of the
total membership.

These anz.he actual statistics on which much of our analysxs must be
based, but, the position will be clearer if we restate them in “‘tworrather
different ways. In doing this let us also simplify them: first, by ignoring
the Independents (who are, after all, not a party, but just a few members
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with widely differing views); second, by assuming that within each party
the members whose education is unknown were at the different types of
school in the same proportions as those whose education is known (this
may not be strictly accurate, but is most unlikely to introduce any but
trifling errors); and, third, by employing percentages instead of actual
numbers.

Making these simplifications, lct us restate our statistics so as to see,
first, how the product of each type of school is distributed between the
three main parties; and, sccond, how the membership of each party is
derived from the three types of school. It will be realized that these are
separate and distinct aspects of the subject.

The first of these two ways of looking at the state of affairs is pre-
sented in Table 11 and illustrated in Fig. 15, which show the differing

TABLE 10.—ScHo®. EDUCATION: ALL MEMBERS

Number of Members
Party |
Public ' Secondary | Elementary| School
School School School Unknown | Total
! _
Conservative. . 632 155 29 190 1,006
Liberal 109 114 35 96 354
Labour 40 71 285 48 444
Independent .. 3 7 1 8 19
Total ... l 784 347 350 342 1,823

political tendencies of members in relation to the schools at which they
were educated. Here we at once come up against some remarkable con-
trasts; for whereas no less than 80 per cent of the public-school mem-
bers belong to the Conservative party and only 4§ per cent to the
Labour party, when we look at the elementary-school members the
position is reversed, 79 per cent of these belonging to the Labour party
and only 9 per cent to the Conservative party. It is noticeable that the
secondary schools, which are socially intermediate between the public
schools and the elementary schools, distribute their product much more
evenly between the three parties.

Now let us turn to the other aspect. This is set fgrth in Table 12 and
displayed graphically in Fig. 16, both of them showing the proportions
in which each party derives its membership from the three types of
school. It will be seen that out of every 40 Conservative members 31
were educated at public schools, while only 1 in 30 was ed-cated at an
elemenfary school; or, to put it in a slightly diffevent way, therg are over
22 public-school members in the parliamentary Conservative party for
every member with an elementary-school education. In the Labour
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TABLE 11.—PARTY AFFILIATION OF MEMBERS FROM EacH Tyre

OF SCHOOL
Type of School
Party - N
Public Secondary Elementary

% % %

Conservative ... 80 45 9
Liberal ... .. 154 364 12
Labour ... .. 4 184 79
Total .. .. 100 100 100

party in the House, on the other hand, ne;rly 3 out of cvery 4 members
have only an elementary-school education, while only 1 in 10 has been
at a public school, almost exactly reversing the position in the Con-
servative party. The Liberal party membership is more equally dis-
tributed, but secondary schools provide a bigger proportion—4 out of

PUBLIC  SECONDARY  ELEMENTARY

CONSERVATIVES

L18eraLs 0

‘LABOUR,

Fi16. 15,—Party affiliation of members from each type of school
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TABLE 12.—ScHoOL Epuca1ioN oF MEMBERS OF EacH PARTY

—
Party i
Typeof School |— -—— ——— ——v - - -y
Conservative Liberal Labour i
e e 1
. % % %
Public m 24 10 l
Secondary ... 19 44 18
Elementary 34 134 2 \
Total 100 100 100 )

every 9 members—than either of the other types, though public schools
are 2 good second. So far as public schools and elementary schools are
concerned, the party membership in both cases lies between that of the
other two parties, rather significantly.

There is another interesting and rather curious point that emerges
from the figures recorded in Table 12. Of the Conservative members, the
great majority (774 per cent) come from the public schools, of the

CONSERVATIVES ~ LIBERALS

PUBLIC

SECONDARY
ELEMENTARY

LABOUR

Fia. 16.—School education of members of each party.
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Liberal members the largest numbey, though not actually a majority
(44 per cent), come from the secondary schools, while of the Labour
members the great majority (72 per cent) come from the elementary
schools. To a remarkable extent, therefore, we should be justified in
calling the Conservatives the pyblic-school party, the Liberals the
secondary-school party, and Labour the elementary-school party. We
shall refer to this point again later.

So far we have considered all the members of parliament for the
inter-war period as a whole, irrespective of the times at which they sat
in the House of Commons. Let us now turn our attention to the seven
general elections and sec how they compare with each other so far as
the school education of members is concerned. Table 13 gives the
necessary data, expressed for convenience in percentages. It will be seen

TasLE 13.~—ScHooL EpucaTioN oF Eaca Housk

General Election

Average
Type of Scheol Howss
1918 ( 1922 | 1923 {1924 | 1929 | 1931 | 1935

% % % 1B % B R %

Public ... W) 60 55% | 48 59 | 43 66 594 56
Secondary {23023 (23 |19 | 214 224 | 184 214
Elementary ol 168 | 214 ] 29 2 {354 114 22 224

Total ... ..1100 {100 (100 !100 (100 (100 |100 100

that at every one of the seven general elections there were more public-
school members returned than there were members from either of the
other types of school, and that in all but two elections (1923 and 1929)
the public-school members have a substantial majority over the other
two types. In the 1931 election two-thirds of the whole House, including
all parties together, had been educated at public schools, and only one-
ninth at elementary schools. The most plebeian House in this respect
was that of 1929, but even in that House little more than a third of the
members came from elementary schools, and these were easily out-
numbered by the public-school men. As is only to be expected from
their “centte” position, social and political, the secondary-school mem-
bers show the smallest variation in numbers from election to election,
never rising above 284 per cent and never falling below 184 per cent of
the House.

It is interesting in this connexion to trace how the numbers of mem-
bers from the three types of school vary with the numbers of members
of the three political parties with which, as already pointetl out, they
seem to ave affinity. In Fig. 17 this affinity is displayed graphically.
-Here we have the fortunes of the public-school members compared with
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Fic. 17—Comparison of numbers: parties and types of school.

the fortunes of the Conservative members, the fortunes of the secondary-
school’members compared with those of the Liberal members, and the
fortunes of the elementary-school members with those of the Labour
members. In each of the three cases, it will be seen, the resemblance in
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form between the two components of the pair of graphs is remarkable.
If the reader will trace the changes, he will see that in every single
instance the rises and falls in membership shown by a pair of graphs
correspond : public-school with Conservative, secondary-school with
Liberal, and elementary-school with Labour fluctuations. There is no
such correspondence between, say, public-school and Liberal member-
ship, or between secondary-school and Labour membership. Thus, in
successive elections, the rises and falls in membership are as follows:

ggglsig::ﬁggl I&merrss } Down Down Up Down Up Down

Liberal members
Secondary-school members

]éfe?::;t?r;{gﬁgl members } Up Up

Looked at in this way, the figures provide ample justification for
calling the parliamentary Conservative Party the public-school party,
the Liberals the secondary-school party, and Labour the elementary-
school party.

The last column of Table 13 gives the percentage distribution of the
members of the “average House” (i.e., the average of the seven Houses)
amongst the three types of school. It is interesting to amplify this by
setting forth what would be the distribution of numbers, by parties as
well as by schools, in such an average House. This is done in Table 14.
It will be seen that in such a typical inter-war House nearly half the
members are public-school Conservatives, while nearly one-fifth are
elementary-school Labour members, no other comparable grouping
having anything like so large a representation. *

At this point some studious and critical reader may discover that the
distributions given in Table 14 are not in exact agreement with those
previously given in Tables 11 and 12, and may be inclined to conclude
from this that there is something wrong with the figures in one or more
of these tables. As a matter of fact, there are discrepancies between
Table 14 and its predecessors, but they are capable of a very simple
explanation: the tables deal with slightly different data and are there-
fore not strictly comparable. Tables 11 and 12 are concerned with all
inter-war members of parliament considered as individuals, and in the
computation of these tables each member is counted once only. Table
14 gives the average for the seven Houses elected at the seven general
elections: many members, therefore, are counted more than once, and
those who sat longest are counted most times. Hence the members with
the safest seats appéar most often and influence the final averages most.
Now, in the Conservative party the safest seats are, in general, given to
the upper-class members, and vice versa: hence in the average House
the Conservative party includes more public-school and fewer elementary-
school members than the earlier tables would indicate. In ‘the ‘Labour
party the'tendency is just the reverse: here the safest seats are given, in
general, to the trade-union members, so that in the average House the

} Down Up Down Up Up Down

Down Up Down Up
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Labour party includes more elementary-school and fewer public-school
members than the earlier tables would indicate, These opposite tenden-
cies throw an illuminating sidelight on the attitudes of the respective
party machines.

The other discrepancies between the tables are similarly explainable
by the different methods of compilation: they are not errors, but are
due to the causes already set out. For example, the smaller proportion
of Liberal members in the average House, by comparison with the
proportion amongst all members, is largely due to the considerable .
number of Liberals who sat only in the brief 1923 parliament.

TABLE 14.—ScHooL EDuCATION OF AVERAGE House

} Type of School
Party -- -— — -

[ Public 1 Secondary | Elementary ; Total
Conservative ... 1 277 62 9 ! 348
Liberal ... .. 44 41 10 i 95
Labour ... 14 2 116 153
Independent 1 4 1 ' 6
Total ... ' 336 130 136 ‘l 602

Let us now consider how the school education of members of parlia-
ment compares with that of the population of Britain as a.whole. For
several reasons no exact comparison is possible, but nevertheless some
interesting and significant results can be reached.

In determining the distribution of the school population between the
three types of school, even at the present time, we are faced with the -
difficulty that results from the passage of pupils from one type of school
to another. Since the elementary-school and secondary-school numbers
that we require most include only those who do not subsequently pass
on to the other types of school, the actual numbers of pupils in these
schools at the moment do not give us just what we want. Moreover, the
varying lengths of school life affect the position: what we want is not
the totals, nor even the net totals, in attendahce at each type of school,
but the proportionate output of each.

For this the information immediately available* is neither sufficient
nor suitably arranged. However, a rough estimate ean be made, and it
will probably be reasonably accurate if we take the present effective
distribution of output to be, in round figures, as follows:

ublic schools ... .. .. .. .. 3%
}  Secondary schools e e, e 1%
Elementary schools v L 86%

* Eg.in the Annual Reporiv?f_tile Board of Education.
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\

Now, this represents the approximate distribution of young people
from the three types of school at the present time; but the education of
those who were aduits at any time during the years from 1918 onwards
was, like that of the inter-war members of parliament, spread over a
period extending well back into the nineteenth century. Hence the
scholastic distribution of the average inter-war adult population will
differ considerably from the figures just given. The true distribution is
necessarily indeterminate, however, and the most we can do is to hazard
a guess at it. Taking into account the great development of post-primary
education in recent years, especially since 1918, we shall probably be
much nearer the truth if we take the mean distribution for the adult

population of the whole inter-war period as being approximately as
follows :

Public schools ... .. .. .. .. 2%
Secondary schools e e e e 5%
Elementary schools w- . 93%

If the inter-war members of parliament had had, proportionately to

their numbers, the same school education as the general population of

- the period, on this estimate, then their distribution would be, in round
figures:

Public schools ... ... .. .. .. 12
Secondary schools . 30
Elementary schools e e e e 560

How does this compare with their actual (average) distribution?
Turning back to Table 14, we find that the figures for the latter are:

Public schools ... .. o 336
Secondary schools e e e . 130
Elementary schools e e e e 136

It will be seen at once that, in relation to school education, the House
is not in the least a fair sample of the general population. Elementary
schools have less than a quarter of their proportionate representation,
secondary schools have more than four times their proportion, while
public schools have no less than twenty-eight times as many members
as their strength in the population would entitle them to have.

Even allowing for a considerable margin of possible error, these dis-
proportions are astonishingly high, and provide much food for thought.
The wideness of the divergence between the two sets of figures will
perhaps be made even more evident by a glance at Fig. 18, where they
are displayed graphically.

Nothing in this discussion, of course, must be taken as assuming that
the House of Comntons would be improved if its educationcorresponded
more nearly with that of the general population. Qur object at this stage
is to ascertain the facts and to point out their more immediate signifi-
cance, not to draw final conclusions from them.

We now turn to anpther point. In investigating the school education
of members of parliament one is struck not only by the big proportion
of public-school men in the House of Commons, but also by the marked
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preponderance of Eton and, to a less extent, Harrow. It will probably
astonish most people to learn that roughly one-fourth of all the Con-
servatives who sul in the House at any time during the whole inter-war
period werc old Etonians, while one-third of the whole number were
from either Eton or Harrow. The proportions in the other parties were,
as one would expect, much smaller; but even so we find that one in
every seven of all the members of all parties togethgr, including Labour,

HOUSE oF GENERAL
COMMONS POPULATION

puBLIC
SECONDARY
ELEMENTARY

Fic. 18,—Schoo! education: average House of Commons compared
with general population.

was an old Etonian, and that one in five was either an old Etonian or
an old Harrovian,

Eton is a big school, but even so its annual output of boys cannot be
more than about 250, The corresponding output fof all the schools of
the country may be taken as round about 750,000. Hence it will be seen
that only about 1 in 3,000 of the population of the country is educated
at Eton. It fqllows that, if the House of Commons were a fair sample of
the population in respect of education, the proportionate represenmuon
of Eton would be one-fifth of a member. The actual numbet of old
Ftonians in the House naturally varies from time to time, but the:
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average for the period under review is about 105. Eton, therefore, has
well over 500 times as many members as she should have on the basis
of proportion. Harrow is a smaller school than Eton, having an annual
output of roughly 120 boys. Hence, proportionately, less than one-tenth
of a member of parliament should be an old Harrovian, The actual
number in the House averages about 43, or nearly 450 times as many
as proportion would give.

We may say, then, that whereas the secondary-school boy has prima
facie about 18 times as good a chance of entering parliament as has the
clementary-school boy, and the public-school boy has about 115 times
as good a chance, the Harrovian has over 1,800 times and the Etonian
well over 2,000 times as good a chance; and this in spite of the rise of
the Labour party. Well may Eton cry “Floreat Etona!”—the school
certainly flourishes in the House of Commons.* The reader should note
that Eton is about the most exclusive and expensive school in the
country, and that Harrow is not far behind it in either respect. The boy
of ability from a poor home may get to Oxford—it is possible, though
not easy—but he has no charice to enter Eton.

CHAPTER VI
THE EDUCATION OF MEMBERS

2. UNIvERSITY EDUCATION

PRACTICALLY every member of the House of Commons has had a school
education of one sort or another; but, naturaily, not every member has
been at a university. Nevertheless, the number of university men—not
necessarily graduates—in parliament is considerable, as Table 15 shows.
From this we find that exactly half of the inter-war Conservative
members have had a university education, about three out of seven of
the Liberals, and about two out of nine of the Labour members. If we
allow for cases where university education has not been recorded, the
actual proportions may be just a little higher, but such cases are
probably very few.

The dominant position of the two old universities will be noticed, Of
the Conservatives with a university education, over 80 per cent were at
Oxford or Cambridge, and of the Liberals over 57 per cent; while even
in the Labour party the proportion was 42 per cent. For all parties
together it was over 71 per cent. If we take all members, non-university
as well as unjversity, we find that Oxford and Cambridge claim over
40 per cent of the Conservatives, over 24 per cent of the Liberals, and
about 8 per cent of the Labour members; or nearly 30 per cent of all
parties together, , ‘v

L]
* In the House of Lords it is even more dominant, having a solid majority of
0o less than 60 per cent of the whole House!
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As between Oxford and Cambridge, it will be seen that amongst the
Conservatives Oxford predominates, there being four members from
Oxford to three from Cambridge; amongst the Liberals there is little to
choose, with 22 Oxford to 21 Cambridge; whilst amongst the Labour
members the position is reversed and there are roughly five frém Cam-
bridge to four from Oxford. For all parties together the ratio is roughly
five from Oxford to four from Cambridge. Of the whole number of
members, non-university as well as university, Oxford claims almost
exactly one in every six, while Cambridge claims rather more than one
in every eight,

TanLe 15.—UNIVERsITY EDUCATION: ALL MEMBERS

Number of Members
Party ’
Cam- Other | Over-
Oxford bridge London British seas Total *
Conservative ...{ 232 174 33 78 20 503
Liberal .. ... 44 42 l 15 56 9 150
Labour 15 19 18 k1| 5 81
Independent .., 3 2 l 3 2 2 9
Total ... .| 294 | 237 69 167 36 EL]

* Apparent discrepancies in these totals are due to the fact that some members
have attended more than one university.

It will be seen that Oxford and Cambridge amongst universities
occupy a favoured position in the House comparable with that of Eton
and Harrow amongst schools. Oxford and Cambridge are much bigger
institutions than Eton and Harrow—Oxford’s output is perhaps four
times that of Eton—so their preferential position is not as marked as
that of the schools, though it is outstanding.

Even with the development of the public scholarship schemes, Oxford
is still largely the university for men of wealth and social position, and
Cambridge is a good second to it: at the time when the members we
are studying were there the two universities were even more exclusive.
It is, therefore, significant that (a) roughly one Conservative member
out of every four was at Qxford and two out of every five at either
Oxford or Cambridge, (b) one member out of every six of all parties
together was at Oxford and two out of every seven were at either
Oxford or Cambridge, and (c) all the other universities together, British
and overseas, cannot nearly equal these figures.

The pdor posmon of the University of London in parliament is re-_
markable. It bas been established over a century and its output+is con-"
siderably greater than that of Oxford and Cambridge together; yet off
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TABLE- 16 —PARTY AFFILIATION OF UNIVERSITY-EDUCATED MEMBERS

University
Party
Oxford Cambridge Other All
. % % % %
Conservative ... 80 74 494 (133
Liberal ... ... 15 18 30 204
Labour ... ... 5 8 204 11 |
Total ... .. 100% 100% 100% 100%

the 1,823 members of parliament included in this survey only 69 can be
traced as members of London against $30 who have been at Oxford or
Cambridge. Size for size, therefore, Oxford and Cambridge together are
perhaps a dozen times as well represented as London. When it is borne
in mind not only that London is by far the biggest university in the
country, but also that parliament itself meets in London, the position
disclosed by these figures is astonishing.

OXFORD  CAMBRIDGE  ,OT¥ER

CONSERVATIVES

LIBERALS
‘ LABOUR

F1G. 19.—Party affiliation of university-educated members.
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The rest of the English universities are smaller institutions and mostly
of recent growth—a considerable factor in the case—but collectively
their output is greater than that of Oxford and Cambridge together.
They provide 44 members against the 530 from the two old universities,
and have therefore a representation that is roughly one-fourteenth as
good. The long-established Scottish universities, with their 98 members,
do relatively well compared with the modern English universities,
though poorly by comparison with Oxford and Cambridge. Size for size
they have roughly one-sixth of the latter’s representation, though they

. are nearly three times as well represented as the former, Wales and the
Irish universities are also better represented than the English, even though
it is only the members for Great Britain that come within this survey.

Let us now consider how the university-educated members are dis-
tributed between the three main parties, ignoring the Independents and
employing percentages for clearness instead of numbers. Table 16
presents this point of view, and the state of affairs it discloses is most
interesting. Notice how 80 per cent of the Oxford men are Conserva-
tives against 74 per cent of the Cambridge men and only 49% per cent,
of the rest of the university alumni. Observe how in the other parties
the position is reversed, the Liberal percentages rising instead of falling,
and the Labour perceritages rising more steeply than the Liberal.
Notice, too, that Oxford and Cambridge are “right-wing” and the other
universities “left-wing” by comparison with the average for all universi-
ties given in the last column. Whether we study the figures in this table
down each column or across each line, they give food for thought.
Fig. 19, which presents them graphically, may help to drive home theijr
lessons: see how as the Conservative areas decrease the Liberal and
Labour areas increase, the latter more sharply than the former. It is
exactly the same type of social pattern as we found in studying school
education.*

Now, instead of seeing how the university product divides itself
between the parties, let us take the alternative way of looking at the
subject and see in what proportions the three main parties draw their
strength from Oxford, Cambridge, and the other universities respec-
tively, again ignoring the Independents and using percentages. These
proportions are set out in Table 17} and shown diagrammatically in
Fig. 20.

l%We see again that Oxford is the university most favoured by the
Conservatives, with Cambridge next, and the other universities a long
way behind. The Labour party reverses the process, while the Liberals,
as usual, come in between. ¢

It is now evident that, just as school education and party are strongly

* See, for comparison, Table 11 and Fig. 15.

t The differgnces between the figures given in this table and those given in the
text earlier’in this chapter are due to the fact that some members have attended

more than one university; the present table gives the prbpor_lianate distribution,
whereas the earlier percentages, though perfectly correct, involve some ovet-

lapping.
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TABLE 17.—UNIVERSITY EDUCATION OF MEMBERS OF EACH PARTY

Party
Unversity
Canservative Liberal Labour
-
% % !
Oxford X} 26}
Cambridge 324 254 21}
Other . 244 48 613

Total 100 L 100 i 100

correlated, so are university education and party. If a member of par-
liament has been at Oxford, 1t 15 4 to 4 that he is a Conservative and
19 to 1 that he is not a Labour member; just as, if he has been at Eton,
itis9 to I that he is a Conservative and 34 to 1 that he is not a Labour
member. As we go down the scale from Oxford to Cambridge and
from Cambridge to the newer universities, so does the party complexion
change; just as it does when we pass from Bton to Harrow, from

CONSERVATIVES LIBERALS LABOUR

OXFORD

camprivae U

OTHER UNIV.

Fia. 20.—Unuversity education of members of each party.
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Harrow to the other public schools, thence to the secondary schools,
and thence to the elementary schools. The older, the more expensive,
and the more socially exclusive the university or the school, the more
certainly will its product be found on the right wing in politics, and
vice versa. Incidentally we note that in university education, as in age
and school education, the Liberal party occupies an intermediate posi-
tion between the Conservative and Labour parties.

We may conclude this chapter with a glance at the position at each
of the seven general elections, as set out in Table 18. It will be seen
that the number of Oxford men has varied from a minimum of 134 per

TasLe 18.—University EpucaTioN oF EacH House

General Election

University ? i '}1‘,:;?58

1918 [ 1922 (1923 | 1924 | 1929 {1931 {1935

0% 1% | BB |B]E] %

Oxford . ..} 17 | 16 | 15 [ 14| 13¢) 24| 2 174
Cambridge 1213 1 14| 1317 16 134
Other . S| 134 1280 124 134 144 15 1 12 134

!
b
40 |39 | 37 | 42 |38 |51 [468] M

MR
|

l ) Total* .

* Apparent discrepancies in these totals are due to the fact that some members
have attended more than one university.

cent of the whole House in 1929 to a maximum of 224 per cent in 1931,
with an average of 174 per cent. When it is borne in mind that less than
one in a thousand of the population of Great Britain goes to Oxford, it
will be seen that the Oxford man has something like 180 times as good
a chance of entering parliament as has the average member of the
public. As already remarked, Oxford in this respect does not come out
in such a privileged position as Eton, but she is nevertheless remark-
ably well placed. In the case of Cambridge the number of members has
varied from a minimum of 11 per cent of the whole House in 1923 to a
maximum of 17 per cent in 1931, with an average of 134 per cent. The
Cambridge man’s chance of entering parliament is therefore not so
good as the Oxford man’s, though it is at least 140 times as good as
that of the average member of the public.
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CHAPTER VI
THE OCCUPATIONS OF MEMBERS

1. GENERAL SURVEY

Most people are aware that lawyers and trade-union officials are
plentiful in the House of Commons, but few people know much more
than that of the distribution of occupations amongst members. It is the
business of this chapter to supply the facts: to give in some detail the
occupations of members and, in order to bring out the significance of
the figures, to compare them with the corresponding figures for the
adult population as a whole.

This comparison serves two related purposes: first, it enables us to
see the figures for members in reasonable perspective; and, second, it
provides further evidence on which to decide whether the House is or is
not & fair sample of the general population.

In order to carry out such a comparison, however, and, indeed, in
order to record the facts at all, it is necessary to decide on a basis of
classification: for the complexities of our modern mechanized civiliza-
tion are so great that the number of distinct occupations runs into many
hundreds. Almost inevitably we turn to the Occupation volumes of the
Census of Great Britain, 1921 and 1931, for the basis of classification,
for, though their system is far from ideal, there appears to be no better
alternative available.

The reason why we say that the census classification is far from ideal
is because, though the census now claims to distinguish between occu-
pation and indusiry, in actual fact it fails to do so. A man’s occupation
is determined by the work which he actually does, and is irrespective of
the industry by which he is employed. A clerk is a clerk whether he
works for a brewer or a stockbroker or a government department. A
joiner is a joiner irrespective of the industry that uses his services.
Unfortunately, the census is amazingly blind to this very obvious fact:
its compilers cannot get industry out of their heads when they are sup-
posed to be thinking of accupation, and the results are deplorable. On
the one hand, persons whose actval work is closely similar are placed
by the census in different groups; on the other hand, persons whose
work is utterly different are placed in the same group. Instances of both
kinds are numerous, but it will suffice to mention a few of each.

An aviator is placed in Group XXI1I if engaged in civilian flying, but
in Group XXIV f in the R.A.F. An engine-driver is placed in Group
XXII if the engine he drives is a locomotive, but in Group XXX if it
is a stationary engine or a crane. An accountant is placed in Group
XXITII if employed by a bank, in XXIV if employed in the civil service,
in XXV if in private practice, and in XXVIII if employed as a’company
registrar.

In Group XXII we find such dissimilar accupations as those of rail-
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way signalman, shipowner, aviator, and postal sorter; in XXIII are
brought together such diverse workers as shop assistants, bankers, and
valuers; XXIV includes civil scrvants, admirals, and policemen; while
in XXV we find a heterogeneous collection indeed—judges and metal-
Iurgists, scripture readers and naval architects, journalists and sculptors.

Moreover, the census fails seriously in another respect: it lumps
together employers and managers, a proceeding which has no justifica-
tion but that of simplicity. It is true that many employers are their own
managers; but the functions of an employer, gua employer, are not the
same as, or even closely similar to, those of a manager. In essence the
manager is normally either the expert administrator or technician, or
the promoted foreman, whereas the employer may be a functionless or
nearly functionless owner with no expert knowledge and no share in
the day-to-day management. Take Group III (Mining and Quarrying):
2 mine manager must be a map of considerable experience and tech-
nical training, and must hold a statutory Certificate of Competency; a
mineowner needs no qualifications. On what grounds can mere owner-
ship, of a mine or of anything else, be held to constitute an occupation?
The census treats landowners as “not gainfully occupied”: why not
mineowners also?

There are, of course, real difficulties in the way of more accurate
classification: border-line cases always present a problem, and there
are other snags. Nevertheless, a much better analysis could and should
have been achieved. The great trouble is that the census authorities fail
to concentrate on what a man does: they get themselves muddled up by
letting their thoughts stray to the industry in which or the employer for
whom he does it.

Against these defects in the census, however, must be set the great
advantages it offers. It is based on the record of occupations actually
followed in the country; it is in general very thorough; it is authorita-
tive; and, finally, it gives us a means of comparing the occupations of
members with those of the general population. Before we can utilize it,
however, we must make some important adjustments,

In the first place, in dealing with members of parliament we are
concerned to know what are or have been their occupations, but not
whether they are or are not still following them. Now, the census places
the retired in Group XXXII (Not Gainfully Occupied); hence for
proper comparison with members of parliament these retired workers
must be transferred back to the groups in which their former occupa-
tions belong. Next, the census treats students and persons employed
abroad as being also not gainfully employed: for*our purpose they
would be more reasonably allotted to Group XXXI (Other and Un-
defined Workers) and they must accordingly be transferred to that
group. Finally, in dealing with the occupations of the general popula-
tion, we have to eliminate that portion of it which is under 21, and wgi
have to combine the returns for Scotland with those for Englind
Wales, and the returns for females with those for males.
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Here is another point. In allocating members of parliament to their
appropriate occupational groups, difficulties are occasionally encoun-
tered, exther because of the vagueness of the mformation available or
for other reasons. For example, when a member has followed in suc-
cession a number of different occupations, or has carried on more than

TaBLE 19.~0CCUPATION; ALL MEMBERS

Number of Members
Group | Abidged Desciiption*
Con | Lib, | Lab. | Ind | Total
1 . { Fishermen — —_ - - -
I Agriculture 2 7 7 — 36
I Mining & 7 87 1 99
v Non-Metal Products ~1 = 1 - 1
\ Brickmakers 2] — 2 — 4
vl Chenucal Workers 7 6 — — 13
VIl Metal Workers 12 [ 32 2 52
VIIL Precious Metals -] = — — —
1X Electrical Workers 1 — - —_ 1
X Watches and Clocks -~ 1 1 - 2
X1 Leather Workers 1 1 —_ —_ 2
X1 Textile Workers 18 12 19 1 50
X1 Clothing Makers 5 5 5 - 15
X Food, Drink, Tobacco 27 2 3 — 2
XV Wood and Furniture 1 2 16 - 19
XV1 Paper Workers 3 — 2 —_ 5
XVIL Printers 15| 14 5 - 34
Xvii Builders 13 3 8 2 26
XiX Pamters - 1 5 —_ 6
XX Other Materials ~ - - — —
XXI Mixed Materials 15 2 3 — 20
XXn Transport 35 13 25 — il
XXI1IK Commerce and Finance! 132 | 69 21 3 225
XX1v Admin and Defence 181 14 10 3 208
XXV Professional 330 ) 160 | 132 13 635
XXVI Entertainment [ 2 4 - 12
XXVII | Personal Services 4| — 2 - 6
XXVl | Clerks and Draughtsmen 25 3 27 — 55
XXIX Warehousemen - — 1 — 1
XXX Engine Drivers -] = 2 — 2
XXX1 Miscellaneous 1 1 — — 3
XXXII |} Not Gainfully Occupred| 142 | 23 19 2 186
T } |
— Total 1,003 | 354 | 439 27 ‘ 1,823

* For the fufl official description of each group see Appendix IT

one occupation at a time, it is not always easy to determine into which
group he may most reasonably be placed. However, these complica-
tions m;ise only m a gmall minority of cases, and where they do great
care has been taken to make the allocations as accurately as the circum-
stances permit. While, therefore, 1t is useless to expect the tables that
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(a)

ALL THE 2| OTHER
GROUPS TOGETHER

RICULTURE

PRINTERS

TEXTILE WORKERS

CLERWS & DRAUGHTSM.

METAL WORNWERS

TRANSPORT

MINING

NOT GAINFULLY

i

(b)

ALL THE 19 OTHER
GROUPS TOGETHER

BUILDERS

CLOTHING MAKERS*

PROFESSIONS

TEATILE WORKERS

CLERKS f DRAVGHTSM,

MINING

AGRICULTURE

METAL WORKERS

aCceUPIED TRANSPORT
MISCELLANEOYS
COMMERCE
& FINANCE COMMERCE
& FINANCE
PERSONAL
ADMINISTRATION SERVICES
& PEFENCE
' NOT GAINFULLY
PROFESSIONS OCLUPIED
L]
HOUSE OF ADULT
COMMONS POPULATION

F10. 21.~Occupations of members and of adult populafion.
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follow to give mathematically precise figures, the reader may take it
that they are substantially correct.

We can now turn to our first set of data. Table 19 records the occu-
pations of all members of parliament who sat in the House of Commons
at any time during the inter-war period, arranged by parties and census
groupings, subject to the modifications indicated above. It is at once
apparent how unequally the various occupations are represented in
parliament; comment on this will be made at a later stage. It will also
be observed that certain groups are much more strongly represented by
one party than by the others. It would be a mistake, however, to attach
much importance to these facts as they stand. They are of interest as
showing certain general tendencies, but they need amplification and
closer scrutiny before they can be made to yield results of much
significance.

Let us turn to the occupatigns of the members returned at each
general election; these are recorded in Table 20, together with the
averages for the seven elections. On the whole the numbers in the
various groups do not fluctuate very widely, so that their averages give
a fairly accurate indication of what we may term the normal occupa-
tional composition of the House. Before discussing in detail the figures
in Table 20 we must complete the next stage of our investigation, the
determination of the occupational distribution of the whole aduit popu-
lation of Great Britain, but even at this stage some interesting results
emerge.

Notice the predominant position of cerfain groups. Observe particu-
larly how Group XXV (Professional Occupations) provides no less than
a third of the House, while the three groups XXIII (Commerce and
Finance), XXIV (Public Administration and Defence), and XXXII
(Not Gainfully Occupied) provide between them another third, so that
two-thirds of the House consists of members having professional or
semi-professional occupations or not gainfully occupied. We have the
astonishing result, therefore, that Agriculture, Mining, Transport, and
the whole of the manufactures of the country, including the important
metal and textile industries, together with all the manual workers, all
the clerks, draughtsmen, etc., all the people engaged in Personal Ser-
vices, and all the people of miscellaneous occupations, are, together,
represented by one-third only of the House. We shall return to this
later. Meanwhile section (a) of Fig. 21 displays the occupational distri-
bution of the House in diagram form. (The other section of the figure
will be dealt with later.) .

We must next determine the occupational distribution of the whole
adult population of Great Britain. The census returns of 1921 and 1931
. give us the means of doing this, but, as already indicated, they need -
considerable gdjustment and rearrangement. What we require, for each
occupation-group, is the number of workers comp'rising (@) botlr sexes, -
(b) all ages over 21, () the whole of Great Britain, and (d) retfred as
well as present workers. What the census supplies is the number %
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workers (a) of each sex separately, (b) of all ages over 14 togethes, and
in small age-groups such as “14 and 15”, (¢) in England and Wales and,
separately, in Scotland, and (d) excluding retired workers, who are
given separately in tables not conveniently divided in respect of age.

Hence much manipulation and recalculation are necessary to get the
figures in the form we need. There is no need to specify all the steps in
detail; it suffices to say that, taking first the 1931 census, we start with
the figures for males given in Table 2 of the England and Wales Occu-
pation volume, deduct the workers under 21 and add the retired
workers, using Table 12 for the necessary information about the latter,
This series of age-adjustments and transfers having been completed for
the males of England and Wales, the same processes must be carried
through for the females of England and Wales, the males of Scotland,
and the females of Scotland. A series of simple additions then gives us
the total numbers of adult wogkers in each occupation-group for the
whole of Great Britain, based on the 1931 census.

The next step is to determine what would be the number of members
of parliament elected from each occupation-group if the groups were
represgnted proportionately to their strengths. A total adult population
of 29,323,163 was in 1931 represented by the 602 members of parlia-
ment, so that on an average 48,710 adults were represented by each
member. Hence the number of adults in each occupation-group divided
by 48,710 gives the number of members of parliament to which it
would be entitled on the basis of the 1931 figures. This information, for
the sexes separately and together, is set out in columns 3, 4, and 5 of
Table 21.

When we turn to the 1921 census we come up against a serious diffi-
culty. The census tables for 1921 employ a different set of age-groups,
and these, unlike those of 1931, give us no means of determining directly
the number of adults in each occupation-group. It is true that Table 9
of the 1931 census gives, for England and Wales, a rough measure of
the changes of occupation numbers that had taken place between the
two censuses, but it is not a very satisfactory table for our purpose, For
one thing, it not only includes adolescents, but it commences at 12 years
of age in 1921 against 14 in 1931. For another, the adult population of
Great Britain was not the same in 1921 as in 1931, so that the basis of
one member of parliament to each 48,710 adults employed in calcu-
lating the number of members proportionate to each occupation-group
in 1931 will not be correct for 1921. Finally, the sex-distribution was by
no means the same in 1921 as it was in 1931, so that we cannot deter-
mine the proportionate numbers of male and female members without
a further correction. . .

Unfortunately, the census tables do not give us the means of making
any of thege corrections with exactness, and it is consequently not pos-
sible to compute the numbers of members of parliament proport‘mnat@ﬁ
to the strength of the occupation-groups for 1921 with the same
accuracy as those for 1931. However, by making various assump;imgﬁ
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is pogsible to calculate figures for 1921 that are not likely to be seriously
in error, and these are given in columns 6, 7, and 8 of Table 21, while
the last column gives the averages of the 1931 and 1921 totals.

It is not suggested that the reader need study the figures in this table
in detail; he will for the most part find it quite sufficient to use this and
other tables for reference only. But if anyone scrutinizes the figures
closely he may detect some small discrepancies between individual
items and their totals or averages. These arise from giving the figures in
the table correct to one place of decimals only, whereas all the items,
with their totals and averages, are calculated separately from more exact
data. Each is consequently correct to the degree of accuracy stated,
even when they do not seem to agree precisely amongst themselves.

Let us look for a moment at the last column of Table 21. The figures
in this column show how the House of Commons would be composed if
the occupation-groups were represented in proportion to their mean
inter-war strength in the general populdtion. It should be clearly under-
stood, however, that no expression of opinion as to the desirability of
such proportionality is implied. This proportionate representation is
shown graphically in section (b) of Fig. 21.

Now compare the two sections of Fig, 21. It will be seen at a glance
how utterly unlike the actual distribution is to the proportionate. Com-
pare, for example, the Professions groups in the two sections, and also
the Not Gainfully Occupied groups. Notice, too, that the Public Admin-
istration and Defence group, which is the second largest in section (),
is too small to be shown separately in section (b); while the converse is
the case with the Personal Services group. Clearly there is no resemb-
lance between the two distributions; not only do the sizes of the groups
vary greatly between them, but also there is no similarity in the orders
of importance. These are matters that need fuller discussion; this
chapter has given us the essential data, and the next will be devoted to
a closer scrutiny of the facts and a consideration of their significance.

CHAPTER VIII
THE OCCUPATIONS OF MEMBERS

2. FURTHER ANALYSIS

LET us now see how the actual composition of the average House of
Commons in respect of occupation compares with the composition that
the House would have if each occupation were represented proportion-
ately to the number of people engaged in it.

In the absence of any disturbing factors the ordinary laws of chance
or probability would ensure a fairly close correspondence between the
number of aduits engaged in a particular occupation and the number of
members of parliament drawn from it. It stands to reason, for example,
that Group XI (Workers in Leather) with a population of some 63
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thousand 1s likely to be represented by fewer members than GroupXII
(Textile Workers) with a population of some 820 thousand, and this 1s
actually the case, the numbers of members drawn from the two groups
beng one and fifteen respectively

Obviously, however, many factors, apart from pure chance, enter
mto the matter It 1s one thing to compare workers 1n leather with
textile workers 1t 1s quite another to compare either of them with, say,
professional workers or the big Not Gainfully Occupied group Before
discussing the causes, however, let us sec what are n fact the chief

TanLE 22 —OcCUPATION UNDER- AND OVER-REPRESENTATION OF

Grours
Number of Members ARM; of
| Actudi io
Group Abndged Desciiptign Prosor Propor-
' uazal Actual tonal
l XXXI1 Mascellaneous [ 338 13 004
XXvil Personal Services 409 26 006
X111 Clothing Makers 147 34 023
XXXII | Not Ganfully Occupied 2325 , 560 024
I Agriculture 273 123 045
XVII Builders 139 77 055
VII Metal Workers 313 203 065
XV Wood and Furniture 103 71 069
i XXIT Transport 325 246 076
XIL Textile Workers 174 146 084
1 XXVIIL | Clerks and Draughtsmen 218 184 085
XXII ' Commerce and Finance 366 690 19
m Mining and Quarrying 23 4217 19
Xiv Food, Drink, Tobacco 49 11 23
xvn Prnters 33 130 39
I XXV Adnumsstration and Defence 97 760 78
XXv Professional 170 2000 118

divergences between the actual and the proportional representation of
the vartous groups

We may disregard all groups in which the actual and proportional
numbers are each less than ten members, since the smaller the group
the greater will be the effect of pure chance on 1ts representation, and
the less the significance of any companison Taking the figures for the
actual and proportional representation from the last columns of Tables
20 and 21 respectively, we have 1 Table 22 the r®mamng (larger)
groups m order, from the most under-represented at the fop to the most
over-represented at the bottom

We find that the most madequately represented group, proportion-
ally, 15 XXX{ (Other and Undefined Workers) This, however, is the
least determmate of the groups, and therefore tfe onc for whith the
figures are most likely to be mn error, the ratio 15 therefore unreliable,
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Morgover, this group, from its miscellaneous character, least needs and
is least capable of direct representation.

Next comes XXVII (Personal Services). Here the disproportion is
extreme; the group has only one-sixteenth of the representation that it
would have on a proportional basis. It is not surprising that there are
few domestic servanis, waiters, or hairdressers in parliament, but it
means that, occupationally, this half-million men and million and a half
women are practically unrepresented. The group’s few members of
parliament are untypical, being mostly hotel or restaurant keepers or
beersellers.

After this comes XIII (Makers of Textile Goods and Clothing), with
less than one-fourth of its proportion of members. Even this scanty
representation is untypical; three-fourths of it consists of employers and
managers, and the small remainder is nearly all boot and shoe workers.
So the great bulk of the group’s quarter-million men and half-million
women are, occupationally, unrepresented.

Next we have what is easily the largest group of all—even after our
transfers from it—namely, XXXII (Not Gainfully Occupied). 1t is un-
fortunate that this group is not subdivided, for it includes, apart from
oddments of one sort or another, two main sections that, though fumped
together by the census, are entirely dissimilar: first, the “idle rich”,
and, second, the women engaged in unpaid domestic work. Before we
discuss their representation, however, let us consider some of the
characteristics of these dissimilar sections.

Are we justified in speaking of the “idle rich”? If we intend it as a
term of abuse to be applied indiscriminately to all people who are not
directly earning their living, we are certainly not. Such people fall
roughly into three categories: (a) those who, after earning their living
in one occupation or another, have retired and are living on their
pensions or savings; (b) those who, though they do not live on their
earnings, nevertheless in effect earn their living—we will explain this
seeming paradox in a moment; and (c) those who do not earn their
living, directly or indirectly, and are not retired workers.

So far as category (a) is concerned, we have already eliminated it
from Group XXXII and returned its members to the occupations in
which they were formerly engaged : they are not included in the section
which we have termed the “idle rich”.

Category (b) is an interesting one. It consists of those people who,
having “independent means™—i.e., owning property or investments on
such a scale as would enable them to lead idle lives—nevertheless devote
themselves seriously to useful occupations which are either unpaid or
from which the proceeds form only a secondary and relatively unim-
portant source of income. In this category we find those landowners
who, though their rent-roll would keep them in comfort, nevertheless
devote then' energies, seriously to farming; those professwnal men—
officers in the armed forces of the Crown, for examp]e——who take their
profession seriously, though they do not need its emoluments; and those
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people who, having an unearned income sufficient for their ngeds.
devote their whole lives to unpaid public service. We are justigd in
saying of such pcople that, though they do not live on their earnings,
they do, in a very real sense, earn their living. Now, most of the well-off
people who fall into this category are shown by the census as “occu-
pied”—as farmers, as officers in the navy, army, or air force, and in
many another occupation—and so are excluded from our “idle rich”
section. Some, of course, will have been placed by the census in Group
XXXII; but against these must be set the mineowners, shipowners, etc.,
who are included by the census in the occupied classes, though in many
cases they do little or no real work, and the men who, entering the
army and other professions for social reasons, soon retire and spend
most of their lives in idleness.

Clearly the dividing lines are more than a little vague in either case;
but so long as we bear in ming this vagueness and do not imagine a

¢ precision that does not exist, we may safely conclude that this section of
the adjusted Group XXXII suffers no substantial injustice when, for
brevity, we term it the “idle rich”. Here are the people who devote
almost their whole lives to sport and the social round—race meetings,
hunting, the London season, grouse-shooting, and 50 on. (You can—or
could in peace-time—see them pictured ad nawuseam in the art-paper
weeklies.) Here also, lower down the social scale, are the idle depen-
dants (chiefly women) of comfortably-off professional and middle-class
men; the devotees of golf, bridge, and motoring, and the keepers-up-of-
appearances; hardly rich, perhaps, but idle and futile and sharply to be
distinguished from the “idle poor”—the unemployed.

We turn to the other big section of the adjusted Group XXX, the
women engaged in unpaid domestic work. While recognizing the pos-
sible difficulties in the way of identifying these working housewives for
inclusion in Group XXVII, where they properly belong, it must be
pointed out that their description as “not gainfully occupied” is doubly
misleading. They are not only, in most cases, very fully occupied, but
they are in fact gainfully occupied, since they work for their living and
have no private means of their own. Let us take an iflustration. Suppose
a man employs a working housekeeper and pays her so much a week;
she is then classified as a member of Group XXVII (Personal Services).
Now suppose that her employer marries her, and that she continues to
carry out the same household duties and to receive the same remunera-
tion as before. She is now regarded by the census as “not gainfully
occupied” and transferred to Group XXXTI, though there has been no
change in either her daily work or her remuneration. Clearly the transfer
is unjustifiable; and equally clearly all bona-fide domestic workers
belong properly to Group XXVIL, Their relationship to the householder
and the amoynt and form of their remuneration are beside the point:
the essential fact is that they earn their living by “personal service™

We have, then, in our revised Group XXXIItwo entirely different
sections: idlers on the one hand and domestic workers on the o
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Let gs endeavour to estimate in what proportions these make up the
group. This, of course, is only possible because of the fact that prac-
tically the whole of the unpaid domestic workers are women, so that
we may safely assume that the vast majority of the men in the group—
as modified by us—belong to the other section, the idlers. In 1931 these
men numbered 210,242, while the women in the group numbered
11,054,333.

Now, there are more women than men in the “idle” section. This
arises from the fact that amongst people of “independent means” more
men enter an occupation—the army, for example—than do women, and
also from the fact that many men who earn their living have idle
womenfolk. It is not easy to estimate the proportions, but if we take it
that for every genuinely unoccupied man there are three genuinely un-
occupied women we shall probably not be very far out. On this assump-
tion we have as idlers about 840,000 adult men and women, leaving
about 10,400,000 adult women engaged in “unpaid” domestic duties.
Of course, not all of the latter work equally hard: with some of them—
how many it is impossible to say—housewaork is only a part-time job.

On the basis of 48,710 adults to one member of parliament, then, the
idlers would in 1931 have been entitled to about 17 representatives
(4 men and 13 women), while the unpaid domestic workers would have
been entitled to about 214 (all women). Now compare this with the
actual (average) representation, which is 56 members, practically all of
whom are idlers and men. Clearly the disparity between the propor-
tional and the actual representation of this group is much greater than
is indicated by Table 22. The idlers have well over three times their due
representation, while the domestic workers are practically unrepre-
sented. If we now transfer these unpaid domestic workers to Group
XXVII, where they properly belong, it indicates for that group a pro-
portional representation of over 250 members against an actual repre-
sentation of perhaps 4 or 5, a ratio of actual to proportional of at most
2 per cent. Hence “Personal Services” workers are easily the least ade-
quately represented in the House of Commons.

Before leaving Group XXXII we should notice that it is far from
including all rentiers and members of the propertied classes generally,
since, as we have already scen, the census treats all mineowners and
shipowners as occupied, whether they are or not, whilst many other
people who appear as occupied are in fact only so for a few years (as in
the case of many army officers) or for a mere fraction of their time. If
we could pick them out these people would be more realistically placed
in the idle section 8f Group XXXII. That section would then be seen to
be very much more over-represented in parliament than even our figures
show.

Reverting to Table 22, the next group is Il (Agriculture). Taken as a
whole this is much better represented than the preceding groups, but
nearly B0 per cent of its members of parliament are farmers, land-
agents, etc., and only 10 per cent labourers or farm servants. Farmers

!

Y
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are considerably over-represented, especially as a proportion of gem-
bers classified as landowners are to some extent farmers too. fwhile
ordinary farm workers are very badly represented indeed. This is
typical of many other groups: employers over-represented, employees
under-represented.

The next few groups do not call for much comment. In Group XVIII
(Building, etc.) the employers and managers carry off 80 per cent of the
representation, but in Group VII (Metal Workers) they get less than 40
per cent, while in Group XV (Wood and Furniture) the figure drops
much lower still. It is interesting to speculate why. apart altogether
from the total representation of a group, the internal distribution between
employers and operatives vaties so greatly from group to group. That
there are specific reasons cannot be doubted, but they are seldom
obvious.

Group XXII (Transport and pommunications) comes next, with over
three-quarters of its proportionate representation. As already noted, this
is a highly heterogencous group, with its agglomeration of signalmen,
bus conductors, shipowners, bargemen, aviators, postal sorters, etc.: it
is obviously, despite the census, an industrial and not an occupational
group. About three-fifths of the members of parliament drawn from it
are shipowners, employers, managers, and officials. Similarly, Group
XII (Textile Workers), taken as a whole, does not fall very far short of
proportionate representation, but two-thirds of the members drawn
from it are employers and managers and only one-third operatives.

With Group XXVIII (Clerks and Draughtsmen) we come nearer still
to proportionate representation. About 10 per cent of its members in
the House are secretaries and registrars of companies, etc., whose
proper place would seem to be in Group XXV, but with the other 90
per cent drawn from the general run of workers this group does approxi-
mate to proportionate occupational representation.

We now come to the over-represented groups. The first is XXIII
(Commerce and Finance), with nearly twice its due share of members.
This is another very heterogeneous group, including such diverse ele-
ments as merchants, shop-assistants, bankers, commercial travellers,
valuers, and stockbrokers. The affinity between butchers and bankers
and between stockbrokers and drapers’ assistants—if any—must be in-
dustrial; it is certainly not occupational. Once again, too, the various
occupations by no means have their due proportion of the group’s
representation. Here are just a few instances. Proprietors and managers
of wholesale businesses have roughly 16 times their proportion, bankers
about 18 times theirs, and stockbrokers no less thafi 80 times theirs!
As may be imagined, other occupations in the group—shop-assistants.
for example—go correspondingly short.

Next we have Group III (Mining and Quarrying). This, like the pre-
vious group, has nearly double its proportionate representation, but,
unlike that group, well over 90 per cent of its rfembers of parfiament
are operatives, the balance being owners, agents, and managers, It ,
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shou}d be noticed, however, that many coalowners are in the House
besidds those who so describe themselves. Owning is not an occupation
at all, and owners may be found amongst bankers or bakers, army
officers or idlers. Leaving these people out of account, the miners them-
selves have not far short of double their ratio of members. As we have
seen, it is rare for any group of operatives to have even its fair share of
members; why, then, are the miners so favoured?

The explanation is simple. Mining, is, by its nature, concentrated into
special localities, unlike agriculture and building, for example, which
are widely scattered over almost the whole country. Hence there are
many constituencies in which miners dominate the elections to an extent
that has no parallel in any other occupation; they can practically choose
their own members of parliament, and the rest of the electorate has littlc
voice in the matter. Contrast mining and agriculture. There were during
the inter-war period approximately a million adult miners in the
country; these were represented in parhament by, on a rough average,
40 of themselves, or one member to each 25,000 miners. There were
during the same period nearly as many adult rank-and-file agricultural
workers; these were represented by at most a member or two—say, at
best, one member to some 500,000 workers. Miners, therefore, are at
least 20 times as well represented in parliament as farm workers, though
mining and agriculture employ closely similar numbers.

Next in Table 22 comes Group XIV (Makers of Food, Drinks, and
Tobacco). This has well over twice its proportionate share of represen-
tation, but almost all its members of parliament are employers and
managers. The next group, XVII (Printers and Photographers), has
nearly four times its due number of members, but, again, six out of
seven are employers or managers.

We come now to Group XXIV (Public Administration and Defence).
As already noted, its components are not linked together by what they
do, but by the irrelevant fact that they are employed by the state or by
local authorities. What justification can there be for collecting as an
occupational group people as diverse as admirals, policemen, and the
higher civil servants? It reduces the grouping to a farce. Clearly civil
and municipal officers belong to the professional group, and so do the
officers of the fighting forces. If these are grouped with private soldiers
and seamen, then architects should be grouped with bricklayers and
engineers with mechanics.

However, taking the group as it is, we find that it has nearly eight
times as many members of parliament as its strength in the adult popu-
lation would give. But 80 per cent of these members are commissioned
regular officers in the navy, army, and air force: these officers have
about 80 times the representation in the House that their numbers
would justify. Moreover, there are other members who have held regular
commissions, but, having since acquired other occupations, are entered
elsewhete; when thesetare taken into account the regular commissioned
ranks of the fighting services are seen to be even more over-represented
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than the figures indicate. (It should be noted that temporary wai
service and service in the territorial army have nor been courfled as
occupations.) Most of the remaining members of parliament in this
group are drawn from the higher civil service. There are hardly any
army “other ranks”, and no naval ratings or aircraftmen. Thus with
extreme over-representation of the commissioned ranks there is prac-
tically none of the “other ranks”,

Last of all we have Group XXV (Professional Occupations). This is
the most over-represented of all the groups, with 200 members of par-
liament in place of the 17 that proportionate representation would give
it. Of this huge body of members well over half are either barristers or
solicitors, with three of the former to one of the latter. It is well known
that lawyers have a partiality for the House—indeed, it is notorious
that ambitious barristers use it as a means of advancement in their
profession—but it is doubtful ighit is generally realized to what lengths
this has gone. We shall discuss this more fully Iater.

The next strongest section in the group is that comprising authors,
editors, and journalists; these are collectively about as numerous as the
solicitors. Most of them are journalists rather than authors, though the
absence of any specifiable qualification in either case makes this a very
ill-defined section. Journalists notoriously bave a penchant for parlia-
ment, and, though they are very easily beaten by the barristers in the
proportion as well as the number of seats they succeed in capturing,
they occupy about 62 times as many as proportion would give them.

Next come teachers, engineers, medical men, and accountants, in that
order, and then a number of other professions, none of them with out-\
standing membership.

Here let us leave the question of group representation for the time
being, and turn to another question to which, so far, only incidental
reference has been made. Let us attempt to analyse the membership of
the House of Commons according to the occupational status of the
members. It is not easy to do this at all precisely, for not only is status
hard to define in any completely satisfactory way, but also in the vast
range of occupations there are so many that do not fall into any readily
recognizable category in this respect. We might, of course, follow the
census, in which the categories are: managerial, operative, workers on
their own account, out of work, and retired. This, however, scems a
pointless way of looking at the matter. It may be useful to know how
many pebple are out of work or retired, but that is not a question of
status; it is a matter of conditions at the moment. The category of
“workers on their own account”, again, which lumph together tinkers
and barristers, jobbing gardeners and clergymen, really cannot be taken
seriously. Moreover, the census takes the astounding course of placing
the whole of Group XXIV (Public Administration and Defence) in the
category of “operatives™.* It may be amusing to see admn-als, fieldy,

i
* In Scotland, for some unaccountable reason, a very few (82) civil setva.ntg‘
are classed as “managenal but none are in England of Wales!
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margshals, and permanent secretaries in the civil service grouped with
minds, farm labourers, bricklayers, and so on, as “operatives”: but
why on earth are these people excluded from the “managerial” cate-
gory? In Group XXV, again, about 75 per cent of the professional
workers are treated as “operatives”. This sort of thing reduces “status”
to nonsense.

Let us, then, make our own analysis. Simplifying the problem as
much as possible, we may specify five categories as the minimum into
which occupations may be divided. First we have the people classified
by the census as “employers and managers” and under similar descrip-
tions. Obviously this includes a wide range of occupations differng
considerably in detail, but it has the unifying bond that its members are
the people in authority in industry. Next we have the rank-and-file
workers, the labourers, craftsmen, clerks, and so on, including fore-

TasLe 23.~—OccupaTionad. STATUS (1931)

]

Number of Members l

~———————————1 Ratio of Actual |

Occupational Status Propor- 10 Propornonal
Actual tional

Employers and Managers 152 27 56 \
Rank-and-file Workers 125 321 04
Professional Workers 272 23 121
Unpaid Domestic Workers — 214 00

Unoccupied . 53 17 31 l

Total . 602 602 —_ |

|

men, charge hands, and other petty officials: the equivalent, in short, of
what the army would call “other ranks”. The third category comprises
the professions, together with a number of occupations—for example,
those of pilot, bank manager, army officer, registrar—in which the
members, though they may not be professional men in the narrower
sense, yet have that expert knowledge, independence of action, and
responsibility that are marks of a profession. The fourth category con-
sists of the unpaid domestic workers, while fifth and last we have the
unoccupied—the rentiers, Jandowners, etc., and the idle dependants of
occupied people. The “out of work™ and “retired”, of course, must be
re-classified according to their former occupations.

In transposing the census figures for status into the five categores
adopted, then, we abserve the following rules:

1. Exclude the adolescents.

2. Re-transfer the “out of work” and “retired”. Co

3. In Group XXTVjtreat the “other ranks” of the police and defence
forces as rank-and-file, workers and all the other members of the group
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as professional workers. Transfer the whole of Group XXV tofthe
category of professional workers, together with a proportion (estinfated)
of Group XXVI,

4, Subject to the above exceptions, (a) treat “workers on own
account” as rank-and-file warkers, and (b) place the census “mana-
gerial” people in our employers and managers, and the census “opera-
tives” in our rank-and-file workers.

5. Divide the balance of Group XXXII between our categories of
unpaid domestic workers and unoccupied.

EMPLOYERS & MANAGERS
EMPLOYERS
AND
MANAGERS
»
RANK-AND-FILE
RANYG-AND-FILE WORKERS
WORKERS
MFESSIONALMRKIRSL
PROFESSIONAL
WORKERS
’ UNPAID
DOMESTIC
WORKERS
UNOccuPiED
T T
HOUSE OF ADULT
COMMONS FPOPULATION

Fi16, 22.—Occupational status.

Table 23 gives the results of our analysis. The column headed
“Actual” shows the occupational status of the average House of
Commons, while that headed “Proportional” showsshat the distribu-
tion would be if it followed that of the adult population (in 1931).

Fig. 22 displays the two distributions graphically.

" Tt will be seen that out of every 20 members in the average House
roughly 3 bflong to the category of employers and managers,. 4 are, B
rank-and-file workers, 9 are professional workess, and 2 are unocclii;
pied. But proportionate representation would gi{e roughly 1 emplovér:
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anager to 10 or 11 rank-and-file workers, 7 unpaid domestic
workigrs, and 1 or 2 professional workers or unoccupied. When full
allowance has been made for unavoidable errors, it is abundantly clear
that, proportionately, the general body of workers, including unpaid
domestic workers, is greatly under-represented in parliament, while
employers, managers, professional workers, and unoccupied are much
over-represented. Whether this is an evil is another matter; our object
at present is to establish the facts, leaving the discussion of their good
or ill effect until later.

Before closing this chapter, three occupations or quasi-occupations
call for special consideration. We term these “occupations or quasi-
occupations” because, though they may be occupations in the fullest
sense, they may alternatively be part-time or subsidiary occupations or
merely professional qualifications. Even bearing this important proviso

4
TABLE 24.—PREDOMINANT OCCUPATIONS

General Election
Occupation Aver-
1918 | 1922 l1923 1924 | 1929 {1931 \ 1935

|
i
~ o] =]
|

Lawyers " .| 150 | 141 | 133 | 138 | 114 | 165 | 119 [ 137
Company Directors ... 179 | 152 | 140 | 132 | 9 | 143 | 134 | 139
Trade-Union Officials | 62 | 80 | 100 ; 8 | 115 | 32| 78| 79

Total* ... ...1356 [ 340 ‘345 327 ‘309 316 | 311 | 329
!

* Apparent discrepancies in these totals are due to the fact that some members
belong to more than one of these occupations.

in mind, it is disturbing to realize from Table 24 that every other
member of the House of Commons is a lawyer, a company director, or a
trade-union official; that, indeed, these people collectively outnumber
all the other members together, though in the country as a whole they
form only a minute fraction of the population.

The extraordinary predominance of lawyers in general and barristers
in particular in the House has already been pointed out, and, indeed, is
‘fairly well known. But few people are aware how extraordinary this
predominance is; pretty nearly one member in every four is a lawyer,
by training if not in actual employment, and there are 200 times as
many lawyers and 970 times as many barristers in the House as there
are in the country, strength for strength. These figures speak for them-
selves.

Company directors are shown by the table as equally numerous with
lawyers, but it is probable that the actual number is even higher, sinco
so many men of the cl sses from which the membership of the House is
chiefly drawn hold dirvctorships in addition to their main occupations.
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It is probable, too, that the figures for trade-union officials are syhtly
on the low side, though it is unlikely that the differences in thil case
would be great,

Table 25 shows another aspect of the matter: the proportion of each
party in the House that falls into these categories. It will be seen that
more than half of both the Conservative and the Liberal members are
lawyers or company directors, while almost haif of the Labour members

TaBLE 25—PREDOMINANT OCCUPATIONS IN THE AVERAGE HOUSE

Proportion of Parliamentary Party belonging
to Occupation
Occupation
Consery Liberal ‘ Labour | All Parties

% v | 4 %

Lawyers ... 263 3§} 7 23

Company Directors 311 27 i 3 23

Trade-Union Officials 0 2 ‘ 494 13
Total* 521 58 l 58% 544

* Apparent discrepancies in these totals are due to the fact that some members
belong to more than one of these occupations.

are past or present trade-union officials, The realization of the pre-
dominance of these three sets of people in the House of Commons gives
much food for thought. Is it wise to have these few special interests so
tremendously over-represented? Can a House so composed deal at all
impartially with questions affecting their special interests? It is true that
few men make a whole-time occupation of company directing, but none
the less their position must impart a certain bias to their outlook.

One final point: lawyers, company directors, trade-union officials
(and perhaps one should add journalists}—these are the “talking
classes” of the country, the people who declaim and argue and make a
trade of words. Are we not giving them too big a share in controlling
our destinies, by comparison with the people who do things instead of
holding forth about them?

CHAPTER IX
MEMBERS AND HEREDITARY TITLES

THERE is,in this country no rigidly defined aristocracy or nobility such
as existed, for example, in the old Austria. Nor is such aristocracy as.

" we have conterminous with the families which phssess hereditaly titles,

for on the one hand some of the most aristocratic and exclusive peop}
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be found in the county families without title, and on the other
here&ary titles are given to uncultured people of obscure origin who
have acquired great wealth and contributed handsomely to party funds
or charity. Nevertheless, we are justified in considering that a certain
section of the population does form an aristocracy in the generally
accepted sense of the term, and that this aristocracy is roughly syn-
onymous with the people who hold hereditary titles and their families.
The untitled county families intermarry freely with the titled families.
The unlettered manufacturer of soap or stout or motor-cars who makes

TaBLE 26 —HEREDITARY TITLES: AL MEMBERS

Number of Members

Classification

Co;...,1| Lib. | Lab. | Ind. | Toral
i

1. By Descent : !
Irish Peers, Baronets by In- !

heritance, and Heirs to 90* 131 3 11 107
P}elers %r Bar%nets f peaia] . i
Other Descendants of Peers i
and Baronets . 100 18 : 1 ! 1 130
! ;
Totall .. .. {19 | 31 | 14 | 2 | 237

11, By Creation or Marriage :
Created Peers or Baronets . 114 33 3 — 150
Married to Peers, Baronets,}

or their Relations ... 57 5 1 — 63
Total I ... .. 171 38 4 — 213
Grand Total o | 361 69 18 2 450

* Includes one Hereditary Royal Standard-Bearer.
T Includes one foreign title (Baron),

a fortune and acquires a peerage sends his sons to Eton and Trinity and
has his daughters presented at court. In a generation or two they are
absorbed into their new milien and have completely severed all con-
nexion with their humble origins. The aristocracy of this country differs
from older continental forms in that it has no rigid boundaries and in
that it does not exclude outsiders: it absorbs and transmutes them. But
these characteristics do not disprove its existence; they merely con-
dition it.

1t is, then, of interest to inquire how far the House of Commons is
aristocratic in composition in the sense we have indicated, and it is
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convenient to take membership of an hereditary-titled family #5 an
indication of aristocracy. As we have seen, this is an inexact proddure;
but it is not unreasonably so, provided that we bear its limitations in
mind.

Even on this understanding it is not easy to determine how far the
House may be considered aristocratic, but Table 26 gives the facts so
far as it has been found possible to ascertain them. The members of
parliament under consideration fall into two categories: those who have
inherited titles, or are descendants of holders of hereditary titles, on the
one hand, and, on the other hand, those who have themselves been
created peers (and so relinguished their seats in the House of Commons)
or baronets, together with those who have married persons of hereditary
title or relations of such persons.

Clearly only the first category fully possesses even such limited claims
to aristocracy as we have set fogth. But newly created peers or baronets
are not all parvenus—many are sons or grandsons of peers, or belong
to old families—and much the same is true of the members who have
married into titled families.

In Category 1 it may be taken that the figures for peers, baronets, and
their heirs are substantially correct, the facts in these cases being in
general readily ascertainable. The figures for “Other Descendants™ are
less definite: they are almost certainly understatements, but they indi-
cate the position sufficiently clearly for our purpose.

In Category II the figures are necessarily even less complete, since
both new creations and marriages are constantly taking place, It may be
taken as certain that the true numbers are considerably in excess of
those given; but even as they stand they draw attention to the number
of members of parliament, especially Conservative members, who are
created peers or baronets.* But indeed the predominance of the Con-
servatives in all sections of Table 26 is overwhelming,

Now look at the grand totals. Incomplete though the figures are, they
give us a rough measure of the extent to which the House is permeated,
and perhaps dominated, by the aristocratic element. They show that,
while this element forms a mere 4 per cent of the Labour membership
and barely one-fifth of that of the Liberals, it forms more than one-
third of the Conservative membership. For members of all parties taken
together the proportion is roughly one-fourth.

These figures, however, refer to all members who sat in the House
during the inter-war period, and, since no account is taken of length of
service—an important factor—they have no close relation to its normal
composition. For the latter we must look at Table 27, which gives the
position at each of the seven general elections. Here it is desirable to
give a word of warning. For obvious reasons the figures for successive
general eJecfjons are progressively Jess and less complete, and therefore

* The number of new baronetcies created for Congervative membeis is par-
ticularly striking. It was 86 at the time the table vﬁs prepared; it must b
considerably more now.
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morg and more of understatements. Making allowance for this progres-
sive Tyadequacy of the recorded figures, we are forced to conclude that
the true strength of the aristocratic element in the Commons averages
something like 40 per cent of the total membership, and that, though it
fluctuates with the variations in the political complexion of the House,
it shows no sign of any real diminution.

Evidence to this effect is to be found by considering the numbers of
members known to belong to the first category; that is, those who are
descendants of holders of hereditary titles. The numbers in this category,
as already noted, can be ascertained to a higher degree of accuracy than
the numbers in the other category, and, moreover, they are by nature
more stable than the Jatter. Accordingly, Table 28 gives the numbers of
members of parliament known to belong to the first category who were
returned at each of the seven elections. With these more limited figures

[
TABLE 27.—HEREDITARY TITLES (BOTH CATEGORIES TOGETHER)

General Election '

Party | I , A‘:’;":

1918 {1922 ‘1923 1924 11929 {1931 11935 |

L DR

Conservative ...  ...| 186 | 152 |123 . 168 {109 | 142 l 127 | 144,

Liberal ] 46| 22| 27 131 10 11 1 15 21

Labour e | — g1 7, 71 14 3 4 6!

Independent ... .| — R B i
I

Total ... .| 232 | 184 158 ‘ 188 133 | 156 | 146 | 171 ’

there is no evidence of any falling-off in the proportion of members
belonging to the hereditary-titled class. Fluctuations there are, but that
is only to be expected in view of the changes of party strength and the
much more aristocratic character of the Conservative party.

It is clear that in the average House of Commons more than two-
fifths of the Conservative party, at the lowest estimate, belong to fami-
lies of hereditary title, and we may hazard a guess that if the full
strength of this element were known it would be found to include not
less than half the party. Similarly the average strength of this element
in the parliamentary Liberal party may be estimated at nearer one-
fourth than one-fifth. In the case of the Labour party the percentage
remains very low,as might be expected. For the average House as a
whole, Table 27 shows that the titled-family element provides at least
two-sevenths of the total membership; but this again is probably much
below the true proportion. .

If we wish to compare the aristocratic quality of one parliament with
that of*another, then dJearly Table 28 provides a better indication than
Table 27. It shows the}?,l 931 House as the most aristocratic, with that of
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1924 second and those of 1935 and 1918 not far behind, which isyfhat
we should expect from the Conservative predominance in those farlia-
ments. Fig. 23 displays the numbers, for the House as a whole, recorded
in Tables 27 and 28, and serves to illustrate the conclusions that have
been reached.

Particularly interesting are the fluctuations of the titled-family ele-
ment in the parkiamentary Conservative party in relation to its total
strength, The figures show that this element was proportionately at its
strongest in the 1923 and 1929 Houses, when the party as a whole was
at its weakest. This is a pretty clear indication that, in general, this
element takes the safest seats for itself and leaves the more difficult
contests to the less aristocratic elements. Noblesse oblige ?

Let us now try to see how the strength of the hereditary-titled element
in the Commons compares with its strength in the country as a whole.

»
TasLe 28 —HerepITaRY TiTLEs (FIRST CATEGORY ONLY)

General Election
\

Party ziveer-
1918 | 1922 1923’&924 1929 | 1931 | 1935 |

- |
Conservative ... .| 71 | 67 | 65 | 87 | 65 | 97| 8 | 76
Liberal Lonlm sl el 4l 60
Labour TS 5 4 4 12 3| 4 5
Independent ... .. — 2 1 I - =~ =] -
Total ... ! 93 ! 82 |8 | 97 (8L [106 95 |

The incompleteness of the data does not allow this to be done with any
close accuracy, but we can, at least, gain a general idea of the position.

There are, roughly, 850 hereditary peers* at the present time and
some 1,400 baronets, so that we have a total of approximately 2,250
persons holding hereditary titles: of these some 80 or so are minors.
How many adult relations have they, alive? It is difficult to say; but if
we allow ten for each hereditary peer or baronet we shall probably be
overestimating the number, bearing in mind that quite a number are
bachelors or childless, and that so many titled families are inter-related.
On this assumption we have about 2,170 adult peers and baronets and
about 22,500 adult relations. Hence the total adult strength of the
hereditary-titled element in the country would be about 24,670. Now: as
we have already seen, there were in 1931 about 48,710 adults iri the
general population for each member of parliament. Hence if the tlﬂéd
family people were given representation in the House of Commons | eu-

* The number of peerages is, of course, greater, owilg to the number of pebtla
who hold more than one title.
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por%ate to their strength in the country, they would be entitled to a
shadepver half a member.

Turning back to Table 27, we see that their known strength in the
House has varied from 133 to 232, with an average of 171. But, as we

" have noted, this is almost certainly an understatement, and there is
reason to suppose that the true average would be in the neighbourhood
of 240. Let us, however, take a very moderate view and put the figure
at somewhere about 200. Even on this cautious estimate the hereditary-
titled element has 400 times its due representation.

This is, on the face of it, a rather startling figure; but the true element
of surprise is not the minuteness of the numbers of the titled-family
people compared with those of the general population; for, after all, in
spite of their prominence in The Times and the illustrated weeklies,
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FiG. 23.—Hereditary titles (see Tables 27 and 28).

people of hereditary title are only found as a rule in a very smafl and
exclusive section of society. Explore the general residential areas—pro-
fessional class, middle class, or working class—of any town in the
country (excluding certain parts of London), and it is long odds that,
though you may find a knight or two living there, you will not find any
person belonging to a titled family in the whole of them, Hereditary
titles are not distributed evenly over the population, even to people of
outstanding character, Wbility, experience, and achievement. They are,
with rare exceptions, referved for people of wealth, or of “good family”,
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or of both. Unless the recipients possess these attributes, even pojftical
honours usually take the form of non-hereditary titles.

No doubt this is inherent in the nature of the case. People selected for
hereditary titles are expected to have the means (and the willingness) to
live up to them in conformity with accepted social standards. But that
being so, the conclusion is inescapable that these people form a distinct
class, an aristocracy if you like, apart from the common run of the
community. Newcomers are admitted—yes, but on the understanding,
or at least the strong expectation, that they will conform with the social
usages of their new circle, and will sooner or later become merged in it.
Even the most exclusive clubs, after all, admit new members—on
conditions.

No, the truly surprising thing is not the smallness of this section of
the community in comparison with the whole, but the hugeness of the
share which it obtains in the ngembership of what is supposed to be a
democratic House of Commons; and this in spite of adult suffrage and
the rise of the Labour party.

We must not, of course, lose sight of the facts that the data on which
our conclusions are based are far from exact, and that the conclusions
themselves are correspondingly approximate. But, when the fullest
allowance has been made for this, it remains indisputably true that the
holders of hereditary titles, and their near relations, have representation
in the House of Commons out of all proportion to their numbers in the
community. The significance of this result wiil be all the more appre-
ciated when it is borne in mind that the other House, the House of
Lords, is composed almost entirely of holders of hereditary titles.
Hence the hereditary-titled element combines undisputed control of the
Upper House with immense over-representation in the Lower. Whether
this is necessarily a bad thing is another matter: what we are concerned
with for the moment is the establishment of the facts and some appre-
ciation of their meaning.

CHAPTER X
MEMBERS AND PARTY

1. GENERAL SURVEY

It is notorious that party strengths in the House of Commons do not
correspond at all exactly with party strengths in tfle country, as dis-
closed by the votes of the electorate, and from time to time figures have
been published to show how, in a particular election, this or that party
has been under- or over-represented by 1ts successes at the polls, For a, -
clear underStanding of the position, however, a more orderly and
tematic presentation of the facts, covering the rhole inter-war*perio

is desirable.
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Thgre are many difficulties in the way of ensuring that even such a

systen¥gtic survey shall be an exact picture of the state of affairs. We
need not concern ourselves with all of these, but there are two which
cannot be ignored, and some attempt must be made to overcome them
if a reasonably accurate understanding of the state of affairs is to be
reached,

We have, first, the difficulty in certain cases of determining the proper
party affiliations of members. We need, of course, only consider the
Couservative, Liberal, and Labour parties. Very small but definitely
separate parties, such as the Prohibitionists, Communists, and Irish
Nationalists (each of which has succeeded in electing one or more
members in Great Britain during the period) need give us no trouble:
we group them together as Independents, and set them aside as, for our
purpose, of liftle account. But trouble arises (a) where one of the major

- parties has been seriously split on questipns of policy or tactics and has
suffered something of a civil war between its contending factions—a
state of affairs often accompanied by “pacts” between one of the fac-
tions and another party; and (b} where candidates have given them-
selves ambiguous descriptions.

Case (4) arose in 1918, when all three parties were divided into coali-
tion (“coupon™) and anti-coalition (or at least non-coalition) candidates.
It occurred also in a very marked form in 1931, when electors were
faced with three brands (at least) of Liberal candidates: “National
Liberals”, “Liberal Nationals”, and “Independent Liberals”; and also
with “Labour” and “National Labour” candidates. The rivalry and even
enmity between these factions, especially in the latter case, was con-
siderable. No doubt in this instance many people might consider that
“Liberal National” and “National Labour” candidates, being hand-in-
glove with the Conservatives and at daggers drawn with other members
of their respective (original) parties, should be treated as Conservatives.
The analogy with the “Liberal Unionists™ of 1886 onwards, who in the
great majority of instances never returned to the Liberal party but
became completely assimilated with the Conservatives, is obvious. But
“heresy-hunting” is no business of ours, and it seems better for our
purpose to treat as Conservatives, Liberals, or Labour all candidates
who claimed and used these descriptions, whether or no they were
acceptable to the respective main party organizations. Hence “Indepen-
Jdent Conservatives” and LL.P. candidates are here treated as Conserva-
tive and Labour respectively, and similarly in other comparable cases.
The justification for this is plain. We are concerned with the three main
streams of political thought during the period—Conservative, Liberal,
and Labour—and the dissensions and splits of party organizations are
beside the point. What we want to ascertain is how far these main
streams of political thought are represented in the Houseof Gommons
in proportion to their strength in the country.

Case(b) overlaps to pome extent with case (q), as in the instance just
mentioned of “Indepe;dent Conservatives”. Some books of reference
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'
treat these as Independents and others as Conservatives, but ouf rule
easily settles the point for us. Much more troublesome is the s[ate of
freak party designations which occurred in 1918 and to a less extent in
other elections. How are we to deal with the “National Democratic
Party”, “New Party”, “National Party”, and other miscellancous and,
in general, shortlived parties that are not so clearly independent as, say,
the Prohibitionists? There is really no possibility of solving this problem
with exactness. The easiest way would be to dub them all “Indepen-
dents”. But that would not only be inconvenient for our purpose; it
would also disregard the realities of the situation, since many of these
ephemeral parties, whatever their ostensible raison d’étre, had in fact
fairly close affinities with one or other of the three major parties. Hence,
following the same principle as in the previous case, we place members
of these small and transient groups in one or other of the major parties
wherever circumstances indicage that as a reasonable course, and only
the remainder for whom no such identification appears justifiable are
labelled “Independents”. The latter designation, then, significs that
those to whom it is applied supported policies hostile to or outside the
range of the policies of the three major parties: not that they were
rebels within the ranks of those parties.

Clearly this involves a good deal of approximation, and necessitates
some amount of personal judgement. But universal agreement on such
questions is hardly to be expected when even the standard books of
reference disagree with each other.* It is desirable to give this explana-
tion in order to avoid misunderstanding, but the matter is not of out-
standing importance in our comparative analysis, since (i) cases of
doubtful party designation, even in the most ambiguous elections, such
as that of 1918, occur in regard to only a small minority of candidates;
and (ii) any undesirable effects of misjudgement are minimized by the
fact that voters are aflocated in the same way as candidates: we are
concerned not so much with how many candidates of any party were
elected as with how the successes of each party were related to its voting
strength.

The nature of the other major difficulty can best be made clear by a
comparison between the 1929 and 1931 elections, In the former only
three candidates were returned unopposed, and in the great majority of
constituencies there were three-cornered contests, For the 602 seats the
Conservatives put forward 578 candidates. the Liberals 507, and
Labour 570, not to mention 52 Independents, so that in a large propor-
tion of divisions electors had a choice between can.didates of all three

* Here are some figures for the 1929 election. It will be seen that 1o two of
these authorities are m exact agreement, even though this is one of the least
ambiguous elections of the whole series. .

Con. Lib. Lab. Ind,

Constitufional Year Book 249 a8 6,
Debrett's House of Commons 248 59 28 o 7%
Dod’s Parliamentary Companion 249 1 58 289 6

Whitaker's Almanack 249 59 287, -~ Ta
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majoy, parties, and in most of the others they had a choice between at
least tYo candidates. Hence the total number of votes recorded for each
party gives a very fair indication of its strength in the country at that
time, and a good basis for estimating to what extent the division of
opinion in the House of Commons corresponded with that in the
country as a whole. For this purpose the 1929 election was admirable
also in the fact that each party ran its candidates with a freedom, not
often found in inter-war elections, from entangling alliances with other
parties on the one hand and distracting internal dissensions on the
other.

Yet even in these favourable conditions the voting aggregates do not
measure the political views of the country quite as closely as might
appear at first sight. Apart from the fact that political opinion cannot
be neatly separated out into three distinct streams, and three only, and
apart also from the influence that locgl and personal considerations
exert in most elections, there are two reasons for this. First, there is the
fact that in about 95 divisions Liberal electors had no Liberal candidate
for whom to vote, while Labour electors had a similar disability in
about 32 divisions, and Conservative electors in about 24. Clearly to
this extent the total votes polled by each party are an understatement of
its strength in the country. But the constituencies in question will be
those in which the parties not putting forward candidates had little or
no hope of success, and could claim only a minority of supporters:
hence the errors introduced into the party aggregates will be relatively
small. To put the matter in another way, the Liberals contested 84 per
cent of the seats, but well over 84 per cent of their supporters had the
chance to vote for Liberal candidates. Let us take it, as a rough esti-
mate, that the number was halfway between 84 per cent and 100 per
cent—that is, 92 per cent. On this basis the Conservatives polled 98 per
cent of their strength and Labour 97 per cent of theirs. Hence the errors
due to uncontested seats, in taking the total votes as 2 measure of the
party strengths, are not serious in this case.

But while some Liberal electors will simply abstain from voting if
there is no Liberal candidate, others will vote on the principle of “keep-
ing out” the candidate whose politics they most dislike. There is, there-
fore, not simply a loss of Liberal votes that could not be recorded; there
is also an accretion of Liberal votes to Conservative and Labour can-
didates. The same thing will occur, mutatis mutandis, where there is no
Conservative or Labour candidate. It is impossible to say how far this
will happen, but it will certainly tend to increase unduly the total vote
obtained by the pdrties that put forward most candidates, since they
will not only secure the maximum effect for their own voting strength
but will also attract voters from other parties.

Now for the other reason why the aggregate votes cast for the three
parties do not measure their respective strengths as closely ‘as might at
first sight appear. Evenyin a three-cornered contest an elector who sees
no prospect of success jor his own party may decide to vote for one of
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the other candidates in the hope of “keeping out™ the third camldate
whose policy he dislikes still more. To what extent this actually fppens
it is, again, impossible to say, but in the country as a whole its effect
will be still further to reduce the chances of the party which initially
has, or is thought to have, the least prospect of success.

Generally, therefore, there is a tendency for the aggregate votes of
the more successful parties to exaggerate their real strength in the
country, and for the aggregate votes of the less successful parties to
provide an under-statement of their real strength. This, it should be
noted, has nothing to do with the number of seats won; it refers solely
to votes recorded.

Let us now turn to the 1931 election. If even in the favourable cir-
cumstances of 1929 the aggregate votes cast for the three parties cannot
be taken as a close measure of their real strength in the country, how
much less can the aggregates in 1931, when the conditions were so
adverse! The panic induced in many electors by the “crisis™—a panic
wilfully fostered by certain politicians—the serious splits in the Liberal
and Labour parties, and perhaps a good deal of resentment in the Con-
servative party over the “National” pacts, all tended to confuse the
issues and to discourage straight party voting. But these matters, though
important, are outside the scope of this survey, and we turn our atten-
tion to the large number of constituencies in which electors had no
chance to vote for a candidate of their own party. There were 89 seats
without a Labour candidate, 96 without a Conservative candidate, and
no fewer than 441 without a Liberal candidate; the fact that one seat
had two Conservative candidates, 18 had two Labour candidates each,
and one had three Labour candidates, only made the position worse.

It may be estimated that perhaps 8 per cent of the Labour electors, a
slightly higher proportion of the Conservative electors, and anything
up to 40 or 50 per cent—possibly even more—of the Liberal electors
were more or less disfranchised by having no chance to vote for a
candidate of their own views. So far as aggregate votes go, the effects
more or less cancel out as between the Conservative and Labour parties,
but not as between them and the Liberal party: it would be farcical in
such circumstances to regard the votes actually cast for the Liberal
candidates as an adequate measure of the voting strength of the party
in the country as a whole. But the shortage of Liberal candidates did
not merely wipe out some millions of potential Liberal votes. It would
have done this if all the Liberals affected had simply abstained from
voting, but actually a good many must have voted for the Conservative
candidate in order to “keep Labour out”, or vice versa. Hence in addi-
tion to the reduction of the Liberal aggregate there were increases, of
uncertain size, in the aggregates of the other parties. The same thing
would, of course, occur in varying degree with the other parties, but jt
ohviously affected them much less (in 1931) because of the much mn%
number of constituencies in which they had to face a similar m

In such circumstances, then, we cannot even e3timate what
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to agply to the respective total votes in order to obtain the true party
stren%hs in the country. All we can safely say is that the aggregate
votes dctually recorded are far from being true indications, and that
relatively the aggregates will give an unduly favourable assessment of
the strengths of the more successful parties, and an unduly adverse
assessment of those of the less successful.

Divisions in which only one candidate was nominated present a
special problem. It is sometimes boldly assumed* that all the electors
in such a constituency are of the same ‘party as the ‘“unopposed”
member; this is obviously wrong. In every division there is at least a
minority, and in many a substantial body, of opponents of the success-
ful party. A more usual and more reasonable method of allowing for
unopposed returns is to allot for each “unopposed” member a number
of votes equal to the average poll of all the candidates of his party in
contested constituencies in the same gengral election. This is likely to be
ari underestimate in most cases, since unopposed returns usually occur
in divisions where the successful party is particularly strong; but as
nothing at all is allowed for the opponent electors in the division it is
probable that in a rough-and-ready way the final result metes out fairly
even justice all round. The method has, too, the merit of simplicity. It
has therefore been adopted in this investigation. No attempt has, how-
ever, been made to provide any correction in contested elections: as we
have seen, such a correction, though eminently desirable, is impractic-
able.

Summing up, we may say that in elections such as that of 1929,
where there were no serious party splits and where all three parties con-

,tested a high proportion of the seats, the final total party strengths in
the country can be estimated pretty closely; where there were party
splits on the one hand and “pacts” or “coupons” on the other, but
nevertheless a fairly high proportion of three-party contests, as in 1918,
the figures will still be moderately accurate, but will have less signifi-
cance; where a large proportion of seats are uncontested by one of the
parties, as with the Liberals in 1931 and 1935, the real strength of that
party in the country will be considerably greater than the final aggregate
voting figures indicate, even when corrected for unopposed returns.

It may be as well at this stage to deal with a point that may occur to
some readers. Are we not, it may be asked, taking too much for granted
when we assume that the vast majority of electors belong to one or
other of the three great parties? Would it not be truer to say that a
large proportion of them have no definite party affiliations, voting
empirically at eacl? election according to their reactions to the events
and propaganda of the moment?

The answer is that we do not, in fact, assume any fixed party
allegiance on the part of electors. When we say that the strength of
such-and-such a party at a given election was so many votes, we mean

m‘26s4ee, for example, the Constitutional Year Book, 1933, pages 259 and 261
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simply that at that election that number of electors did in fact voteffor
candidates of that party or would have done so had they had the *por-
tunity. The effective strength of a party consists not only of the stalwarts
who always vote for it, whatever the circumstances, but also of the less
constant—or more critical—electors who make up their minds and give
their votes as they conceive the issues of the moment to require, If there
were not this considerable “floating vote” of electors there would be
little difference between the results of successive elections, But a voter
who, however detached from active party life, gives his vote to party A
rather than to party B or party C is for the time being a unit in the
strength of party A, and must be so counted.

These discussions may seem a little lengthy, but if the statistics that
follow are to be appreciated at their proper value it is important that
the points made should be borne in mind.

*
TABLE 29.—VoTES AND MEMBERS: 1918 ELECTION

Number of Members
Candi- | Effective | _ Excess or

Party dates Votes Deficit

Elected | “ldeal”

|
Conservative 410 4,265,000 358 246 +112
Liberal 425 3,015,000 165 174 -9
Labour 442 2,690,000 72 155 - 83
Independent 134 465,000 7 21 - 20
Total . .1 1,411 | 10,435,000 602 602 —

Let us now turn to the figures for the seven general elections. These
are set out in tables which show for each election and party the number
of candidates nominated and their “effective” total poll. This “effective”
total consists of the aggregate vote actually received by the party candi-
dates in contested elections, together with an allowance for each un-
opposed candidate equal to the average received by opposed candidates
of the same party. Next in each table we have the number of members
of parliament actually elected by each party, and then the “ideal™*
number obtained by dividing the total of 602 seats amongst the partics
in proportion to their respective effective total votes. Finally, we have
the excess or deficiency of the number of members of cach party elected
by comparison with the “ideal” number. .

It is perhaps desirable to reiterate that the data on which these resuity
are based are not of such a nature as to allow of mathematical pre-
cision, an'd it would be possible by alternative readings of the more,

* Tt should be clearly understood that the term “ideal” is here in+
strictly limited sense of “proportionate to effective vcting strength®,

meaning is intended, and none should be read into it.
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amBiguous data to arrive at results which differed slightly from those
given\The differences would not, however, affect the general position
disclosed.

These remarks are particularly appropriate with reference to Table 29,
which gives the results of the 1918 election, because of the “coupon”,
the consequent party dissensions, and the number of ephemeral new
parties. But though alternative interpretations might lead to some varia-
tion of the figures, their general effect would remain unchanged. The
Conservatives succeeded in electing nearly 50 per cent mote members
than their voting strength deserved, while the Liberals obtained about
95 per cent of their proper representation, and the Labour party less
than half of theirs. The Conservatives secured a clear majority of 114
(not counting the Ulster members) over all other parties together,
whereas by rights they should have been in a minority of 110. To speak

e
TaBLE 30.—Vores AND MEMBERS: 1922 ELECTION

Number of Members.
Candi- | Effective i{_ | Excessor
Party dates Votes Deficit
Elected “Ideal”
Conservative  ...| 484 5,880,000 336 244 +92
Liberal ... L 492 4,200,000 17 175 —58
Labour .. ..| 412 4,270,000 142 178 -36
Independent . 40 125,000 7 5 + 2
Total ... .| 1,428 | 14,475,000 602 602 -

of such results as expressing “the will of the people” or as giving “a
mandate from the country” is clearly ludicrous.

We shall discuss these and other results more fully later, but mean-
while let us pass on to Table 30 and the 1922 election. The “coupon”
stunt had become discredited, the coalition had broken up, and the
party system had returned to something like normal working; but
though the circumstances were very different from those of 1918, the
result was similar in giving to the party securing most votes an alto-
gether disproportionately large number of seats. The Conservatives,
who, on voting strength, should have been in a minority of 114, were in
a majority of 70 over all other parties together, while the Liberals only
secured two-third# of their due representation, and the Labour party,
though doing better than at the previous election, had, even so, only
80 per cent of their fair share of seats. Once again “the will of the
people” did not prevail. .

That the present “system” makes a general election a Hiuge gamble
was rubbed in—to thoge who were capable of perceiving it—when Mr.
Baldwin (as he then was) “appealed to the country” a year later. So far



MEMBERS AND PARTY 1‘)1
ag votes went, the country gave him almost exactly the same answit as
it had given to Mr. Bonar Law in 1922. Yet how different was thegresult
measurcd in seats! Consider the figures set out in Table 31 and com-
pare them with those in Table 30. The Conservative vote diminished by
only 4 per cent, yet the number of Conservative members fell by 26 per
cent. The Liberal vote increased by less than 5 per cent, but the number
of Liberal members rosc by 36 per cent. The Labour vote increased by
little more than 2 per cent, yet there were nearly 35 per cent more
Labour members elected. Moreover, the total vote was little changed,
being just over ! per cent greater. So, with hardly any change in the
distribution of political opinion in the country, there was a drastic
change in the political complexion of the House of Commons.

Actually at the 1923 election the state of opinion in the country was
reflected much more nearly than at the 1922 election (or, indeed, any of

?
TABLE 31.—VOTES AND MEMBERS: 1923 ELECTION

Number of Members
Candi- | Effective - . | Excess or
Paity dates Votes Deficit
Elected | “ldeal”
Conservative . 22 5,630,000 248 231 +17
Liberal ... .. 454 |\ 4,400,000 159 181 -22
Labour .. .. 433 | 4,365,000 191 180 +11
Independent 14 250,000 4 10 -6
Total | 1423 | 14,645,000 602 602 -

the other inter-war elections). Even so, the Conservatives secured 17
seals too many and the Labour party 11, while the Liberals, in spite of
better luck than they had in 1922, were 22 below their proper strength.
Had seats corresponded with votes, the Liberals, instead of being the
smallest party in the House, would have had a member more than the
Labour party, and so would have had at least as good a right as the
latter to form a government when Mr. Baldwin was defeated and
resigned in January 1924.

At the next election (1924) the gamble again turned out heavily in
favour of the Conservatives. As Table 32 shows, they secored a clear
majority of 198, whereas they should have been in @ minority of 46;
that is, they again had nearly 50 per cent more seats*than they should.
The Labour party secured less than three-quarters of their fair share,
while the Liberals, severely hit by the vagaries, not of the electorate,
but of the electoral “sysiem™, had little more than a third of their due,
As a matterof fact, even this is an underestimate of the hardships
befell the Liberals. The party secured its aggregate with only 339-can
dates: had it been able to run another 200 or 5o, as the other na
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did it would have displayed a voting strength entitling it to some 160
seats,or four times the number it actually won. The injustice of these
electoral results hardly needs stressing.

Coming now to Table 33, we see that in 1929 the so-called “pen-
dulum”-—pendulums do not really Behave in such an erratic manner—
swung over and benefited the Labour party, though not at the cost of

TABLE 32.—VOTES AND MEMBERS: 1924 ELECTION

Number of Members
Candi- | Effective Excess or
Party dates Votes Deficit
Elected “Ideal”
Conservative 532 7,600,000 400 278 +122
Liberal 339 [ 2,980,000 40 109 - 69
Labour 508 | 5,580,000 151 204 - 5
Independent 25 300,000 1 1 —
Total 1,404 | 16,460,000 602 602 -—

the Conservatives. In this election Conservatism and Labour, with
closely similar numbers of candidates, secured almost exactly equal
aggregate votes, and on these should each have won 227 seats, Actually
the Conservatives got 22 more than they deserved, while the Labour
party were lucky enough to secure no less than 62 more. Once again the
Liberals were the victims of the gamble, being deprived this ttme of

TABLE 33.—VOTES AND MEMBERS: 1929 ELECTION

i
Number of Members
Candi- | Effective Excessor
Farty dates Votes Deficit
Elected | “ldeal”
Conservative 578 8,340,000 249 227 +22
Liberal 507 5,200,000 58 141 —83
Labour 570 8,365,000 289 27 +62
Independent 52 260,000 6 7 -1
_ |
Total . 1707 {22,165000 | 602 602 -
L]

nearly 60 per cent of the seats their aggregate vote should have given
them. As they were without candidates in nearly 100 constituepcies, that
aggregate did not represent their full strength in the country, and their
luck was even worse than appears at first sight.

As already pointed‘out, this election is particularly instructive be-
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cause, with neither “pacts” nor “splits” to complicate matters, and #ith
only three members returned unopposed, almost all electors had, some
choice of candidates and most had a straightforward choice bftween
the three parties. Yet even in these favourable conditions the results, as
we have seen, were anomalous and unjust.

We turn to Table 34 and the cataclysm of 1931. In this election—the

TABLE 34,—VoTeES AND MeMBERS: 1931 ELECTION

Number of Members
Party Candi- | Eflective |_ _ o _ | Excessor

dates Votes Deficit
Elected | “ Ideal”

Conservative  ...| 507 | 12,730,000 460 340 +120
Liberal ... .| 161 | 510,000 68 67 + 1
Labour .. .| 533 | 7,050,000 65 188 -123
Independent 75 275,000 9 7 + 2

Total ... ..[ £276 | 22,565,000 602 602 —_

only one in all the seven—the Conservatives secured a clear majority of
the total votes cast. If seats had gone accordingly they would have
received a clear majority of 78 over all other parties in the House, but
actually their majority was 318: an undeserved “bonus” of 240, The
Labour party, on the other hand, which should have been in a minority
of 226, was actually in a minority of 472: a “penalty” of 246 for losing

TABLE 35—VOTES AND MEMBERS: 1935 ELECTION

Number of Members
Candi- | Effective |{_____ __| Excess or
Barty dates Votes Deficit
Elected “Ideal”
Conservative . 508 10,640,000 379 288 +91
Liberal .. .. 205 | 2,340,000 54 63 -9
Labour .. ... 589 | 9,000,000 166 244 -78
Independent . 31 255,000 3 7 - 4
Total . ...| 1333 | 22,235,000 602 602 —_
hd .

the gamble. As for the Liberal party, if we include the eqmvoca]
“Liberal Nationals”, it secured approxlmately its rightful number of
seats according to the votes actually given; but nearly three-fom’ths’ﬁ
the constituencies had no Liberal candidate of any kind, so thatw Ihrge
proportion of Liberal electors had no chance to vote for theu' partys
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Hefce the aggregate Liberal vote probably represented less than half
the regl strength of the party in the country. The Conservatiyes’ real
strength must therefore have been even less than indicated by their
aggregate vote, and their over-representation even greater than stated.
No doubt this was offset to some extent by Conservative votes given to
“Liberal Nationals”, but the latter were not sufficiently numerous for
their effect to be great. Moreover, many Liberals preferred to vote for
Labour rather than support “Liberal Nationalism”. For similar reasons
we may surmise that the real under-representation of Labour was less
than the apparent. In any event the historian may well see in the deplor-
able results of this “stunt™ election, with its practical annihilation of
parliamentary opposition, one of the major causes of the dRastrous
sequence of events, particularly in foreign affairs, since 1931.

Finally we come to the 1935 election and Table 35. Here the dis-
crepancies are not so extreme as those of 1931, but they are bad enough.
The aggregate votes indicate that the Conservatives should have been
in a minority of 26, whereas in fact they obtained a clear majority of
156, while the Labour party, which should have been in a minority of
114, was actually much worse off, being in a minority of 270, The
Liberals again had candidates in only a few (one-third) of the con-
stituencies, and so did not poll anything like their total strength. Even
50, they should have received on the votes given 63 seats instead of the
54 that came to them. Notice that while the Conservatives had nearly
four-thirds of the number of seats corresponding to their aggregate vote,
the Labour party had little more than fwo-thirds of their due share.

In concluding this chapter there are two points that may be noted.
The first is that the voting strength of the three parties, even as it stands,
indicates that throughout the inter-war period they were much morc
nearly equal in the country than their numbers in the House of Com-
mons imply; and, as we have seen, there is good evidence that if the
aggregate votes could be corrected they would show these strengths as
still more nearly equal.

The other point, which has not been generally recognized, is that in
the latest (1935) election the Labour party secured the highest propor-
tion of the grand total of votes that it has ever had. In 1929, which is
usually regarded as its peak year, it secured nearly 38 per cent of the
total, but in 1935 its share rose to over 40 per cent. It illusirates the
dangerously irresponsible and unpredictable character of the electoral
“system” that in 1929 the Labour party’s bare 38 per cent of votes
secured 48 per cent of seats and gave us a Labour government; whereas
in 1935 its full 40 per cent of votes secured less than 28 per cent of seats
and we were given 2 violently anti-Labour government. Could anything
be less worthy to be termed a “system”? How, in the face of such
happenings, can we take the results of a general election as expressing,
-even in the most general terms, “the voice of the people”? -
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CHAPTER XI
MEMBERS AND PARTY

2. FURTHER ANALYSIS

HavING compared the party allegiances of members of parliament with
those of the general populdtion, as revealed by their aggregate votes
clection by election, we may now look a little closer at the results as a
whole. We have already computed, as nearly as the data allow, what
would have been the strength in the House of Commons of each of the
three major parties if the wishes of the corresponding sections of the
electorate had been given equal effect, size for size, and, comparing
these “ideal™* strengths with the actual strengths in the House, have
seen that in no single election of the series have the two tallied at all
closely, while in most of the dlec;ions they have differed almost in-
credibly.

Table 36 brings together for each election and party these differences
between the “ideal” and the “real” membership. One of the first things
that strikes the observer is the fact that in every one of these seven
elections, covering the whole inter-war period, the Conservative party
succeeded in obtaining greater representation than it was entitled to on
voting strength, and in all but the 1923 and 1929 elections very sub-
stantiafly greater strength. Its average excess representation appears in
the table as just over 82 members: this, however, is merely the average
of the figures for the seven elections. When allowance is made for the
different lengths of the parliaments—a vital consideration—the true
average excess representation of the Conservatives for the twenty-three
years 1918 to 1941 is, in round figures, 96. That is to say, the Conserva-
tive party has had on an average nearly a hundred more members in the
House of Commons during the past quarter of a century than its aggre-
gate voting strength (including an allowance for unopposed returns)
could justify.

The Liberal party, on the other hand, has been persistently under-
represented. That was so even in 1931, despite the “Liberal Nationals’ *
tlependence on Conservative votes, because in that year and again in
1935 the party, counting all its dissident sections, was able to put but
few candidates in the field, so that Liberal electors in many divisions
had no chance to vote for any brand of Liberal candidate. The average
under-representation shown in Table 36 is nearly 36 members, but if we
allow, as before, for the varying duration of the seven parliaments, this
figure drops to about 30. The true figure, however, must be much
higher.

gThz: fortunes of the Labour party were more chequered. In 1923 and
1929 it wBr-more seats than its aggregate vote justified; at all the other
elections it won fewer, and mostly many fewer. Its true average under- "

* [.e., proportionate to effective voting strength.
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sentation, allowing for varying duration, works out at over 62,
against the 43 given in the table. .

Herice the average House of Commons during the (wenty-three years
from 1918 to 1941 has contained, in round figures, 96 more Conserva-
tives, 30 fewer Liberals, and 62 fewer Labour members (together with
4 fewer Independents) than the respective voting strengths would justify.
This is no doubt a very satisfactory state of affairs to the Conservative
party organizers and leaders; but to the man or woman who believes in
democratic government it is a very disturbing one. What is the root
cause of this dangerous and indefensible position? Why has the luck of
the gamble so persistently favoured the Conservatives, so persistently
proved adverse to the Liberals (though with queer fluctuations in each
case), and sometimes smiled and more often scowled upon Labour?

A certain amount of light is thrown upon the problem by plotting a

TABLE 36—ExXcESS OR DEFIIT OF PARTY SEATS

General Election
Party 'z;:’.'
1918 | 1922 | 1923 (1924 {1929 |§931 |1935
Conservative ... o | FU2] +92 ¢ +17 | +122) +22 |+120( +91 |+824
Liberal . |t 8] -58(-22|~ 69 ~83{+ 1ty — 9(-35
Lahour oo|— B3] —36 | +11 [~ 53| +62 |~123] -78 |-43
Independent ... W= 20l+2{-6]— |=-1|4+4 2|~4(-4

* Average of figures for the seven elections: for true average for whole
period see text,
curve (Fig. 24) to show the relationship between the “ideal” numbers of
members for each party at each general election and the corresponding
“real” numbers.* In this diagram we are not concerned with the for-
tunes of the parties separately, but are endeavouring to ascertain what
general relationship exists between corresponding “real” and “ideal”
numbers of members. The diagonal straight line shows the location that
the points would have if in each case the “real” number had the same
value as the “ideal”. Points above this line mark cases where “real”
exceeds “ideal”; points below it those where “real” falls short of
“ideal”.

If now we draw a line (the fine dotted line) vertically through the
point A, which corresponds to 200 on both the “ideal” and “real”
scales, we get the jnteresting result that nearly all points on the right of

* For the benefit of anyone who is unfamiliar with graphs of this sort it may
be explained that the point marked B, for example, represents the results for the
Conservative party of the 1931 election. The horizontal distance of the point
from the origin O represents the “ideal” number of members which their aggre-
gate voting strength would have given the Conservatives: the verticul distance of
the point from the origin represents the “real” number of members who were

elected.The point C similarly represents the Labour figures, “real” and “ideal”,
for the 1929 election. Cases where the figures are very small have been omitted.
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this vertical line are above the diagonal line, while all points but one'on
the left of the vertical line are below the diagonal line. What does this
signify? The point A corresponds pretty closcly to one-third 6 the
House (excluding Ulster, of course), and the distribution of the poiats
shows that, with rare exceptions, a party obtaining more than one-third
of the grand aggregate of votes given in a three-party general election
will secure more than its due proportion of seats, while a party obtain-
ing less than one-third of that aggregate will obtain less than its due

4504

¢ 4001

9509

[F)
g

MENMBERS
~o

[
~

b3
h §
e
-
.

}_‘
h N

»
©
-3
rs
-

-
—

1504

"REAL” NUMBER OF

8
n
~
€
tue

g
;

Jd  Sa 1o o 200 250 300 D58 AW
“IDERAL. " NUMBER OF MEMBERS
FIG. 24.—Relation between “ideal” and “real” representation.

n
[/

proportion. In other words, the present system tends to give to the
stronger parties more seats and to the weaker partic® fewer seats than-
they respectively deserve. What makes the position worse is that thug
exaggerations of strength and weakness often run to extremes aid af
the same,time are spasmodic and uncertain in their action, Fhigis
shown by the fact that the plotted points are too scattered fm’aﬁ
definite curve to be drawn through them, though the chain line indicates

their general trend.
4
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, in a three-party contest, any party which can secure more
than one-third of the grand total of votes can be almost certain of
securkig a dominating position in the House of Commons and in all
probability a clear majority of seats; while any party which is unlucky
enough to secure less than one-third of the total votes must expect less
—often much less—than its fair representation. Similarly, in a two-
party contest the party that secures & bare majority of votes will almost
certainly secure a substantial majority of seats: but there is one vital
difference between this case and the other. The effect of the “system”
in a two-party contest is, in general, merely to exaggerate in the House
the party majority that exists in the country; but in a three-party con-
test it does very much more: it gives to a minority in the country a
majority in the House, which is a far more pernicious misrepresentation
of “the will of the people”. For this reason the merely exaggerated
majorities given by the “khaki” election of 1900 and the “Chinese
slavery” election of 1906 are far less objectionable than the completely
false majorities of 1918, 1922, 1924, and 1935.

Now let us revert to the electoral fortunes of the three parties as
recorded in Table 36. Fig. 25 displays these in graphical form. The
hatched portion of each party diagram shows the actual or “real”
number of seats gained at sach election; the thick black line indicates
the corresponding “ideal” number, based on the party’s aggregate vote.
Therefore the hatched part above the thick black line indicates excess
of seats; the blank part below the thick black line indicates deficiency
of seats,

Looking at the Conservative diagram, we see clearly how very greatly
the party has benefited by the “system”, gaining an excess of seats
beyond its deserts in every one of the seven elections, and securing a
majority in the House on no fewer than four occasions when it had
only a minority of votes. Those four parliaments in which, though in a
minority in the country, the Conservatives have dominated its govern-
ment have covered between them nearly 16 years out of the 22 or 23
under consideration, including some of the most critical periods of
modern history. One may speculate whether events might have taken a
less tragic course had parliament during those crucial years been more
truly representative.

The fortuitous character of the Liberal fortunes—or rather misfor-
tunes—stands out plainly in the diagram. Notice that in 1918 the party
vi s already a little under-represented; yet in 1922, when its proportion
of the total vote was slightly higher, it lost another 48 seats. The next
year its voting strength rose still higher, but though it gained some seats,
it failed to reach even the inadequate 1918 level of representation. In
the two following elections its voting strength suffered a severe decline
—in 1924 partly at least through leaving so many seats uncontested—
but its strength in the House went down much faster; indeéd, to a mere
fraction of what it should have been. After these undeserved disasters
(undeserved in the sense that they came, not from lack of aggregate
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voting strength, but from the caprice of the electoral machine; we are
not here concerned with the merits or demerits of party policy; it is
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hardly sur}ﬁsing that in the subsequent elections the party has mader
but a poor showing. Consider, for example, the fact that in 1929 the
Liberals polled nearly 5} million votes, yet only secured seats corrgs
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nding to a bare 2} million, so that in effect over 3 million Liberal
voters were disfranchised. How can electors in such circumstances be
expelted to retain an active interest in politics? How can men and
women whose franchise is so plainly futile be expected to value it?
Critics who reproach the electorate for “apathy” should ponder these
questions. .

The Labour party section of Fig. 26 shows perhaps even more clearly
the vicious nature of the electoral “gamble”. Look at the thick line that
indicates the strength of the party in the country; notice that, with a
single relapse in 1931, this strength has risen steadily from 1918 on-
wards to the present time, and see how very differently its strength in
the House has varied. Observe that in the 1924 election which led to the
downfall of the first Labour government the party was actually stronger
in the country than in the 1923 election which led to its installation: an
ironical comment on the effectiveness gf “the will of the people”! Con-
trast these results again with that of 1929, when an increase of total
voting strength that should have given Labour an extra 23 seats actually
gave it an extra 138, .

In the “panic” year of 1931, betrayed by its most trusted leaders,
Labour lost 224 seats—a result hailed exultantly by its enemies as an
overwhelming defeat in the country. An overwhelming defeat in the
electoral gamble it certainly was; in the country most emphatically not!
The party lost vores to an extent that should have deprived it of 39
seats only, instead of 224. Actually, however, the 1935 figures are more
significant: in this, the latest, election the Labour party should have
had 17 more seats than in 1929, though in fact it had 123 fewer. It won,
however, both the preatest aggregate of votes it has ever had and, what
is more noteworthy, much the biggest proportion it has ever secured of
the total vote for the whole country.

Conservatives who view with complacency the undeserved successes
of their party should study Fig. 25 and the steady growth of the Labour
strength in the country. So far the electoral lottery bas produced prizes
for the Conservatives every time; for the Labour party only twice (and
the first was a very small prize, smaller than that received by the Con-
servatives at the same election). But, as we have seen in considering
Fig. 24, the luck of the gamble, incalculable though it is, definitely
favours the bigger parties. “For he that hath, to him shall be given: and
be that hath not, from him shall be taken even that which he hath.” On
these data there is every reason to predict a series of clectoral successes
for Labour as sweeping and as undeserved as those that Conservatism
has enjoyed for she past twenty-odd years. How will the Conservatives
like that? Will they accept it with the same equanimity—to put it
mildly—as they have shown over their own unearned victories?

It should be remembered that, in all this discussion, nothing has been
said about party programmes and policies; with them we #re not con-
cerned. Our business is to show how the present electoral “system”
works, to demonstrate both its injustice and its utter unreliability, and
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incidentally to point out that though the benefit of these eccentricities
has so far (since 1918) accrued very largely to one party, there is no
guarantee, and indeed no likelihood, that this will continue.

We turn now to another aspect of party representation. Among the
causes of the lack of interest in politics and the apathy over elections
that are so often criticized (and that are indeed regrettable) must be
placed the practical monopoly of representation enjoyed in various
parts of the country by one or other of the parties. It is bad enough
that in certain single constituencies no one but a Conservative or &
Labour candidate, as the case may be, has any chance of success; that
is bound to have a deadening effect on local political activities. But
when the represeptation of a whole group of adjacent constituencies is
confined to a single party the effect is naturally worse.

Let us consider some actual instances. In selecting these, however, we

[}
TapLe 37.—CornwaLr, County ELECTIONS, 1929

Seats
Votes
Party Obtatned
Deserved ‘ Secured

Conservative 63,875 2 -_ |
| Ciberal 70,481 2 5
| Labour 30,047 1 -—

Independent 1,976* — — }

* With one candidate only.

are in a difficulty. In order that we may be able to ascertain, at least
approximately, the political views of the electorate for comparison with
the resulting distribution of seats, we need an area and an election in
which as many as possible of the divisions were contested by all parties.
But the most glaring cases of monopoly representation are just those in
which contests, being almost hopeless for the minority parties, seldom
occur. Qur examples must therefore be in the nature of a compromise
between contending requirements. Areas and elections in which each of
the three major parties put forward a candidate for each seat, so that
every elector had a full choice and we can consequently determine the
distribution of party allegiances with some accuracy, are the most useful
for comparing what is with what should be; but the very fact that so
many contests have occurred there shows that these.gre not the worst
examples of monopoly.

However, making the best of this quandary, let us consider three «
cases in tprn, one for each party. First let us take the ﬁve-county,
divisions of Comwall in the 1929 electlon the relevant resulis ‘g

3,
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with an electorate of 210,000. Each party put forward a candidate for
each seat, and the aggregate votes recorded show that at that election
nearl¥ 39 per cent of the voters were Conservatives, 42 per cent were
Liberals, 18 per cent were supporters of the Labour party, and the small
residue gave their votes to an Independent. Yet to represent the whole
of this huge area and its politically diverse population only Liberals
were returned. The 70,000 Liberal voters secured five members to put
forward their views: the 96,000 anti-Liberal voters secured no one to
represent them.

Cornwall, however, is not really “safe” for the Liberals. Although
they secured all the seats in 1923 as well as in 1929, yet in between, at
the 1924 election, the position was reversed, and all the seats went to
the Conservatives; while at the other inter-war elections they were dis-
tributed between the two parties, Labour alone failing to secure any

TaBLE 38.—WESTERN DurifiM ELECTIONS, 1935

| ! Seats
Votes [
! Party 1 Obtained !
l ! Deserved : Secured
{ Conservative .. ’ 37,438* 1 1
Liberal 31,685* 1 -
| Labour i 99,206 3 5

|

* With candidates in three divisions only.

representation. As a matter of fact, there are now few, if any, seats that
can be considered really “safe” for the Liberal party, though before
1918 there were many.

Let us now take an area in which the Labour party has a pre-
dominant position. Probably our contending requirements can be met
as well as is possible by taking a group of five adjacent divisions in
western Durham at the 1935 election. These five divisions are Barnard
Castle, Bishop Auckland, Consett, Sedgefield, and Spennymoor, and the
essential results are summarized in Table 38. These divisions together
cover an area of about 720 square miles, and had in 1935 a population
of about 347,000, with an electorate of 209,000. The votes recorded
show about 22 per cent of the voters as Conservatives, 19 per cent as
Liberals, and 59 per cent as Labour. Yet the whole of the seats went to
Labour. The 99,000 Labour votes secured five representatives, the
69,000 anti-Labou votes none. Actually the position was worse than
these figures show. In two of the divisions there were no Conservative
candidates, and in two others no Liberals put up, so that Conservative
and Liberal voters in these divisions respectively had no ghance to
record votes for candidates of their own parties.

How would the distribution of votes have gone had there been can-
didates of all three parties in each of the five divisions? It is impossible
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to say with exactness, but by making certain assumptions we can form
an estimate that will probably give us a truer picture of party strengths
than is given by the actual voting. Such an estimate indicates 24 pét cent
as Conservatives, 23 per cent as Liberals, and 53 per cent as Labour:
so that though Labour won all five seats it had probably little more
than half of the electorate behind it. This area is, however, not really
“safe” for Labour. In 1929 and 1935 it won all the seats, and in 1922
and 1923 all but one, but in 1931 the exceptional conditions gave two
seats to the Conservatives and two to the Liberals, while in 1918 and
1924 Labour secured only two and three seats respectively. There are
not many areas, as distinct from single seats, in which Labour appears
to be in an unchallengeable position.

Let us now take an area and an election in which the Conservatives

TABLE 393——Sussax. County ELECTIONS, 1924

Seats
Votes
Farty Obtained l
Deserved | Secured
Conservative . | .. w 108,593 4 6
Liberal e 29,477* 1 —_
Labour 22,9621 1 —_

* With candidates in four divisions only.
t With candidates in five divisions only.

had things all their own way. We select the six county divisions of
Sussex, East and West, in the 1924 election, our choice, as before, being
governed by the necessity of finding an area in which, while one party
was oulstandingly successful, the others put up enough candidates to
give us a good idea of the respective party strengths. These six divisions
together cover an area of about 1,440 square miles, with a population
in 1924 of about 473,000 and an electorate of 236,000. The votes re-
corded (see Table 39) show about 674 per cent of Conservatives, about
181 per cent of Liberals, and about 14 per cent of Labour supporters.
Two-thirds of the votes sufficed to give all six seats to the Conserva-
tives: the other third of the votes failed to gain any representation at all.

Further, in two divisions there were no Liberal candidates and in
another division no Labour candidate. If we estimate, on the same basis
as before, what would have been the distribution of the aggregate vote
had there been three-party contests in all six divisiong, we get about 63
per cent of Conservative voters, about 24 per cent of Liberals, and
about 13 per cent of Labour. Hence the 63 per cent of electors who
were Conservatives had six members to represent them in parliament,
while the 37 per cent of electors holding Liberal or Labour views had
not a single representative, .

In Sussex, moreover, unlike Cornwall and Durham, electoral history:
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shows that the predominant party not only secured all the seats at this
particular election, but has been able to maintain its favoured position
throukhout the inter-war period. In this period the Sussex county area
has seen seven general elections and five by-elections, making forty-
seven contests. Of these the Conservatives have won forty-six, the
solitary exception being the winning of Chichester by the Liberals with
a small majority in 1923, only to lose it again ten months later. The
Conservative party, therefore, has a virtual monopoly of the parlia-
mentary representation of Sussex; and, since even in 1924 (a year par-
ticularly favourable to that party) about 37 per cent of the electors werc
Liberal or Labour, we may conclude that in general some 40 per cent
of the Sussex electorate are, for all practical purposes, permanently
disfranchised in present conditions.

These three cases—Cornwall, Durham, and Sussex—are by no means
mere abnormalities, rare eccentricities Jue to special circumstances. On
the contrary, they are fairly typical examples of a feature of the clec-
toral “system” that is widely prevalent, for to “safe” areas must be
added many “safe” individual divisions. In all too many constituencies
the electors belonging to two out of the three parties might almost as
well have no votes for all the use they are. Is it any wonder if these
electors regard politics as just something in the newspapers, and elec-
tions as a solemn farce? i

Our investigations, then, show that not only is the party complexion
of the House of Commons no true index of the views of the electors of
the country as a whole, but also that there are widespread disfranchise-
ments of large bodies of electors: for what is the use of a vote that is
doomed, from the start, to complete sterility?

CHAPTER XII
REVIEW

WE have now investigated the chief characteristics of the personnel of
the House of Commons that concern us, and have amassed a consider-
able amount of information about the ages, education, occupations,
party affiliations, and other attributes of members of parliament. We
have also seen how the personnel of the House compares in these
respects with the general adult population by whom it is elected, and
whom it is supposed to represent. Before passing on to a more general
discussion of the issues involved, let us review as concisely as possible
the facts we havgeascertained; such a review may serve as an epitome
as well as a reminder.

AGE ON FIRsT ELECTION

We have studied the ages at which members first entered the House
of Copmons,_both with respect to new members who first entered the
House in the inter-war period, taking them election by election and as
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a whole, and with respect to all members who have sat in the House *
during that period, taking them party by party and as a whole. What do
we learn from our statistics and graphs? Many interesting facts gmerge
and we cannot recapitulate them all; let us recall a few of the more
significant,

Consider first the new members: relatively few entered the House
under the age of 26 or over the age of 66, while the most popular five-
year range was that from 46 to 51 years of age. The entries increase
tapidly up to that group and then decline again, the fall after the 51-56
group being rapid. There was, in all the seven general elections, only
one entrant at the lowest age, 21, and only one at 75, which was the
highest age.

If we consider the average age of entry, we find that the new members
elected in 1918 were much the oldest set for any of the elections, with
an average of 48 years 54 months, and that subsequently the average
declined unti] at the last two elections it was only 42 years 04 month, a
drop of 6 years 5 months compared with 1918. The high age of first
entry in 1918—obviously due to the war of 1914-18—had the deplor-
able effect of giving the control of affairs in the crucial post-war years
into the hands of an abnormally elderly House.

When we turn to the age of first entry of all inter-war members, new
and old, we find that the two age-ranges 41-46 and 46-51, closely
similar in numbers, were the most popular. There were, again, few
entrants below 26 and few over 66. (The actual lowest age was 21 years
6 months and the highest 76 years 1 month.)

Comparing the three parties, we find a rather curious contrast. The
most popular age-group for Conservatives is evidently 46-51, while for
each of the other two parties it appears to be 41-46, though the average
age for Conservatives is lower than that for either of the others. The
explanation is that, while there is a substantial inflow of Conservatives
at all ages between 26 and 46, relatively few Liberals enter before 31
and relatively few Labour members before 36. We note that, even pro-
portionately to total party entrants, for every Labour member who
enters the House between the ages of 21 and 31 there are roughly three
Liberal entrants and five Conservative, and we also observe the high
proportion of Labour members who enter between 41 and 51. These
facts stress the initial financial disadvantage of Labour, and to a less
extent Liberal, candidates, and, of course, they are reflected in the
average age of entry. This is lowest for the Conservatives (43 years 74
months) and highest for the Labour members (46 years 114 months), ,
with the Liberals in between (43 years 103 months): ti® over-all average
for all members is 44 years 5 months. On first election the average Con~
servative is therefore 3 months younger than the average leeral,and
3 years 4 4ponths younger than the average Labour member; a
striking difference. Hence the average age of the new members
pariiament at any general election, as well as the average age of 9ll tl_lﬁ
members elected, is affected by the party character of the result:‘ :
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Finally we note that whereas the average age‘ of entry of the inter-war
new members was 45 years 1 month and the average age of the 1918
new Members was 48 years 5} months, the average age of the members
who first entered before 1918 was only 43 years 0 month,

AGE AT GENERAL ELECTION

Here we are concerned, not with the age of first entry to the House,
but with the ages of all members, new and old, at each of the seven
general elections. We observe that, as with new entrants, so with mem-
bers as a whole, the 1918 House was abnormally elderly, while the later
Houses were (with some variations) successively younger. The average
age on election was highest in 1918 (51 years 74 months) and lowest in
1931 (48 years 6 months). As the influence of the last war has receded
into the past, the average age on election has gradually fallen, except
when it was raised temporarily in 1929, by the influx of elderly Labour
members and in 1935 by the abnormally small number of new members.

The lowest age of any member at a general election was 21 years
6 months; the highest was 80 years 7 months, These limits give a range
of very nearly 60 years, and enable us to divide members into four age-
groups of equal range: 21 to 36, or “young”; 36 to 51, or “younger
middle-aged”; 51 to 66, or “older middle-aged”; and 66 to 81, or
“elderly”. At each of the seven elections the “middle-aged” greatly pre-
ponderate, with a total strength varying from 85 per cent of the House
in 1918 to 75 per cent in 1931, and averaging 81 per cent. The two
“middle-aged” groups are closely similar in size, as are the much smaller
“young” and “elderly” groups.

We are not concerned, however, only with the figures for members of
parliament. We have to see how these compare with the corresponding
figures for the adult population. We find that the average member of
parliament is very considerably older than the average adult member of
the public. The difference fluctuates, but over the whole period to date
(December 1942} its mean value is about 8 years 74 months, the average
member of parliament being approximately 52 years 61 months of age,
while the average adult is only 43 years 11 montbs old. This is a big
difference, though not nearly so big as that between the mean age of the
average member of parliament and the mean age of the average member
of the whole population; the latter is approximately 32 years 54 months.
Hence the average member of parliament is a good twenty years older
than the average member of the whole population—not far short of a
generation difference!

But averagesmseful though they are, give only limited information,
so we compare the age-distribution of members of parliament with that
of the adult population in detail by means of a graph (Fig. 10) which is
particularly interesting. Such a comparison does not lend itself to sum-
marization, but, as we have seen, the general effect is to sfiow that the
adult spopulation under 40 years of age is severely under-represented,
the population between, say, 45 and 65 is much over-represented, while
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the population of 70 years of age and over is more or less reasonably
represented.

PREVIOUS SERVICE

The outstanding result of our investigations into the previous service
of members was the discovery that the personnel of the House of Com-
mons changes much faster than might have been thought; that members
in general have, in fact, only a comparatively short record of prevmus
expenence The long service of a few outstanding members is apt to
give an impression of continuity in the composition of the House that
the facts do not warrant.

The distribution of previous service amongst members at each general
election has been given in some detail, together with the average distri-
bution for the seven parliaments. We find that in the average newly
elected House 175 members e comp]ete novices, and another 183
have not more than five years’ experience; while only 136 have more
than 10 years, and only 29 more than 20 years of previous service. The
new House is much “greener” than one might expect!

Judged by average previous service, the least experienced House was
that of 1924, which had on election an average previous service of only
4 years 11 months. The most experienced, by the same standard, was
that of 1935, with 8 years 1 month of average previous service. For all
the elections together the average was only 5 years 11 months.

The House of Commons with the largest influx of new members was
that of 1918, which had 260, or 43 per cent of the total membership.
The 1935 House, with 79 new members, or 13 per cent of the total, had
the smallest influx, The average for the seven elections was 175, or 29
per cent.

As for long service, though a few members retain seats in parliament
for as long as 40 or 50 years, yet few reach even a total of 20. The
maximum number with 20 years' previous service at a general election
was 40 (in 1931), the minimum was 19 (in 1924), and the average was
29: these out of a total of 602 members. Broken service (absence from
one or more intervening parliaments) probably accounts to a consider-
able extent for the lowness of these figures.

The average total length of service of members cannot be computed
directly or exactly. An indirect and approximate calculation suggests
that it is in the neighbourhood of 15 years.

ScHooL EDUCATION

In dealing with the school education of members, «g drew attention
to the difficulty of classifying schools and defining the various cate-
gories: the discussion of this difficulty should be borne in mind. The
" classificatign finally adoptcd was thieclold: public scheols, secondary
schools, and elementary schools. a

We first considered the school education of all members who sat
in the House of Commons during the period under mvestlgalmg
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irrespective of the date of election. Let us recall some of the more
significant results,

In e first case we found that of the members who were known (o
have had a public-school education 80 per cent were Conservatives, 154
per cent were Liberals, and only 43 per cent were Labour members. Of
those who had had a secondary (other than public-school) education,
45 per cent were Conservatives, 364 per cent were Liberals, and 184 per
cent were Labour. Of those with only an elementary education 9 per
cent were Conservatives, 12 per cent were Liberals, and no less than
79 per cent were Labour.

Next, looking at the matter the other way round, we found that of the
Conservative members 774 per cent had had a public-school education,
19 per cent a secondary education, and only 3% per cent an elementary
education. Of the Liberal members, 424 per cent came from public
schools, 44 per cent from secondary gehools, and 134 per cent from
elementary schools. The Labour members’ education is just the reverse
of that of the Conservative members, for they derive 10 per cent from
the public schools, 18 per cent from secondary schools, and no less than
72 per cent from elementary schools,

It will be seen that of the Conservative members the great majority

come from the public schools, of the Liberal members the largest
number, though not actually a majority, come from the secondary
schools, and of the Labour members the great majority come from the
elementary schools. To a remarkable extent, therefore, we should be
justified in calling the Conservatives the public-school party, the
Liberals the secondary-school party, and Labour the elementary-school
party.
Looking next at the results of the seven general elections separately,
we find that at every one of them there were more public-school mem-
bers returned than there were members from either of the other types of
school, and that in all but two elections the public-school members had
a substantial majority over the other two types. In 1931 no less than
two-thirds of the whole House had been educated at public schools, and
only one-ninth at elementary schools. The most plebeian House in this
respect was that of 1929, but even in that House little more than a third
of the members came from elementary schools, and these were easily
outnumbered by the public-school men. As might be expected from
their “centre™ position, social and political, the secondary-school mem-
bers show the smallest variation in numbers from election to election.

Tracing how the numbers of members from the three types of school
vary with the npmbers of members of the three political parties with
which, as already noted, they scem to have affinity, we find a remark-
ably close correspondence : public-school with Conservative, secondary-
school with Liberal, and elementary-school with Labour. There is no
such correspondence between, say, public-school and Liberal member-
ship, er between secondary-school and Labour membership. We note,
too, that in the average inter-war House nearly half the members are
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public-school Conservatives, while nearly one-fifth are elementary-
school Labour members. Another interesting point is that in the Con-
servative party the safest seats are, in general, given to the uppéf—class
members, while in the Labour party the tendency is just the reverse:
here the safest seats are given, in general, to the trade-union members.
These opposite tendencies throw an illuminating light on the attitude of
the respective party machines.

Comparing the school education of members of parliament with that
of the adult population as a whole, we find an astonishing contrast; in
this, as in so many other respects, the House is not in the least a fair
sample of the general population. Elementary schools have less than a
quarter of their proportionate representation, secondary schools have
more than 4 times their proportion, while public schools have no less
than 28 times as many members as their strength in the population
would entitle them to have. When the social and financial exclusiveness
of the public schools is borne in mind, this is a very significant result.

Still more astonishing and significant is the very marked preponder-
ance of Eton, and to a less extent Harrow, in the House of Commons.
Roughly one-fourth of all the Conservatives who sat in the House at
any time during the whole inter-war period were old Ftonians, while
one-third were from either Eton or Harrow. One in every seven of all
the members of all parties together, including Labour, was an old
Etonian, and one in five was either an old Etonian or an old Harrovian.
Eton, about the most exclusive and expensive school in the country,
averages well over 500 times as many members as she should have on
the basis of proportion, while Harrow, not far behind, has nearly 450
times her duc representation. The Harrovian has over 1,800 times and
the Etonian well over 2,000 times as good a chance of entering parlia-
ment as has the elementary-school boy—in spite of the rise of the
Labour party! :

UNIVERSITY EDUCATION

The number of university men—not necessarily graduates—in parlia-
ment is considerable. Half the Conservative members, three-sevenths of
the Liberal members, and two-ninths of the Labour members have had
a university education.

The dominant position of the two old universities is noticeable. Four-
fifths of the university-educated Conservatives were at Oxford or Cam-
bridge, as were four-sevenths of the Liberal and three-sevenths of the
Labour members so educated : for all parties together the proportion is
five-sevenths. If we take all members, non-university as well as uni- _
versity, we find that Oxford and Cambridge claim nearly 30 per cent of
- the grand total. As between the two, amongst the Conservatives Oxford
predominaigs, amongst the Liberals there is little to choose, whils
amongst the Labour members Cambridge is the more favoured. We find#
that Oxford and Cambridge amongst universities occupy a prefe'w
position comparable with that of Eton and Harrow amongst schné
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We note the astonishingly poor position of the University of London
in parliament—and parliament, be it remembered, meets in London.
Size fbr size, Oxford and Cambridge are perhaps a dozen times as well
represented as London; indeed, they are far and away better represented
than any of the other universities.

Some interesting facts come to light when we consider party in rela-
tion to university education. Four-fifths of the Oxford men are Con-
servatives, against three-fourths of the Cambridge men and only half of
the rest of the university alumni. In the other parties the position is
reversed, the Liberal proportions rising instead of falling, and the
Labour proportions rising more steeply than the Liberal. These facts
disclose the same type of social pattern as we found in studying school
education: just as school education and party are strongly correlated,
so are university education and party. If a member of parliament has
been at Oxford it is 4 to 1 that he is a €onservative and 19 to 1 that he
is not a Labour member; just as, if he has been at Eton, it is 9 to 1 that
he is a Conservative and 34 to 1 that he is not a Labour member. The
older, the more expensive, and the more socially exclusive the university
or the school, the more certainly will its product be found on the right
wing in politics, and vice versa. Moreover, the Oxford man has some-
thing like 180 times, and the Cambridge man something like 140 times,
as good a chance of entering parliament as has the average member of
the general public.

OCCUPATION

In considering the occupations of members, we drew attention to the
complexity of the subject and the difficulties in the way of a satisfactory
classification: that discussion should be borne in mind. We adopted,
with some modifications, the Census grouping of occupations, and re-
corded the number of members of each party belonging to each group.
We note at once the markedly unequal representation in parliament of
the various groups, and the predominance of Conservatives in some
groups and of Labour members in others.

Turning to the occupations of members elected at each general elec-
tion, we find that the numbers in the various occupation-groups do not
fluctuate very widely, so that their averages give a fairly accurate indi-
cation of what we may term the normal occupational composition of
the House. The outstanding fact at this stage of the investigation is the
predominant position of the Public Administration and Defence, Com-
merce and Finance, Not Gainfully Occupied, and Professional Occupa-
tions groups. Tite four groups together fill two-thirds of the House:
an astonishing result when it is remembered that Agriculture, Mining,
Transport, all the manufactures of the country, and other large and
important groups, have to squeeze into the remaining one-third.

Next we compare members’ occupations with those of the adult popu-
lation®of the country. The Census returns provide the distribution
figures for the latter, but need considerable manipulation for our pur-
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pose: in particular, we are concerned only with adults, and we do not
want retired workers separated from those still occupied. Having made
the necessary adjustments, and taken into account the Censuses 8 both
1921 and 1931, we compute the composition of an imaginary House of
Commons in which each group of occupations is represented propor-
tionately to its strength in the country. Comparing this with the average
actual House of Commons, we find extraordinary differences in com-
position, In the latter most groups are, by comparison, either over- or
under-represented; and the variations are in some cases extreme.

Neglecting small groups and passing over Other and Undefined
Workers, we find that the worst-represented groups are those of Per-
sonal Services, Makers of Textile Goods and Clothing, Not Gainfully
Occupied (more of this anon), and Agricultural Occupanons all of
which have less than half of their proportionate representation: the
best represented are those of Mgkers of Food and Drinks, Printers and
Photographers, Public Administration and Defence, and Professional
Occupations, all of which have more than twice their proportionate
representation. The Personal Services group has only one-sixteenth of its
proportionate strength: at the other end of the scale Professional Occu-
pations have nearly twelve times their due. Moreover, in many cases the
actual representatives are far from typical of the group as a whole. For
instance, in many groups representation is almost monopolized by
“employers and managers™ to the exclusion of the far more numerous
operative workers.

An important point about the Not Gainfully Occupied group is that,
even after we have simplified it by the removal of the retired and other
incongruous elements, it still contains two entirely dissimilar and ill-
assorted sections. On the one hand we have the “idle rich"—the un-
occupied people of “independent means” and the idle dependants of
occupied people—and on the other the vast army of unpaid domestic
workers, who should really be classified as engaged in Personal Services.
We cannot separate out these two classes accurately, but we estimate
that there are about five-sixths of a million adult “idlers” to 104 million
adult unpaid domestic workers. On this basis the “idlers” have about
three times their proper representation, while the domestic workers,
paid and unpaid, are practically unrepresented.

The occupation-groups of the Census are largely arbitrary, artificial,
and based on industry rather than occupation: hence the under- or
over-representation of a group as a whole does not completely expose
the position. We have noted the incongruous elements in the Not Gain-
fully Occupied and the preponderance of “employers‘énd managers” in
many groups, but there are many other cases in which it is necessary to
look at individual occupations rather than groups. No summary can
deal adequately with what is so much a matter of detail, but a few
instances may be recalled. »

Proprietors and managers of wholesale businesses have roughly 16
times as many members of parliament as proportion would give them. .
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bankers have 18 times, and stockbrokers no less than 80 times as many.
Commissioned officers in the fighting forces also have about 30 times
their due share of members: “other ranks” are almost unrepresented.
Miners are at least 20 times as well represented as are agricultural
workers.

More than one-sixth of the entire (average) House of Commons con-
sists of practising lawyers; while lawyers, practising and non-practising,
constitute nearly one-fourth of the total membership. There are nearly
a thousand times as many barristers in the House as their numbers in
the country warrant. Solicitors, with only 55 times their due number,
are more modest. Taking both branches together, there are 200 times as
many lawyers in parliament as there are in the general population,
strength for strength. Journalists have 60 times and teachers 6 or 7 times
their proportionate representation; but in view of the indeterminate
boundaries of these occupations theses figures must not be taken as
exact.

When we consider occupational status we find that the Census cate-
gories are arbitrary in conception, imperfect in application, and useless
for our purpose. By redistribution, however, into the categories of (a}
employers and managers, (b) rank-and-file workers, (c) professional
workers, (d) unpaid domestic workers, and (¢) unoccupied, we obtain a
classification that,-though admittedly imperfect, has real significance.
Comparing the average House of Commons with the general popula-
tion, we find that the “unpaid domestic workers” are practically un-
represented and the “rank-and-file workers” have little more than one-
third of their proportionate share of the membership, while the “un-
occupied” have three times, the “employers and managers” five or six
times, and the “professional workers” more than twelve times as many
members as their respective numbers in the community would justify.
Clearly the general body of workers, paid and unpaid, is much under-
represented, while employers, managers, and professional workers are
greatly over-represented.

Three occupations, or quasi-occupations, collectively provide more
than half the membership of the House of Commons; for every other
member is a lawyer, a company director, or a trade-union official.
More than haif of the parliamentary Conservative party and more than
half of the parliamentary Liberal party are composed of lawyers and
company directors, while almost half of the parliamentary Labour party
consists of trade-union officials. Pretty constantly one member of the
House in every five is a barrister and one in every four is a lawyer of
some kind.

HEereDITARY TITLES

Holders of hereditary titles and the near relations of syeh holders
have representation in the House of Commons far and away greater
than their numbers would entitle them to receive. This element forms in
the average House from two-fifths to one-half of the Conservative party
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and just half that proportion of the Liberals, By contrast, it contributes
only about one in 25 to the Labour party membership of the House.
For all parties together the titled-family element provides at le1 two-
sevenths of the average House.

The 1931 House was the most “aristocratic” in this sense, and the
1929 House the least so. The parliamentary Conservative party is most
“aristocratic” when it is numerically at its weakest: a clear indication
that, in general, the hereditary-titled element takes the safest seats for
itself and leaves the more difficult contests to the less “aristocratic”
¢lements.

It is'difficult to estimate with any high degree of accuracy the strength
of the hereditary-titled element in either the House of Commons or the
country as a whole, but a cautious estimate indicates that this element
has at least 400 times the representation that it would have on a propor-
tional basis. .

ParTY

Many factors need to be taken into account in considering the rela-
tionship between party strengths in the Hous¢ of Commons and party
strengths amongst the electorate. We are concerned only with the three
major streams of political thought, Conservative, Liberal, and Labour,
but even so difficulties arise. The proper party affiliations of members
are not always easily determined, especially in cases where there are
“splits” or “pacts” or where ephemeral “parties” have made a faitly
wide but transient appeal to the electorate. Again, where all three parties
contest a seat it is possible to ascertain with some degree of accuracy
their relative strengths amongst the voters; but when there are only two
candidates this is not so easy. Not only have voters of the third party
no means of indicating their allegiance, but, since some of them will
perforce vote for the other parties, the strengths of the latter will be in-
flated by votes that they only receive faute de mieux. In the case of un-
contested elections the position is even less clear. We find that, for these
and other reasons, there is a general tendency for the aggregate votes to
exaggerate the strength of the more successful parties and to underrate
that of the less successful. This, be it noted, refers purely to votes and
has nothing to do with the number of seats gained.

In analysing the votes cast we made allowance for uncontested elec-
tions, but decided that further adjustments were impracticable. The
“effective” votes recorded are therefore simply the actual aggregates
plus an allowance for unopposed returns.

Turning to the successive elections, we find that there js little corre-
spondence between votes cast and seats won: in none of the elections
do they tally at all closely, and in most they arc seriously divergent.
The factseamply justify the description “a gamble” often applied to,
general elections: they demonstrate the absurdity of speaking of 'the «
results as expressing “the will of the people” or as giving “.a mindate
from the country”. "
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In 1918—the “coupon” election—the Conservatives gained nearly 50
per cent more seats than their voting strength entitled them to; the
Labow-party gained over 50 per cent less than their proper representa-
tion. In 1922 the Conservatives were again unduly successful, gaining
nearly 40 per cent more seats than their aggregate vote merited. The
Liberals won only two-thirds and Labour only four-fifths of their due
share.

In 1923 the state of opinion in the country was more nearly reflected
in parliament than at any other inter-war election. Even so, the Con-
servatives had 17 and Labour 11 more seats than their due, while the
Liberals had 22 fewer. Compared with 1922, the Conservative vote only
fell 4 per cent, yet their representation dropped 26 per cent; the Liberais
gained less than 5 per cent in' votes, but won, 36 per cent more seats;
the Labour vote rose little more than 2 per cent, but gained nearly 35
per cent more seats. With hardly any change of political opinion in the
country there was a drastic change in the political complexion of the
House.

In 1924 luck reverted to the Conservatives: they won 44 per cent
more seats than their voting strength merited. The Liberals correspond-
ingly had 64 per cent less seats than their due, and Labour 26 per cent
less. In 1929 the Conservatives obtained a mere 10 per cent of un-
deserved seats, whereas the Labour party secured 27 per cent, though
the aggregate votes of the two parties were practically equal. These
undue successes deprived the Liberals of nearly 60 per cent of the seats
they should have had.

In 1931 the Conservatives, profiting yet again by the “gamble”,
secured over 35 per cent more seats than their votes justified. Labour’s
strength, traduced by the results, gave it 65 per cent less seats than it
deserved. The Liberals secured seats roughly corresponding to their
votes; but they contested so few divisions that millions of Liberal votes
must have gone unrecorded. In 1935 the Conservatives, lucky yet again,
secured 32 per cent too many seats, while Labour was mulcted of a like
percentage. The Liberals were about 14 per cent down, but as they
again put up very few candidates their true under-representation must
have been much greater.

The erratic nature of the present “system” is strikingly demonstrated
by the fact that, whereas in 1929 an aggregate Labour vote of 38 per
cent of the grand total gave us a Labour government, in 1935 an aggre-
gate Labour vote of 40 per cent of the grand total gave us a strongly
anti-Labour government. The Conservative party has, since the Iast war,
profited extremesy by the electoral gamble, but there is no guarantee
that this will continue: there are signs that before long it may be the
turn of the Labour party to have a similar, and equally undeserved, run
of luck. Its voting strength steadily increases, and in 1935 it secured the
highest percentage of the total vote it has yet had. Soon our capricious
“systeth™ may give it an overwhelming majority in the House while it is
still only a minority in the country.
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This is no fanciful picture; for four times since the last war the Con-
servatives have secured a substantial majority of seats in the Commons
when they had only 2 minority of votes in the country. For 17 ydars out
of 24 the Conscrvatives have dominated the government while markedly
in a minority in the country. The sweeping changes in the party com-
plexion of parliament at such elections as that of 1931 do not represent
any corresponding change of view on the part of the electorate. Labour
lost 224 seats at that election; its loss of voting strength only corre-
sponded to a loss of 39 seats.

We observe another defect of the present system of election in the
virtual disfranchisement of electors belonging to minority parties in
many constituencies and in quite a number of extensive areas. For
example, in the inter-war period the County of Sussex, with a popula-
tion of nearly half a million, has had forty-seven electoral returns, and
the Conservatives have secured the seat in forty-six of these. The 40 per
cent of Sussex electors who belong to the Liberal and Labour parties
are completely unrepresented and likely to remain so; nor is this area
unique.

Looking back over our investigations as a whole, what are the out-
standing results? I think we may note the following matters as having
special significance.

The first point is the elderliness of the House of Commons. The
average member does not even commence his parliamentary service
until nearly a quarter of a century after becoming an adult, while the
mean age of members is 84 years higher than that of the electorate and
20 years higher than that of the whole population.

The next point is the dominating position of public-school men in the
House, and particularly the amazingly high proportion of members
educated at Eton and (to a less extent) Harrow. These two schools have
a share of the membership about 500 times as big as their share of the
clectorate.

Next we note that occupationally the House is in no sense a micro-
cosm of the community: the distribution of occupations is utterly dis-
similar, Moreover, a huge proportion of members belong to the talking
classes, and in particular to the legal profession.

Another point is the big proportion of members who hold, or are
related to the holders of, hereditary titles. This aristocratic clement,
which forms only a tiny fraction of the community, secures a share in
the membership of the House 400 times as great.

A final point is the conspicuous failure of the Houst as a representa-
tion of the political opinion of the country, even as recorded in votes.
The common description of a general election as a gamble is seen to.be
founded @n fact: for its results are not merely an exaggeration -of
prevalent public opinion—they are a capricious and unpredictaPle dise

tortion of it. . .
These are the salient characteristics of the House in respect ofpnt_ﬁ
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important matters considered separately. But there are some more
general qualities to he detected when we survey the field as a whole.

First“we note that the House is not in any sense what Professor Laski
calls “an average sample of ordinary men”. In no single respect—age,
education, occupation, sex, social standing, party—does the composition
of the House of Commons reflect that of the community; The differ-
ences, moreover, are not the minor deviations inseparable from any
system of representation: they are radical divergences.

Studying these divergences, we are driven to the conclusion that
parliament is recruited to a very marked extent from what are, in one
way or another, privileged classes. In the Labour party the dominant
position of the trade unions gives to the officials of those unions the
status of a privileged class: they secure their huge share of the party’s
parliamentary seats, not on general political grounds, but because of
their services, past, present, and future, o the interests of the unions.

Outside the Labour. party it is social position, as measured by the
factors of birth, education, and financial means, that determines the
privileged class. Here we find ourselves forced to join issue with those
who assert that “The belief in the existence of social classes . . . is the
result of studying social theory of doubtful value and of neglecting
social facts.”* This assertion has already been answered,t and we need
spend no time on any general refutation of it. But if we face honestly
the “social facts” with which thig book is concerned we are compelled
to recognize the existence of social classes, irrespective of “social
theory” (whether “of doubtful value” or otherwise), and it may be as
well to make this point clear,

If there were no social classes we should find little or no correlation
between the political views and the social attributes of members of
parliament. If there were no social classes we should be unable to pre-
dict from a member’s education or occupation what his political views
would be. If there were no social classes we should expect to find old
Etonians and old Oxonians equally at home in any of the political
parties: we should not be able to say, as we can now, that if a member
is an army officer, a stockbroker, or the heir to a peerage, it is next door
to certain that he is a Conservative, whereas if he is a miner or a joiner
it is a pretty safe bet that he is a Labour member. We need not multiply
examples: throughout this investigation the accumulating facts drive
home the point. Politics are strongly correlated with education, with
occupation, with parentage, with financial means, and the rest of it:
and these are correlated with each other.

If there were i social classes, why should this be so? In a classless
society a man’s political views would be the reflection of his individual
personality, the outcome of his individual experience as a human being.
But, indeed, the existence of social classes is obvious if ore will but

* A.M. Carr-Saunders and D. Caradog Jones, 4 Survey of the Social Struc-
ture of England and W ales (1927), chapter V1.
1 E.g., by R. H. Tawney, Equality (1931), chapter 111.
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look at the facts that stare one in the face. Are there no class distinc-
tions between, shall we say, the officers” mess and that of the sergeants?
—or between the grand stand at Ascot and the stablemen’s quargers?—
or between the débutantes at a Court and the flower-girls in the street
outside?

The facts that social classes are not discontinuous,* but shade off
gradually into one another, and that they are not entirely rigid, but
allow a certain amount of passage to and fro in individual cases from
one class to another: these facts are not a denial of the existence of
class—they are merely an indication of the conditions in which it
functions.

We conclude, then, that outside the Labour party (and even to some
extent within it} parliament is very largely recruited from certain
favoured sections of the community. Whether we label these sections
“the upper classes”, or “the wealthier classes”, or, as some prefer, “the
political classes”, the essential Tact remains that they form what we may
safely term a privileged class. Their attributes of birth, education, and
means give them many advantages in life generally; and the abnormal
share of the membership of the House of Commons which they secure
reflects these advantages and enables them to dominate the political life
of the community.+

Here we can leave our study of the personnel of the House of Com-
mons as it now is: we have the basic facts and can pass on to study the
causes underlying the present state of affairs, to discuss what changes
may be desirable, and to consider how such changes could be brought
about.

* 1t appears that Professor Carr-Saunders and Mr. Jones_f@l[ into the error of
assuming that there can be no classification without sharp dividing lines, for they
say: “But since incomes and holdings of property are continuously graded, it is
clear that amount of income and holding of property cannot of themselves form
the basis of classification into anything of the nature of discontinuous social
classes.” And again: “. . . there is seldom or never to be found a sharp dividing
line between wage-earners and the rest.” But discontinuity and sharp dividing
lines are by nio means essential to classification: ask the biologists, the physicists,
scientists generally. There is no discontinuity between day and night, and no
“sharp dividing line” between the animal and vegetable kingdoms; yet the dis-
tinction in each case is clear enough and important enough for all practical
purposes. It simply will not do to _requjre “sharp dividing lines” and “discon-~
tinuity” as a prerequisite of all classification. . B )

+ For a remarkably able and penetrating study of this aspect of British public
life by an observer who stands outside it, reference may be made to King, Lords,
and Gentlemen, by Karl Heinz Abshagen (1939).



PARTII °
CAUSE AND EFFECT

CHAPTER XIII
THE HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

WE now know what sorts of people represent us in parliament. We
have ascertained their characteristics and peculiarities in age, education,
occupation, party, and other matters, We have compared them in these
respects with the general adult population, and have discovered that
there are marked differences between the composition of the House of
Commons and that of the electorate: the House is not a reproduction
of the nation in miniature, but something quite different.

Certain kinds of people preponderaté in the House of Commons,
with no corresponding preponderance in the community at large. Why
are we represented by these kinds of people and not by other kinds?
What considerations govern the choice of the personnel of parliament?
Do the divergences between the qualities of this personnel and the
qualities of the community arise from the operation of any principle, or
are they the fortuitous outcome of parliamentary evolution, the acci-
dental product of social conditions and historical events?

These are the questions that we have next to consider. To answer
them we have first to analyse the conditions that govern the selection of
candidates for parliament, and the choice between those candidates;
and then to study the relation between those conditions and the result-
ing composition of the House of Commons.

Now, it is no part of the scheme of this book to present a history
of parliamentary institutions in this country, or even to record the
origins of the House of Commons and the story of its development
into its present form. But, in order that the matters to be discussed in
the succeeding chapters may be seen in proper perspective, it is desir-
able that we should at least notice briefly the salient characteristics of
that history, and should pay some attention to the phases of it that are
most closely related to our subject.

Amongst these historical characteristics we may observe first the
doctrine, or if you prefer it the way of thinking, that the government of
this country is not to be regarded as a despotism, that its rulers have no
totalitarian rights over the community. It may well be that this doctrine
was not consciously present in the minds of those who in the remote
past first helpedeto establish it. It is probable that it long remained
implicit in actions rather than expressed in words. It is certain that, even
when it came to be expressed, its scope was limited, its outlines nebu-
lous, and its implications not fully grasped. It is indisputable; also, that
kings and priests and landholders were constantly striving, and often

2 118
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with considerable success for the time being, to overthrow or ignore it.
But, when all is said and done, it seems clear that the principle has been
there, however latent or ill defined, and that it has exercised a ppwerful,
if intermittent, influence on the growth of our political institutions. It is
deeply rooted in our traditions and has become almost instinctive in our
race, though, like most instincts, it is largely taken for granted.

Next among these characteristics we may note that the growth of the
House of Commons from its remote origins in Saxon times to its present
forms and powers has been 2 slow and lengthy process. It was never
deliberately planned as the House of Representatives was planned in
the United States of America and as most other modern legislative
bodies were planned. By comparison it is an organism, evolved by the
interaction of many factors during many centuries, where they are con-
sciously-designed machines; and, as with other organisms, it retains
vestigial traces of ancestral fogms. Lacking perhaps the neatness of the
modern artificial product, it possesses instead an almost biological
capacity for growth and adaptation. Superficially its history may seem
spasmodic and even discontinuous, with many fluctuations and regres-
sions; but taking a longer view there is a continuity about it that is not
only remarkable, but has been, in all probability, of extreme value in
maintaining the vitality and durability of our politica] activities and
consciousness.

I slow growth and continuity may be taken as the second salient
characteristic of the development of the House of Commons, we may
regard as the third the adaptability to changing circumstances that goes
with them. The history of the House is a long record of changes in com-
position, in function, and in procedure, brought about by changing con-
ditions and unfolding ideas. As the social and industrial life of the
country has expanded and as its civilization has developed in complexity
and amenity far beyond the rude simplicity of Saxon times, so have the
bases of its parliamentary organization and the range of its parlia-
mentary activities broadened out far beyond those of the witenagemot.~

Concurrent with these changes, and perhaps hardly separable from
them, there has been the long strupgle between the few who have
acquired and would retain for themselves a privileged position in the
government of the country and the increasing number who have sought
the right to participate in the determination of their political destinies,
The struggle takes many forms down the centuries: now as a contest
between a feudal king and his turbulent barons, now as a quarrel
between a monarch seeking to establish the doctrine of divine right and
his refractory parliament, now as the opposition of the great landowners
1o the sharing of power with the new industrial magnates, now as the
effort of the common man to demand a place in the political scheme of
things: but through it all we can see, as the combatants can rarely have
seen, the gradual development of something that approximates more
and more nearly to a democratic way of government. As Pallard*

* A F. Pollard, The Evolution of Parliament (1920), page 15.

’
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observes: “The state has gone on from strength to strength because its
parliamentary organization provided for an ever-widening national
represantation, and government became increasingly the affair of the
English people.” Here is no completed tale, however; the struggle still
goes on, and the end is not yet in sight.

These essential characteristics of the growth of the House of Com-

.mons to its present powers and status suggest certain lines of thought in
connexion with any scheme for the improvement or further development
of the House, including the solution of the problems of personnel which
it is the purpose of this book to discuss. We have not yet reached the
stage in our investigations at which concrete proposals for reform can
be considered—there are still many matters to be taken into account
before we can do that—but if our reading of the trend of parliamentary
history is substantially correct it seems to indicate the general attitude
of mind which should inform our approach to the question of reform.

One general consideration that suggests itself is that in a country with
so lengthy and, on a long view, so consistent a record of political
development we should be guided as much by tradition as by pure logic
in any proposals we may put forward. Stating the matter in another
way, we may postulate as a fundamental principle that schemes for
reform should grow out of the history of the institutions to be reformed,
in so far as that is possible or practicable. To say that is not to suggest
that no violent departure from tradition can ever be justifiable or suc-
cessful. There may be conditions that render such a departure almost
inevitable; the bold course may succeed in spite of its risks and of the
turmoil which it almost inevitably causes. We have such an instance in
the establishment of the new régime in Russia. But a course which may
be justified in the case of a country in desperate straits is not therefore
to be recommended for a country with a settled way of life and a proved
capacity for constitutional evolution. It is almost certainly the failure to
observe this principle that has been one of the greatest, though not the
only, cause of the breakdown, partial or complete, of parliamentary
institutions in countries where they have been imposed in spite of the
lack of any previous traditions or experience of a comparable kind.

If we accept this view, then we must conclude that the best line of
advance is to start from things as they are and find ways of improving
the House as we know it and as it has evolved through the centuries,
rather than to take a clean sheet of paper and attempt to start all over
again from abstract considerations of logic and efficiency. This is no
plea for “gradualism” as a basic political philosophy, nor is it in any
way an advocaey of timidity in facing our problems: it may be that
drastic remedies are required to meet the needs of the case. What we
are asserting is that proposals for reform, whether drastic or otherwise,
should take account of our deeply rooted ways of living and thinking,
should build on what is best in our long national experience and tradi-
tion, zather than attempt to begin afresh from some different and non-
historical basis. It seems to me that the really serious criticism of such a
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proposal as that of the Webbs for a Political Parliament and a Social
Parliament side by side* is not so much to be found in considerations of
either political theory or practical mechanical efficiency as in the fact
that the scheme involves an abrupt break with tradition and a fresh
start on a totally new basis.} :

Of course, if an institution or a tradition has outlived its wsefulness
and is moribund, then the only thing to do is to scrap it completely,
start afresh, and substitute something that we hope will prove not only
new but better. But in spite of all its defects—and they are many—I
can see no ground for deciding that the House of Commons has reached
such a state. Even the present war, with all its upheavals and stresses,
has not demonstrated any such faiture of the House as would warrant
us in consigning it to the scrap-heap or even in remaking it on a com-
pletely new basis.

A further consideration suggested by the characteristics of its history
is that any alteration in the constitution or in the personnel of the House
should be in the direction of making it more and not less democratic.
Not so long ago there were people in this country who quite seriously
contended that the need was for a more authoritarian form of govern-
ment. The present war has largely silenced if not converted them, since
it has engaged us in a life-and-death struggle with the three great
authoritarian states, Germany, Italy, and Japan, and since the evils of
dictatorship and despotism have been demonstrated anew in the actions
of those states. But, quite apart from the war and the lurid light it has
thrown on such forms of government, I suggest that our own history is
sufficient to indicate beyond a doubt that for us at least the true line of
development is to be found in seeking to widen the distribution of effec-
tive political power, to utilize more and more fully the political capaci-
ties of our people in whatever walk of tife they are to be found. For us
there seems no natural tendency towards totalitarianism on the one
hand or the dictatorship of the proletariat on the other. We are in the
happy position of having found a broad way of advance which, in spite
of its manifest imperfections and its tendency to resemble Chesterton’s
“Rolling English Road”, suits us and has given us an almost unex-
ampled political stability : let us continue to pursue it, though now, it is
to be hoped, with a clearer vision of our aims, a bolder effort to achieve
them, and a better sense of direction.

It would be interesting to pass from these general considerations and
trace in detail the steps in the evolution of the House of Commons as a
separate chamber, its gradual change of function, and its development

] »

2

* Sidney and Beatrice Webb, 4 Constitution for the Socialist Commonwedlih

of Great Britain (1920). '
* ' f Iam aware that this might be disputed by the authors of the scheme,
say: “Each %ociety can only reconstruct itself on the lines of its
development, and out of the social materials that are, for the time bmng'yn >
able.”” It does not seem to me, however, that the scheme complies with this
requirement: it involves a fundamental departure from our accustomed ways of
development,
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into its present form. Leaving that to the constitutional historians.*
however, we may just note one or two points of special interest. It was
in 1254 that the “knights of the shires”, the forerunners of our present
county members, were first summoned to parliament, and only eleven
years later that representatives of cities and boroughs were included;
whilst in 1295 or a few years later, and more by chance than of set
purpose, parliament first met as two houses, the prelates sitting with the
greater feudal lords, and the knights of the shires with the citizens and
burgesses. So, within the short space of a generation or two, the great
council of the realm changed from a feudal assembly to a parliament of
two houses, lords and commons: the essential germ of parliament as
we know it to-day.

We must, however, avoid the mistake of reading into these happen-
ings an immediate significance that they did not possess. It is doubtful
whether a confemporary observer would have seen in them anything
more than adjustments made to meet current needs: their significance
to us arises from the fact that they were the first steps taken on a path
which has led to enormously important results, and that had those steps
been taken—as they so easily might have been taken—in some other
direction, the political development of the country would in all proba-
bility have followed a wholly different course. It must be borne in mind,
moreover, that the functions of the “model parliament” of 1295 differed
greatly from the functions of its modern descendant. It was the germ
from which the latter sprang; but it was not a modern parliament in
mediaeval dress.

Now, although any comprehensive study of the history of parliament
would be out of place here, it is pertinent to our inquiries to survey in
outline the stages by which the personnel of the House of Commons
and its method of election have varied and developed from 1254 to the
present time: seven hundred years of growth and experiment and
adjustment.

Initially the “knights of the shires” were of the same feudal class as
the barons: they were, indeed, the lesser “barons” in the original sense
of the term, the difference being simply that, whereas the greater barons
were summoned to parliament by individual writs addressed to them
personally, the knights were summoned by writs addressed to the sheriff,
and each county had to elect two representatives to attend parliament :
the rudimentary beginnings of representative government. There were at
first thirty-seven counties so represented, Wales and the counties pala-
tine being excluded, and the county representation of England remained
remarkably coritant right up to the Reform Act of 1832. The Welsh
counties were brought in by Henry VIII and, of course, the Scottish and
Irish counties on the union of their parliaments with those of England
and Great Britain respectively. g

The election of the knights for service in parliament was made by the

* There is an admirable summary of this evolution in Sir Courtenay Itbert's
Parliament (ed. 1929), chapter 1.
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county courts from amongst their own members. These county courts
were, of course, very different bodies from the county courts of the
present day: they had administrative and fiscal functions to pedorm as
well as judicial. At first there was no machinery of clection specified.
The sheriff was in charge of the proceedings, but otherwise the method
of choosing representatives appears to have been left to each county to
determine for itself. In 1430, however, an act of Henry VI laid it down
that the electors (and therefore the representatives) must be resident in
the county and must hold land—frechold or tenement, not leasehold or
copyhold—of the net annual value of at least forty shillings. This act
remained in force for a remarkably long time. For four centuries its
provisions endured untouched, and even the Reform Act of 1832,
though it enfranchised certain copyholders, leaseholders, and occupiers,
left the forty-shilling freeholders practically undisturbed.

It may be noted that as early as 1294 frecholders with land of a net
annual value of less than forty shillings were excused from attendance
at county courts and therefore from service in parliament, though it was
pot until 1430 that they were excluded. But in those early days such
duties were regarded as onerous and unwelcome: to be excused was a
boon and not a deprivation. The change made in 1430 is probably
symptomatic of a changing attitude to parliamentary service, the dawn-
ing consciousness that such service might have its advantages as well as
its disadvantages.

The history of city and borough representation is much more complex
and tangled than that of the county. The first writs merely instructed
the sheriff to secure the return of two members for each city and
borough in the county, no towns being mentioned by name. As with the
counties, electors and elected belonged to the same category in each
case: the citizens of each city and the burgesses of each borough chose,
or had chosen, from amongst their own numbers the two representatives
who were to serve for them in parliament. As with the counties, too,
service in parliament was not originally a privilege, but an unpleasant
duty, to be shirked whenever possible : moreover, apart from individual
reluctance to undertake this service, towns were often anxious to be
excused, since they had to pay wages to their representatives and were .
taxed at a higher rate than counties. In this connexion it must be borne
in mind that the early parliaments were, on the one hand, judicial
bodies and, on the other, a means of securing the taxes that the king
needed, It was only in the course of centuries that they became to any
appreciable extent bodies for the enacting of legislation and the discus-
sion of policy. The reluctance of knights, citizens, and burgesses alike
to undertake the dangers and discomforts of the journey to Westminster,
and to assume the responsibilities involved, is therefore easily under-
standable. o

The number of boroughs returning members varied greatly from time
to time, and the qualifications for participating in elections varied wmaz-
ingly from place to place: the borough franchise never had the uni-
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formity imposed on that of the county by the act of 1430. It is remark-
able that there should have heen such differences between counties and
boroughs, both in regard to the number of constituencies and in regard
to the qualifications of electors; but so it was, and not until the Reform
Act of 1832 were borough representation and franchise put on to any-
thing like a sound and uniform basis.

At first the selection of towns to be represented seems to have been
left to the sheriff, though no doubt in the course of time custom tended
to fix the choice. As, however, the functions of parliament developed
and membership gradually changed in aspect from a disagrecable duty
to a valuable privilege, the right to representation became something to
be sought instead of shirked, and the number of boroughs represented
in parliament rose considerably. New boroughs were created by royal
charter, particularly by the Tudors, and borough representation was
correspondingly increased. There seems&ome doubt how far this expan-
sion was due to the desire of monarchs—Elizabeth, for example—to
create “pocket boroughs™ as a means of controlling the House of Com-
mons, and how far it was due to the increasing desire of citizens and
burgesses to have a voice in affairs of state: probably both influences
were at work at different times and places.

Certain it is that the early and widespread reluctance to serve that
caused two Oxfordshire knights to flee the country on their election to
parliament, and Torrington to obtain a charter giving it perpetual
exemption from representation,*-underwent a change in the course of
time. About the middle of the fifteenth century the number of boroughs
returning members to the House of Commons began to increase again
after having fallen from the 166 of early days to the 99 of 1445; and by
the sixteenth century the former position was reversed, membership of
the House was eagerly sought, and seats were even bought and sold. As
Pollard says: “The burden of representation had become a privilege,
because people had grasped the fact that through it they could impose
their will on the crown, instead of the crown through it imposing its will
upon them. The forms of the partnership remained, but the predomin-
ance was changing hands.”t

The age of the Tudors, indeed, marks the transformation of parlia-
ment from an assembly of mediaeval organization and functions to some-
thing recognizably similar in general effect to the modern institution.
From that period until 1832, though there were innumerable changes in
forms and procedure and outlook, yet in essentials the House of Com-
mons remained much the same, and its constituencies and franchises
underwent no substantial reorganization or modification,

From that point of view the Reform Act of 1832 is of much greater
significance than its immediate results betoken. It fell far short of ful-
filling the hopes that had been placed upon it by ardent rcformers of
the time; it gave power rather to commercial and industrial magnates
than-to the people generally. But it marked the transition from an out-

* Pollard, op. cit., page 154, t Op. cit., page 159.
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worn post-mediaeval franchise and distribution of seats to something that
is definitely modern, and it paved the way for the Representation of the
People Acts (the very title of which is significant) of 1867, 1884, 1918,
and 1928, together with the Ballot Act of 1872 and the Redistribution
of Seats Act of 1885, By these acts the franchise and the distribution of
seats, which had not varied greatly in essentials from 1254 to 1832, were
completely transformed. The franchise especially was expanded out of
all knowledge, so that in less than a century we pass from the era of
rotten boroughs with a mere handful of male electors to an age in which
adult suffrage for both sexes is the rule and seats are distributed with at
least some regard to population. One needs to sit back and take a
bird’s-eye view of the changes as a whole to realize how sweeping they
have been and how great is their significance in the democratization of
politics.

There would be little pointjin attempting to survey in detail the
changes in the franchise in the intervening period between 1832 and
1928: particulars of them are readily accessible elsewhere, and they
have little direct bearing on the issues with which we are concerned in
this investigation. We pass over them, therefore, and conclude this
chapter with a brief statement of the present position, which, it will be
seen, is a great deal simpler and more straightforward than was the case
at any previous time.

To be eligible ta be placed on the register of electors, and hence to be
eligible to vote in & parliamentary election, a person must be a British
subject, must be twenty-one years of age, and must (a) have resided in
the same constituency or a contiguous constituency for the previous
three months, or (b) have been in occupation for the previous three
months of business premises of a yearly value of ten pounds or more in
a constituency other than that in which he or she resides (or be the wife
or husband of a person in such occupation), or (¢} hold a degree of a
British university. Inmates of prisons, lunatic asylums, workhouses, and
similar institutions are not entitled to the franchise.

At a general election a person may vote once on account of a resi-
dence qualification, and also once on account of either a business-
premises qualification or a university qualification. No one may vote
more than twice, however many qualifications he or she may possess.
At a by-election, however, anyone on the register of electors for the
division may vote. There are special provisions for absent voters, in-
cluding those in the fighting services, and there are a number of rules
dealing with exceptional cases. These, however, are not material to our
discussion and need not be given here.*

1t will be seen that practically every adult British subject of either

sex who is resident in this country is entitled to a vote, and the number
" of electors on the register—over 31 millions (excluding Northern Ire=:
land)—bears this out, even when allowance is made for *“plural vom ‘

* For fuller particulars see the Constitutional Year Book and other woﬂs qth
reference, .
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Even so recently as 1885 the number of electors was under 5 millions,
while in 1832, even after the Reform Act, there were only about
1 million. These figures speak for themselves.

When we turn from the qualifications necessary in order to become
an elector to the qualifications necessary in order to become a candi-
date, we find a corresponding simplicity and straightforwardness.
Legally the restrictions on candidature for membership of the House of
Commons are few in number and not very onerous. On the positive
side, a candidate must be a British subject, must be twenty-one years of
age, must be nominated in writing by ten electors of the constituency he
seeks to represent, and must deposit the sum of one hundred and fifty
pounds in cash or notes with the Returning Officer. If the candidate
succeeds in obtaining not less than one-eighth of the total number of
valid votes recorded, his deposit is refunded to him after the election;
otherwise it is forfeited. il

On the negative side, the following classes of persons are debarred
from membership of the House: peers of England, Scotland, and the
United Kingdom; Irish representative peers; judges of the High Court;
members of the permanent Civil Service; clergymen of the Established
Church; priests of the Roman Catholic Church; bankrupts; lunatics;
and persons convicted of treason, felony, and certain electoral offences.

It is typical of the anomalies still remaining in the constitution that
though Irish peers who have no seats in the House of Lords may enter
the House of Commons, Scottish peers may not; and that though
members of the permanent civil service are excluded from parliament,
ambassadors and members of the navy, army, and air force are under
no such ban. Furthermore, a candidate need not reside in the con-
stituency he seeks to represent, nor need he even be an clector in that
or any other constituency. He may have spent his whole life abroad, in
the dominions or elsewhere, and have neither knowledge of conditions
in this country nor place of residence in it; so long as he is a British
subject he is eligible for election.

Apart from the comparatively small number of persons disqualified
as set out above, then, any British subject of full age who can secure
ten electors’ signatures and find a hundred and fifty pounds to deposit
can become a candidate. The finding of the deposit may in some cases
be a hardship, but otherwise the conditions could hardly be easier.

Freedom from legal restrictions, however, is not the only governing
consideration, and we pass in the succeeding chapters to the discussion
of other matters which have a powerful effect in determining the
character of our representation in parliament.
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CHAPIER XIV
THE COST OF ELECTIONS

As we have seen in the last chapter, seven centuries of parliamentary
evolution have brought us to the stage of universal adult suffrage and
almost negligible restrictions on election to the House of Commons.
Legally the position could hardly be simpler, for almost every adult
British subject is entitled to a vote and eligible to become a candidate.
But removal of legal barriers, though of the first importance, is not the
whole story: it is one thing not to be prohibited from a given course of
action, and quite another to be able to follow that course. As Tawney
remarks, the law “is even generous, for it offers opportunities both to
those whom the social system pjrmits to seize them and to those whom
it does not.”* So, in this case as in many others, the value of legal
opportunity is largely nullified by the stringencies of finance: it is an
expensive business to contest an election, and a more expensive one to
sit in the House of Commons.

Take first the question of the cost of contesting an election. The
amount of money that may be expended by or on behalf of a candidate
is limited by Act of Parliament, but is nevertheless considerable. The
maximum permissible expenditure consists of an allowance based on
the number of electors on the register of the division at the time of the
election, together with certain other allowances. The limit per elector is
6d. in a county division, 5d. in a single-member borough division, and
33d. in a double-member borough division. Let us see what this allow-
ance amounts to in practice.

The smallest number of electors in a county division at the last
general election (1935) was 27,309, at Barnard Castle, Durham, and the
largest was 167,939, at Romford, Essex. Hence the per elector part of
the permissible expenses for each candidate ranged from £683 to £4,198
in county divisions, with an average of about £1,230. An additional sum
of not more than £75 may be paid in remuneration to the election
agent. To these sums must be added the personal expenses of the candi-
date himself: these are not limited to any precise amount, though they
must, of course, be bona fide. The maximum permissible expenditure
per candidate for all purposes, therefore, ranges in county divisions
from about £900 to about £4,400, with an average of about £1,500.

In the single-member borough divisions the smallest number of
electors was 27,484, at South-West Bethnal Green, and the largest was
106,936, at Ilford. Hence the per elector part of the permissible expenses
for each candidate ranged from £573 to £2,228 in sueh divisions, with
" anaverage of about £1,000. Adding the £50 allowed as remuneration to
the election agent in a borough division, and also the personal expenses |,
of the candidate himself, it may be taken that the maximum permissible .

* R. H. Tawney, Equality (1931), page 139,
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expenditure per candidate for all purposes in single-member borough
divisions ranges from about £750 to about £2,400, with an average of
about £1,200.

It should be observed that there are rules governing the exact pur-
poses for which expenses may be incurred and the manner in which
they must be paid, but these rules do not concern us here. It will be
realized, also, that the figures given are in all cases maxima, and that
no candidate is under any obligation to spend sums of this size on s
election expenses; but clearly~if he curtails his expenditure unduly a
candidate is likely to reduce the effectiveness of his electoral campaign
and correspondingly to damage his prospects of success.

It is of interest, therefore, to inquire what amounts are actually
spent by candidates. Every candidate has to declare to the returning
officer, after the election, the amount and details of his election ex-
penses; and the whole of the returns Jo made after a general election
are printed by order of the House of Commons and published as a blue-
book. Let us glance at the returns for the general election of 1935.%

The first thing we notice is that, in general, the actual expenditure of
candidates falls considerably short of the legal maximum. As we have
seen, the average permissible expenditure for candidates in county
divisions is about £1,500: against this the average actual expenditure in
1935 was £576. The average in contested divisions is, however, rather
higher, as the lower average costs when there is no contest tend to bring
down the general average a little. Assume it as £600 in round figures
for contested seats; then we see that the actual expenditure was only
40 per cent of the permissible, taking the averages for the whole of the
county divisions.

In borough divisions the actual average for the whole country was
£515: say £520 in contested elections only. The permissible amount
averaged about £1,200, as we have seen. Hence, for the borough seats,
the actual expenditure was only about 43 per cent of the permissible,
on the average.

An interesting and significant fact disclosed by the official “Return”
is that in almost every constituency the Conservative candidate’s elec-
tion expenses are much higher than those of his Liberal or Labour
opponent. It is rarely, indeed, that the Conservative expenditure is
equalled by that of any opponent: a clear indication of the greater
wealth of the Conservative party. In the 1935 election the average
amounts of election expenses for contested elections were, in round
figures, as follows:

Conservative candidates £780
Liberal candidates . £520
Labour candidates £360

so that the average Conservative candidate spent half as much agam as
the average Liberal candidate, and more than twice as much as the
»

* Return of the Expenses of Each Candidate at the General Election of
November 1935 (H.C. 150, 1936)
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average Labour candidate. It should be added that these figures do not
include “Liberal National” and “National Labour” candidates. The
expenses of these were on the high side, equalling or even exgeeding
those of their Conservative allies: an interesting sidelight on these
products of “National” government.

The same financial position is seen from a slightly different aspect if
we consider the cases where a candidate’s election expenses exceeded
£1,000. There were 95 such candidates in the 1935 election, and 83 of
them were Conservatives or their allies,* while only 7 were Liberals and
4 Labour, the remaining 1 being an Independent. No less than 30 per
cent of the National Labour candidates spent over £1,000 each on their
election expenses, and so did over 18 per cent of the Liberal Nationals
and nearly 14 per cent of the Conservatives. But only a little over 4 per
cent of the Labour candidates exceeded £1,000. The contrast speaks for
itself.

The total bill for election expenses for the whole country was no less
than £722,093, very nearly three-quarters of a million pounds. Who
pays this bill? The practice varies considerably, both as between one
party and another and as between one constituency and another. It is
not easy to ascertain the facts very closely, and, indeed, it is only in the
Labour party that there is any definite scheme for dealing with ex-
penses. We can, however, discern the broad trend of each party’s
practice.

In the Conservative party the official view is that the financial and
other arrangements in connexion with a candidature, including the
question of who is to pay the election expenses, are matters to be settled
between the candidate and his constituency party association.} The
Central Office of the party, however, T am told, uses its influence, when-
ever possible, to ensure that no local association limits its freedom of
choice by making too heavy financial demands upon any prospective
candidate. What in this context are to be considered as excessive
demands, how much freedom of choice is considered necessary, and
how far the influence of the Central Office is actually exerted or suc-
cessful, T have not been able to discover.

According, however, to one Conservative candidate, Mr. Ian Harvey,
a prospective Conservative candidate must be willing to pay “at least
half” of the election expenses out of his own pocket to have even “a
reasonable chance” of being adopted, while his prospect of adoption
will be “excellent” if he is willing to pay the whole of the expenses. §
Any part of the expenses not paid by the candidate himself is presum-

* 69 Conservatives, 8 Liberal Nationals, and 6 National Labour, .

t The candidature is, nevertheless, subject to the approval of party head-
quarters. .

1 lan Hurvey, A Plutocratic System. This memorandum was issued to the
press in January 1939: the essential passages are reproduced, by penniuinn! 1
Appendix ITL . - 1 et

§ He must also, according to Mr, Harvey, be willing to pay ;{"“mj
annual subscription to the local Conservative association; see Chapf x¥ -
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ably found by the local association. Mr. Harvey estimates the actual
amount of the election expenses as “anything between £400 and
£1,200° :* hence, if he is correct, no one can expect to be adopted as
a Conservative candidate, in any but exceptional constituencies, unless
he is prepared to contribute towards his election expenses at least £200,
and possibly as much as £2,000.

At first sight there may seem to be some inconsistency between Mr.
Hartey’s statements and the official view of the party; but that incon-
sistency, I suggest, may be only superficial. So long as there are would-
be Conservative candidates available who are willing to meet the
financial demands indicated by Mr. Harvey, the Central Office may
perhaps consider that the local associations are not limiting their
freedom of choice by making too heavy financial demands upon pros-
pective, candidates: it is a matter of interpretation. In any event there
can be little doubt that what bas been tgrmed by leading Conservatives
the “selling of seats” does take place; and as this is not just a matter of
domestic interest for the Conservative party, but one which has an im-
portant bearing on the whole question of parliamentary representation,
I propose to give a brief account of some evidence in support of Mr.
Harvey’s general accusations.

The Scarborough conference of the Conservative party in October
1937 passed a resolution which led to the setting Up of a committee
under the chairmanship of the late Earl of Crawford to cbnsider the
problem “as a matter of supreme importance”. It has been stated that
the committee reported to the then party leader, Mr. Neville Chamber-
lain, but the nature of the report is unknown, and it does not appear to
have led to any action.t The London conference of the Federation of
University Conservative Associations on 5th January 1939 unanimously
adopted a resolution, submitted by Mr. Hugh Fraser, deploring that
“considerations of personal fortune rather than of natural talent” in-
fluence local associations in their choice of parliamentary candidates.f
The annual meeting of the University of London Conservative Associa-
tion on 22nd February 1939 passed a resolution “viewing with concern
and alarm the present practice in many strongly held constituencies of
selecting candidates with less regard for their fitness and ability to play
their part in public life than for their willingness to defray the whole
costs of their election and to make substantial contributions to the funds
of the local Conservative association”. §

Individual Conservative members of parliament have also given evi-
dence in the same direction. Sir Reginald Blaker, M.P. for Spelthorne,
Middlesex, is reported to have said of the “selling of seats” accusation:

* Actually the range is even greater, varying from £325 (in a Scottish division)
to £2,334 in 1935. In no fewer than 29 cases Mr. Harvey's maximum of £1,200
was exceeded by Conservative candidates, though very few fell below £400. As
we have seen, however, the average is, in round figures, £780.

t Evening Standard, 4th January 1939 Yorkshire Post, 5th January 1939;
Daily Tele, imph 5th January 1939.

§ Manchester Guardian, 6th January 1939,
§ Manchester Guardian, 23rd February 1939,



THE COST OF ELECTIONS 131

“I think it is perfectly true, I think such methods do more harm to our
party than any other thing.”* Mrs. Mavis Tate, M.P. for Frome, Somer-
set, is stated to have decided in April 1939 not to stand again because
she could not afford to keep up the payment of heavy election expenses
and subsidies to the local Conservative association, At the 1935 election
Mrs. Tate’s election expenses amounted to £1,153t and were, appar-
ently, all paid by herself. In addition she agreed to hand over the whole
of her salary as a member of parliament (at that time £400 per annum)
to the local Conservative association. On top of this, Mrs. Tate added,
“I keep a house in the district, which, with donations to charity and
other expenses, costs another £500 a year."}

The case of the Hendon division of Middlesex is also instructive.
From the correspondence published in the Daily Telegraph$§ it appears
that “the next candidate will have to find £1,000 a year and his election
expenses”,)| and that “a canddate absolutely unknown to the con-
stituency—an entire stranger” and, moreover, “one whose chief recom-
mendation (beyond the possession of ‘ample means’) seems to be that
recently he lost a seat to the Socialist Opposition™, is to be adopted by
the divisional association as Conservative candidate.

If any further evidence were necessary it could be found in a leading
article in the Conservative Yorkshire Post,{ and in correspondence and
notes in that paper, the Daily Telegraph, and the Evening Stardard,
following the issue of Mr. Harvey’s memorandum.

I have been at some pains to stress this practice in the Conservative
party because of its obvious bearing on the subject of this investigation.
Men and women of means inevitably enjoy considerable advantages in
many ways over their poorer fellows, and a practice that greatly aug-
ments those advantages in relation to the political life of the country is
inconsistent with democratic government. It gives to the wealthy a
dominating position in the parliamentary Conservative party, and an
unduly strong, often a dominating, position in the House as a whole. As
the other House is also in the main composed of wealthy men, this
means that parliament as a whole is ruled by the wealthier classes to an
extent that must colour its outlook and influence its decisions in a very
undesirable way. Writers as diverse as John Stuart Mill** and H. J.
Laskitt have pointed out that one class cannot adequately represent
another; and a parliament of rich men cannot adequately represent a
community that is in the main composed of poor men.

Let us turn to the Liberal party. I am informed on good authority
that, while there may be cases in the party comparable with those dis-

* Evening Standard, 6th January 1939.

t Return of Election Expenses, 1935, page 57.

% Daily Express, 18th April 1939,

§ Daily Telegraph, 5th, 13th, and 16th January 1939. .

{| At the last election these expenses amounted to £1,145 for the Congarvativis.
candidate (Return of Election Expenses, 1935, page 54),

§ Yorkshire Post, 5th January 1939,

*% ] 8, Mill, Representative Government, chapter L.
++ H. 1. Laski, 4n Introduction to Politics, chapter I, section IT.
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cussed above, they are far rarer than in the Conservative party. The
view is taken that, while it is naturally an advantage to a candidate if
he posgesses private means, it is by no means a sine qua non. I have not
come across any evidence of the “selling of seats” to Liberal candidates,
and it would seem that if anything of the sort goes on it must be on a
smaller scale altogether than in the Conservative party. It is noticeable
that the whole organization of the Liberal party is more flexible than
that of the other two major parties, and that correspondingly the local
associations have more freedom, and probably more self-reliance. It
may be judged that, in general, they are more self-supporting and more
ready to provide their own financial backing.

In the Labour party the financing of elections is governed by regula-
tions adopted by the party conference of 1933.¥ Under these regulations
the constituency party must undertake to pay not less than 20 per cent
of the election expenses, while any affifated organization (e.g., a trade
union) promoting the candidature must not undertake to contribute
more than 80 per cent of the expenses, with a further limitation that its
contribution shall not exceed 80 per cent of 60 per cent of that part of
the legal maximum that is based on the number of electors in the con-
stituency. The effect of this is that the contribution from the trade union
or other affiliated body is limited to a maximum of 48 per cent of 6d.
per elector in county divisions and of 5d. per elector in borough divi-
sions. The constituency Labour party must provide the remainder of
the expenses.

Though not explicitly stated in the regulations, it is apparent, from
the published form of financial agreement that has to be signed in
respect of every candidature, that a candidate not put forward by an
affiliated body is under the same limitation to 48 per cent of the legal
per elector maximum in respect of any contribution that he may person-
ally make towards the election expenses as would apply to the contribu-
tion of any such affiliated body, and I am informed that this is, in fact,
the case.

It is also not explicitly stated in the regulations whether the fotal
election expenditure is to be limited to 60 per cent of the legal per
elector maximum, though that appears to be implied. I am informed,
however, that it is recognized that in certain contests a larger expendi-
ture than 60 per cent of the legal maximum may be required, and that
that is the reason why the 60 per cent line has not been made an absolute
limit. Where a constituency Labour party spends on a parliamentary
election a larger sum than 60 per cent of the legal maximum, the whole
of the expenditure above that Jine must, of course, be met by the con-
stituency party itself.

This 60 per cent proportion of the legal per elector maximum gives
an allowance ranging, at the 1935 election, from £410 to- £2,520 in
county divisions and from £345 to £1,340 in single-member borough

* R'eporl of the Thirty-Third Annual Conference of the Labour Party,
Hastings, 1933.
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divisions, Thesz are not so far away from the amounts mentioned by
Mr. Harvey as the actual costs for Conservative candidates. As we have
secn, however, the average amount of the actual expenses of dabour
candidates in contested elections in 1935 was only about £360. It is
evident, therefore, that even the 60 per cent line is not nearly reached
by Labour candidates in most cases, since the latter would give an
average of about £670.

It is clear that in general the legal maximum is well above the
amounts actually expended even by Conservative candidates. Even so,
the bill for election expenses is not one to be faced with equanimity by
a candidate of moderate means. It is only a wealthy man who can plank
down “anything from £400 to £1,200” to pay the expenses of a single
election, with the prospect, too, of having to repeat the expenditure
within, at most, something less than five years. Yet the candidate who
cannot produce such a sum, ordat least a substantial part of it, has only
very restricted opportunities of adoption, let alone election. As we have
seen, his chance in the Conservative party is but slender. In the Liberal
party it is probably better, but he will have to be an attractive candi-
date in personality and reputation to overcome the handicap of lack of
means. In the Labour party his chance is better still; but unless he has
the backing of a trade union—which means, in most cases, unless he is
a successful trade-union official—he may have great difficulty in finding
a constituency ready to adopt him.

For the great majority of people of any party, then, no matter what
their ability and keenness, the expense of contesting an election rules
out any chance they might otherwise have of entering parliament. For
the man or woman of independent views the position is even more
definitely hopeless; only in quite exceptional circumstances can a non-
party candidate hope to succeed unless he combines the possession of
private means with established reputation and some degree of popu-
larity. This, of course, is partly due to other circumstances, which we
shall discuss later; but the one we are now considering is usually a
more than sufficient deterrent in itself. Hence in many ways the cost of
elections is a big factor in determining the character and quality of the
personnel of the House of Commons.

CHAPTER XV
OTHER FINANCIAL MATTERS

WE have scen how important a part is played by election expenses in
connexion with membership of the House of Commons. They are, how-
ever, not the only financial burden that may, and all too frequently
does, fall on the member of parliament, and in particular on the Con-

servative member. We must now turn our attention to the other exyt
penses that he must expect to have to meet. These include conmblm&
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to local party funds, contributions to charities, etc., and increased costs
of living. Let us take first the question of contributions to local party
funds; ghis is a question of great importance to Conservative candidates,
of less importance to Liberal candidates, and in most cases of little or
no importance to Labour candidates.

According to Mr. Harvey,* to have “an excellent chance of being
adopted” as a Conservative candidate a man or woman must not only
be willing to pay the whole of his election expenses, but must also be
willing “to subscribe between £500 and £1,000 a year to the local asso-
ciation”, Now, the average interval between general elections in the
inter-war period was about three years, so that election expenses may
be expected to average anything from, say, £140 to £400 a year. Hence
this type of Conservative candidate will have to pay over, for the com-
bined purposes of election expenses and support of the local associa-
tion, an annual sum ranging from £64(kto £1,400 a year. Allowing for
income tax at pre-war standard rate, this means that a part of his gross
income amounting to from £900 to £2,000 a year, approximately, must
be set aside for these purposes. The man who can afford to do this is
well off indeed.

Let us look at this a little more closely. A candidate who is willing to
pay over even £900 a year in this direct expenditure on his candidature
will necessarily be in receipt of an income considerably in excess of
this sum. Let us assume that his income is £3,000 a year or over: the
number of people in this country receiving such an income may be
roughly estimated as 60,000.+ The adult population of the country is,
in round figures, 30 millions: hence only one adult person in 500 has
an income sufficient to allow of his allotting £900 a year to cover elec-
tion expenses and party subscription. But £900 a year is the figure for
the cheapest constituency : let us see how things work out in the dearest,
where at least £2,000 a year is required for these purposes. To be able
to spare this £2,000 a year a candidate may be assumed to possess an
income of, say, not less than £5,000 a year. The number of persons with
an income of £5,000 a year or over is roughly 26,000. Only one adult
person in 1,150 has such an income. Hence we are justified in saying
that only a minute fraction of the population is wealthy enough to have
—if Mr. Harvey is correct—"“an excellent chance of being adopted” as
a Conservative candidate.

For Mr. Harvey’s second class—those who have “a reasonable
chance” of being adopted—the corresponding figures are as follows.
Half their election expenses amounts to a sum of from £200 to £600;
say, in round figures, £70 to £200 a year. The expected subscription to
the local association is from £250 to £400 a year. The total contribution
by the candidate is therefore from £320 to £600 a year, or, allowing jor
income tax at pre-war standard rate, a share of his gross income

* !&l Harvey, op. cit. (See Appendix 111}
t This estimate and those following are based on the figures given by Carr-
Saunders and Jones, The Social Structure of England and Wales (1927), page 102.
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amounting to roughly £450 to £850 a year. To set aside the minimum
sum of £450 a year for these purposes a candidate may be presumed to
possess a gross income of not less than £2,000. There arc round about
90,000 people in the country with such an income, or 3 in every
thousand of the adult population.

Hence we may say that—again, if Mr. Harvey is correct—997 adults
out of every thousand are excluded, by the demands of the local asso-
ciations alone, from having even “a reasonable chance” of being
adopted as a Conservative candidate for parliament, while to have “an
excellent chance” one must belong to the wealthiest one-five-hundredth,
or even the wealthiest one-thousandth, part of the population. These
figures are necessarily very rough, and allowance must be made for the
possibility, or even probability, that Mr. Harvey has taken an unduly
pessimistic view of constituency financial demands: it is almost certain
that a healthier state of affairs }xists in some constituencies, Neverthe-
less, when all allowances are made, it is evident that the possession of a
substantial income is a sine qua non for Conservative candidates and
members in many divisions, and a great asset in most of the others, The
man who cannot provide party funds on such a scale may not be as
completely excluded as Mr. Harvey contends, but he is evidently very
severely handicapped.

So much for election expenses and regular contributions to party
funds: but even these do not exbaust the financial demands on a candi-
date, and still less those on a member. It would be interesting to know
how many requests a member, or prospective member, receives inviting
him to become a president, vice-president, or patron of cricket clubs,
football clubs, horticultural societies, charities of all kinds, and what
not; with, of course, the expectation that he will subscribe to the funds
of the soliciting body; and also what average expense this form of mild
blackmail inflicts on members. The amount no doubt varies greatly
from constituency to constituency, from party to party, and from indi-
vidual to individual; but it may be surmised that the sum is sufficient in
many cases to add appreciably to the cost of being a member.

Finally, apart from election expenses, party contributions, and sub-
scriptions to clubs, societies, charities, bazaars, and the like, the current
personal expenses of living will usually be considerably increased by
becoming a member of parliament or even a candidate. A member must
visit his constituency with reasonable frequency, and he must attend
innumerable public functions, there and elsewhere. If his home is at a
distance from his constituency, and both are at a distance from London,
he may have to have, in effect, three separate places of residence: one
in or near London for use when parliament is sitting, one in or near his
constituency, and, of course, his permanent home. Moreover, a member
must deal with a considerable, or even at times a huge, correspon 2
This will entail an appreciable bill for postage, and may in some
necessilate the special engagement of a private secretary or pexsol
assistant of some kind. In a hundred ways, small in themselves, pet]
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“but cumulatively considerable, he is likely to find his expenses, direct
and indirect, rising beyond their former level, however careful he
may b

As :')e have seen, Mrs. Tate has stated that, in her case, these extra
expenses, apart altogether from the cost of her election and of her con-
tributions to the local association, amount to £500 a year. In this
matter there will obviously be much variation between one member and

- another, depending on occupation, interests, tastes, personal ideas as to

what is necessary, and, of course, the location of constituency and

home. No doubt many members contrive to spend much less than £3500

a year on these extras, but even so, to a member of moderate means,

the additional cost may be an appreciable burden.

It may be judged, then, that ceteris paribus life as a member of par-
liament is likely to be a good deal more expensive than life as a non-
member. It should be realized, moreoyr, that this additional cost of
living is likely to press much more heavily on the man of moderate
means than on the man of wealth; not merely because his margin of
available income is less, but also because the changes in his mode of
living brought about by his election will be more marked, and corre-
spondingly his increase of expenditure may be actually and not merely
relatively greater.

What sort of an income, then, is necessary to a member of parliament
in order that he may live and carry out his duties with reasonable
comfort and convenience? Naturally a working-class member, used to
making ends meet on a few pounds a week, and living in a small house
in a small way, may, if he is wise enough not to change his style of
living more than is absolutely unavoidable, manage on a considerably
smaller income than a professional or business man used to some
degree of comfort and obliged to maintain a fairly high standard of
appearances. But, if report is correct, even the Labour party, in which
appearances are not regarded as of the first importance, does not find
that its members can pay their way on a total income of much under
£1,000 a year, though I understand that in actual practice many of them
have to manage as best they can on considerably less. What will be
necessary to members of other occupations, other traditions, and other
ways of living will vary greatly; but it may be hazarded as a rough
estimate that no ordinary middle-class or professional man can ade-
quately fulfil his functions as a member of parliament, and maintain
his family in their customary style of living, on a total income of less
than £1,500 or £2,000 a year.

As is well known, 2 member of parliament now receives from the
state, while he is actually in the House of Commons, a salary and
certain allowances. How far do these payments go towards meeting his
necessary outlay on the maintenance of himself and his family and on
the expenses which, as we have seen, are incurred as a result of his
mempership? Let us see what he receives, and compare it with the
various rates of income that our investigations have led us to believe



OTHER FINANCIAL MATTERS 137

are required, according to his party and social status, if he is to be
reasonably free from financial cares.

First and foremost he receives an annual payment of £600,* of which
£500 is treated as salary and is therefore subject to income tax, while
£100 is treated as expenses and is therefore free from tax. He is also
entitled to free first-class railway travel between London and his con-
stituency. Beyond this the only assistance he receives is the right to free
use of House of Commons stationery. There have been one or two
attempts to secure free postage for members of parliament, but these
have not been successful, Taken as a whole, the average value of these
emoluments in terms of ordinary income cannot be put at a higher
figure than, say, £650 a year.

Such a sum forms a substantial grant-in-aid, but it is pretty clear that
it is insufficient, in normal circumstances, to enable even a working-
class member to live in reasojable comfort, support his family, and
meet the innumerable expenses of membership. Hence, quite apart from
any contribution that he may be called upon to make towards his elec-
tion expenses or to the funds of his local party association, it is hardly
possible for a member of parliament to live on his official salary and
expenses allowance, even supplemented by railway travel vouchers and
official stationery. The working-class member will need another £350 or
so a year, while the middle-class or professional-class member will need
anything up to another £1,000 or more, if he is not to be continually
harassed by a struggle to make ends meet.

In the Labour party this difficulty is, no doubt, met to a certain
extent by the selection of candidates who are trade-union officials and
receive salaries or allowances of some sort in that capacity (together
with, in some cases, a promise of re-employment if they should lose
their seats). This may obviate, more or less, the need of a private in-
come, but it means that the members concerned are tied hand and foot,
not only to the policy of the Labour party, but also to the interests and
prejudices of their respective trade unions. Those who pay the piper
will expect to call the tune. One need not take a cynical view of trade
unions and trade-union policy to sece how undesirable this is. As
Laski says: T “A member is not the servant of a party in the majority
in his constituency. He is elected to do the best he can in the light of
his intelligence and his conscience. Were he merely a delegate, instructed
by a local caucus, he would cease to have either morals or personality.
. . . Burke’s classical explanation of the relationship is as true to-day
as when it was first spoken.” When a member depends not only for his
election expenses, but even for his living, on a party and, even more
narrowly, on a particular section of that party, how can he avoid being
to a great extent the servant of that party and that section, rather than
of the comanunity?

* Since 1936: previously the amount was only £400.

t H. 1. Laski, A Grammar of Politics (ed. 1931), page 319.

1 For Burke's famous address to the electors of Bristol in 1774 reference m%
be made to Sir Courtenay lbert, Parliament (ed. 1929), page 157. 34

5%
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It may be of interest at this point to inquire how far the Labour party
in parliament is in fact composed of members who are backed by trade
unions and comparable bodies. Taking the party’s official list of Labour
members in the House of Commons in October 1937,* we find that
exactly half—80 out of 160—were backed by specified trade unions,
while 9 were backed by the co-operative societies. A majority—roughly
four out of every seven—Labour members, therefore, are financially
and in other ways dependent to a greater or lesser extent on bodies that
are only sections of the Labour party, and these members are corre-
spondingly under some sort of obligation to represent sectional interests,
Even the 69 candidates who are backed by divisional Labour parties
might conceivably be regarded as liable to be unduly influenced by their
financial dependence, more or less, on the local party funds; but it is
the dependence of the others, the majority, on specific sectional bodies
within the party that is the really object;pnable thing.

To say this is not to blame the trade unions and other bodies con-
cerned so much as to draw attention to the general position that makes
this about the only way in which the Labour party can secure a reason-
able share in parliamentary representation. There is, of course, no
necessary opposition between trade-union interests and the general
welfare of the community; but the fact remains that if such a clash
should occur, the member will almost certainly put his trade-union
interests first, and in any case, apart from a clash, he will have a strong
inducement to concentrate his energies on a particular set of political
issues—wages, working conditions, and allied questions—instead of dis-
tributing them fairly over the whole, political field. Parliament is con-
cerned with many issues that do not directly affect trade unions as such,
and the member should not be under the temptation to treat those wider
issues as secondary.

Only two of the 160 Labour members on the list are backed neither
by trade unions and co-operative societies on the one hand nor by
divisional Labour parties on the other. These two may be presumed to
be largely financing their own candidatures, but evidently there is little
or no “selling of seats” to rich men in the Labour party.

In the Conservative party, however, as we have seen, a member must
not only be self-supporting, but must also in many cases, probably the
majority, contribute substantially to the payment of election expenses
and to the maintenance of the constituency party organization. It must
never be forgotten that conditions vary greatly from constituency to
constituency, but it is probably a fair statement of the general position
to say that a man cannot normally be a Conservative member of parlia-
ment unless he possesses a private income of from £1,500 to £5,000 a
year, according to the division for which he sits and his own social
status. The analysis of the education, occupation, etc., of Conservative
members given in Part I of this book tends to confirm this view of the

¥ Report of the Thirty-Seventh Annual Conference of the Labour Party,
Bournemouth, 1937, Appendix II.
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state of affairs. The typical Conservative member is clearly a man of
means: the “working-class Conservative” candidate, about whom so
much was heard a few years ago, is a rarity indeed, while the,number
of Conservative members who belong to the general run of ordinary
middle-class people—excluding the wealthy manufacturer or stock-
broker—is an inconspicuous minority of the party. It is evident-that i
it were possible to analyse the incomes of members of parliament on the
lines on which we have analysed their ages, educations, occupations,
etc., it would be found that Conservative members, at least, are no more
“an average sample of the general population” in respect of means than
th?ll are in any other respect; that is, they are not an average sample
at all.

In the Liberal party conditions are less clearly defined than in either
of the other parties. The Liberal member cannot normally expect the
financial backing of any trac} union or comparable body, but on the
other hand he is not so likely to be the victim of excessive demands
from his constituency party as is the Conservative member. It may
therefore be estimated that, in normal circumstances, a man needs a
private income of from, say, £800 to £2,000 a year to be a Liberal
member of parliament. This is borne out by the results of the investiga-
tions recorded in Part I: the Liberal parliamentary party by no means
consists of poor men, but it is not nearly so conspicuously a party of
wealthy men as is the Conservative party in the House.

The Independent member, who must pay the whole of his election
expenses and, having no party organization behind him, must meet
additional secretarial and organizing expenses, can hardly hope to pay
his way without a private income of at least £1,200 a year.

We may sum up, then, by saying that the state emoluments of a
member of parliament are insufficient to meet his normal living and
other expenses. How much he needs, in practice, to supplement those
emoluments depends on his social class, his personal habits and circum-
stances, and his party. A working-class member may need, roughly,
another £350. In the Labour party he probably gets something towards
this from his trade union or similar body, though it may not be really
sufficient: in the other parties he is practically non-existent. A Liberal
member will usually need from, say, £800 upwards; an Independent
member (having to pay his own election expenses, etc.) will need from,
say, £1,200 upwards; and a Conservative member (having to contribute
substantially to his local association, as well as to his election expenses)
will need from, say, £1,500 upwards.

All these estimates take into account the state allowance of salary
and expenses that the member receives, They also assume that heisa
married man with the usual family responsibilities: if he is a bachelor
there will naturally be some corresponding reduction in _the supglg.-
mentary income needed. It cannot be too strongly emphasized, il g
case, that these are broad general trends, to which there arg, man
exceptions: all we can do is to deal with the normal, typical cases, ,
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Since the official emoluments are inadequate for the proper mainten-
ance of a member of parliament, we must next inquire how far it is
possible for him, setting aside subsidies and private means, to earn a
living while actually serving in the House of Commons. It is difficult to
give any precise answer to this question, and, in any case, before
attempting an answer, we must define what we mean by “earn”. Apart
from purely unearned incomes, derived from investments, parental
allowances, and so on, many men of means derive their income, or a
considerable part of it, from a business or businesses in which they
combine ownership or partnership with some share of the management,
This share of the management, or its equivalent the directorship of a
company, may involve duties, but not necessarily absorb anything like
their whole time. An income of this kind is clearly intermediate in
character between earned and unearned, and the duties in connexion
with it mey well be compatible with mengbership of the House.

Turning to purely earned incomes, what is the position? What oppor-
tunity has a member to earn a living? What amount of time has he free
for this purpose?

The House of Commons normally sits for about forty hours a week
when in session, its meetings occupying every afternoon and evening
from 2.45 to 11.0 or 11.30 on Mondays, Tuesdays, Wednesdays, and
Thursdays, and from 11 am. to 4 pam. on Fridays. In addition the
member may serve on Standing or Select Committees, and these, though
they may meet simultaneously with the House, are not limited to the
same hours. Moreover, party meetings, meetings with constituents,
correspondence arising from membership, social functions of an official
or party character, and many other matters, will make claims upon his
time, and these claims cannot all be discharged while the House is
sitting. It is evident that for the member who takes his duties seriously
they constitute pretty well a whole-time job. It is true that the House
does not sit right through the whole year, but the length of the sessions
is considerable, and even when the House is not sitting the member has
many duties to fulfil in his constituency, at party conferences, and
elsewhere.

Clearly no full-time occupation in the ordinary sense, requiring
regular hours of work five or six days a week throughout the year (apart
from short holiday breaks), can be followed by a member concurrently
with proper attention to his parliamentary duties. But how about occu-
pations which do not necessarily require such regular hours: the law,
for example?

Many—it may be suggested far too many—practising barristers arc
members of parliament and contrive somehow or other to combine the
two occupations. It is to be feared that all too frequently they are in the
House more to serve their professional ambitions than fromsany great
regard for the interests of their country. Let us, however, take the morc
charitgble view and assume that cause and effect are the other way
about, that they have adopted this profession in order to obtain the
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income necessary to follow a political career: this is almost certainly so
in many instances. In any event, whatever their motives, they have an
arduous time, practising in chambers and in the courts by gay and
attending the House by night. They must of necessity work exceedingly
hard, and it is almost inevitable that their value and efficiency as mem-
bers of parliament must suffer, both because their practice will interfere
with the regularity of their parliamentary attendance and because they
will come to their political duties with jaded faculties and with thoughts
elsewhere. So, though an active career as a barrister in full practice is
by no means impossible for a member of parliament, it cannot be con-
sidered as desirable. However conscientious such a member may be, the
heavy calls on his time and energy made by the law must inevitably
detract from his freshness and efficiency as a member.

Many other members comlsine journalism with their parliamentary
duties in a somewhat similar Way, and, if they depend for a living on it,
the efiects on their health and on their efficiency as parliamentarians are
likely to be detrimentally affected to a corresponding extent. Part-time
journalism—the writing of occasional articles or the contribution of
political notes to a review, for example—is another matter,

It is not impossible for men of certain other professions—consulting
physicians, surgeons, or engineers, for example—to combine remunera-
tive occupation with parliamentary membership; but unless the re-
muneration arises really from investment or goodwill (in a partnership,
for instance)—that is, if it is really earned by the member’s work and
not by his reputation—he can as a rule only follow it by toiling exces-
sively long hours, and with adverse effects on his health and political
efficiency. Here again, of course, if his professional work is merely part-
time and secondary, no such trouble may arise, but that is quite a
different matter.

The vast majority of employments, however, are totally incompatible
with membership of the House of Commons. Men and women who are
wage-earners or salaried workers (other than trade-union officials) are
in most cases completely shut out; and it must be remembered that an
overwhelmingly big proportion of the gainfully employed population
comes under this heading. Working housewives, shopkeepers, and small
employers generally, who actively direct and work in their own estab-
lishments, arc similarly barred. Moreover, even consulting professional
men cannot seriously combine earning an income with membership
unless their practice is in or near London.

Hence it is safe to say that for the general run of men and women
membership of the House of Commons is impossible, because, apart
from all other reasons, they would have to give up their emplo‘ymeht on
entering the House and would have pothing but their official salary and
expenses Allowance on which to live; and these, as we have seen, are not
adequate for the purpose. The prospect, too, of losing the:r.seats!«ab
perhaps the next election and finding them.selves suddenly penniless and
unemployed would be a further deterrent if any were needed. :
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To all intents and purposes, then, the possession of private means is
a sine qua non to the would-be member, unless he is a trade-union
official itanding for the Labour party, or is a member of one or other of
a very few professional or semi-professional occupations; and in these
cases he will be unusually fortunate if neither his health nor his effi-
ciency suffers from his attempt to do two jobs concurrently.

To sum up: membership of the House of Commons, if taken
seriously, is a full-time job and, in the public interest, the member
ought for the time being to devote all, or practically all, of his working
energies to it. He ought not to have to earn his living in any outside
occupation; for if he has to do that he cannot devote adequate attention
to his parliamentary duties inside and outside the House, and if he is
forced to make the attempt one or other, if not both, sets of interests
will suffer, to say nothing of his own health. To assert this is not to
advocate a class of permanent professiolial politicians: it is simply to
point out that the pressure of public duty on a member of parliament is
so heavy that he cannot adequately discharge it if he has simultaneously
to earn his living,

Moreover, under the present system the great majority of people are
shut out altogether from any real, as distinct from purely legal, eligi-
bility to enter parliament, not primarily by lack of ability, but simply
because they lack financial resources. X, who is unsuitable but wealthy,
can buy a seat: Y and Z, who are infinitely better fitted for the job, are
permanently excluded, because election would deprive them of their
present income and subsequent loss of their seats would leave them
penniless and unemployed.

The abolition of “rotten boroughs” in 1832 marked a great step
forward; but while finance continues to play so great a part in deter-
mining the sort of member of parliament we get we are still a long way
from a democratic system of representation.

CHAPTER XVI
ELECTORAL METHODS AND PARTY

HAVING seen how big a part finance plays in the choice of candidates
for parliament, we have now to examine another important aspect of
our subject and see how the present electoral methods affect both the
choice of candidates and their chances of success at the polls.

Since 1884* the standard method of election to the House of Com-

* “The system of ‘single-member’ constituencies and (approximately) equal
electoral districts is a very modern innovation, dating only from 1884, Until that
date, with only slight modifications, members were always elected for counties
and boroughs as a whole—that is, for organised communities with a character
and tradition of their own." (Ramsay Muir, How Britain is Governed (ed. 1933),
page 157.) See also the Report of the Royal Commission on Electoral Systems
(1908), pages 1-3,
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mons has been by what is termed the single-member majority system.
Under this system, with certain exceptions which we shall consider
later, the whole country, borough and county alike, is divided info con-
stituencies that are intended to have approximately equal numbers of
> electors. In practice the size of constituencics, as measured by their
numbers of electors, varies considerably even immediately after a re-
distribution-of-seats act, and subsequently the growth or decline of the
local populations tends to make them still more unequal. Nevertheless,
the general principle holds, and we need not here concern ourselves with
the discrepancies, regrettable though they are. In each single-member
constituency, then, each elector has one vote, and one vote only, which
he gives to the candidate of his choice by putting a cross (x) against
that candidate’s name on the voting-paper. When the poll is over the
votes are counted and the candidate who has received most is declared
to be elected as member for thdldivision.

The effects of this method of voting need to be considered from two
aspects: first, as they affect the representation of the division itself; and,
second, as they affect the representation of the country as a whole. Let
us take them in that order.

In the old two-party days, given a “straight fight” between a Con-
servative and a Liberal, the result of an election, though it left the
minority—often nearly as numerous as the majority—unrepresented,
nevertheless had a substantial measure of justice in it, so far as that
division was concerned, since it gave the seat to a candidate who had
received an actual majority of the votes given. Even so, the results were
by no means entirely satisfactory. For one thing, the ordinary elector,
having had no voice in the selection of candidates, had a correspond-
ingly limited choice in voting for a2 member. He had to make that choice
either on party lines or on the personality of the candidates: he could
not do both. At one of the carliest elections in which I had a vote the
candidate put forward to represent the party with whose views I was
nearest in accord was 2 man of mediocre ability, dubious record, and
doubtful integrity. His opponent, though inexperienced, gave evidence
of better ability and greater integrity. I happen to know that I was not
the only voter who was much exercised at having to make such a choice,
but I think that in the end we mostly voted, though with considerable
qualms, on party lines.

The voter’s dilemma was not always as definite as that, of course, but
it was often of that type, and it frequently happened that neither candi-
date was of a calibre to command respect. The parties put up their
respective nominees, and the electors had no means of indicating their
disapprobation of a candidate except by voting for his opponent—and,
as already indicated, party considerations usually ruled that out—or b?
the very imeffective way of not voting at all. Let us, however, defer
further discussion of this point until a little later. OF:

With the rise of the Labour party as an independent force the sijig
member majority method of voting, never very satisfactory, hecis
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highly unsatisfactory. What was merely inefficient under a two-party
system became positively dangerous with three parties in the field. In a
large proportion of cases the successful candidate no longer had a
majority of the votes cast, even by the narrowest of margins; he was the
representative of a minority, having more votes cast against him than
for him. All that could be said was that he had more votes than either
of his opponents singly; and all experience—not only in parliamentary
elections, but elsewhere—indicates that with more than two candidates
in the field the one who scores highest on a first vote is not necessarily
the one whom the majority of voters would choose if they had any
effective way of making known their wishes. The present crude method
of voting, superficially satisfactory with only two candidates in the field,
is totally unfitted for enabling a genuine choice to be made between a
larger number.

Needless to say, this particular defe& brought into prominence by
the incursion of a third party into politics, was almost equally obnoxious
and equally resented whenever, as not infrequently bappened, there
were more than two candidates in an election in the old two-party days:
the advent of the third party merely stressed the defect and made its
results more widespread and so more serious.

Tt is not surprising, then, that since the Labour party first became an
effective force in parliamentary elections early in the century the failure
of the electoral system in this respect has caused endless heartburning
and much recrimination. Various remedies have been proposed, the
second ballot, the alternative vote, and the single transferable vote (pro-
portional representation) being those most advocated. There is no need
at this stage to discuss their respective merits and demerits: their sig-
nificance for us at the moment lies in the evidence they provide of the
intense dissatisfaction the present system causes, the widespread con-
viction that it is erratic and untrustworthy, that it all too often gives a
result that does not adequately represent the wishes of the electorate.

We must now go back again for a few moments to the question of the
calibre of the candidates put forward at an election by the respective
parties. Let us take a glance at the process of selection. The mag in the
street has very little idea how the candidates put before him are chosen.
So far as he is concerned he is faced at the election with two, three, or
more candidates from whom he must choose; but how these people
have become the recognized party candidates he does not know, and, as
we have already noted, he sometimes finds them not much to his liking.

Now, when we speak of “the candidates put forward by the respective
parties” what exactly do we mean? Such-and-such a “party” in this
connexion certainly does not signify that party as a whole, even within
the division, for the many thousands of electors of like views on whose
votes the candidate depends are not in any way consulted when he is
selected as their champion : they have no voice in the matter at all. Nor
does # even mean the local party association as a whole: for whatever
may be the theory of the matter and its superficial appearance, the
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essential reality is that the candidate is chosen by a very few people, the
party caucus, or even an inner ring within the caucus. There is, of
course, no strict uniformity in the process of selection : it varies hetween
one party and another, between one constituency and another, and from
one time to another. In general, however, those who have the really
effective say as to who shall be the party candidate are few in number.
Even when the prospective candidate is submitted to a larger body for
approval—yes, and even when more than one prospective candidate is
so submitted—the really effective choice has usually been made behind
the scenes already.

There is little doubt also that in particular cases specific groups or
even individuals exercise a determining voice in the selection of candi-
dates. In some rural areas, for example, a Conservative candidate must
be acceptable to the local territorial magnate: if the magnate does not
choose the candidate himself, He has sub rosa a powerful voice in the
matter and a pretty effective veto on candidates who are not agreeable
to him. On the other hand, in mining districts as a rule only a man who
is or has been a working miner stands much chance of selection as
Labour candidate; and though more than one candidate may appear for
consideration at the final stage, the nominee of the inner ring of the
Miners’ Federation is pretty certain to be adopted against all comers.
Apart from these special cases, however, the main point stands: the
effective choice is made by some small inner circle of the party. From
our point of view the exact constitution of this inner circle is imma-
terial: the vital fact is that the local party as a whole has no real voice
in the matter.

On what lines does this inner circle make its choice? Clearly a matter
conducted so confidentially cannot be analysed in any detail, nor in any
case will there be any general uniformity. The most we can do is to draw
attention to factors that pretty obviously influence the decisions of the
selectors.

In the first case there is the financial issue: somebody or other has
to shoulder the costs of the election, Since, however, we have discussed
this problem in Chapter XIV, all we need do here is to point out the
important part it is bound to play when candidates are being chosen.

Next there may be the question of services rendered to the local
association and party: here both seniority and popularity may come
into the picture. Closely related to this is the question of “pull”: the
would-be candidate who has a considerable personal following, or who
is the protégé of an influential group or trade union or even individual
within the party, starts with a great advantage.

Of great importance, too, is the question of “soundness”. Is- the
aspirant for adoption a good party man, one who can be relied upon to
support hi¢ leaders if elected? Here, of course, the right of veto exer,
cised by the central organizations of both the Conservative and Labotidk
parties comes into play. In either of these parties a candidate <must
promise complete and absolute party obedience, and must be defimitele
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and formally approved by party headquarters before he can be adopted
or recognized as the party candidate. In the Liberal party, on the other
hand, selection by the local organization constitutes the person selected
the official Liberal candidate, and no such rigid vows of party loyalty
are exacted.

Other factors that may be taken into account are the would-be can-
didate’s popularity in the district, actual or potential, his capacity for
public speaking, his qualities as a “good mixer”, and even his personal
appearance. It may be surmised that these personal factors are a rela-
tively minor consideration in choosing a candidate for a “safe seat”,
but will carry more weight in the case of a doubtful or hostile division.

Other things being equal, a local candidate is, of course, likely to be
preferred to one from outside the district. There may, however, be no
local man or woman who is both willing to stand and acceptable to the
party organizers, or there may be a douft about the matter. In that case
the local committee will probably apply to party. headquarters for
assistance. Party headquarters will then send down a list of prospective
candidates who are available from outside the constituency. The local
committee, or its inner circle, will choose from this list one or more
people for interview, and perhaps for comparison with any local alterna-
tives, before making their final choice. It may be assumed in this con-
nexion that any list from party headquarters is likely to be composed
chiefly, if not entirely, of people who are thoroughly “sound” from the
party point of view: in other words, largely of “yes-men”.

Amongst these various factors that we have been considering—
finance, services to the party, “pull”, “soundness”, and so on—some
will have more weight in one division and others in another: it depends
on the party, the locality, and the circumstances of the occasion. It may
be observed that amongst them we have not included, in any specific
way, the question of the innate ability of the candidate, his fitness to
fulfil the manifold and exacting dutics of 2 member of parliament, his
qualifications to serve the community as well as the party. It is to be
feared that such matters come in only for secondary and incidental con-
sideration in the great majority of cases.

To say this is not to suggest that unsuitable or inferior candidates are
habitually or deliberately chosen, though, as many members of parlia-
ment will be the first to agree, the general level of the membership of
the House in respect of intellectual capacity, breadth of experience, and
integrity of spirit falls a long way below that which we should desire to
see and have a right to expect in so important and powerful a body.
Nor is it to imply that those in whose hands rests the selection of can-
didates act irresponsibly or from unworthy motives. I have no doubt
that in the great majority of cases they honestly try to pick the best
candidate they can. But they are themselves not always weli equipped
for their exacting and delicate task, and in any case they have to make
their ecisions in circumstances that narrowly limit the range of their
choice. Financial difficulties must be met somehow, while services to
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the party, seniority, and “pull” are not lightly to be set aside—or so it
must no doubt seem to the selectors.

We need not, then, attribute any ill motives to those responsijle for
the selection, even when the chosen candidate is quite unworthy of a
place in parliament and ill fitted to discharge its obligations, We must
look rather to the interaction of prevailing conditions, the circumserip-
tion of choice by the burden of expense, and the secondary and unper-
ceived effects of the method of election, if we are to explain the low
calibre of the average candidate or to seek a remedy for this unsatis-
factory state of affairs.

So far as finance is concerned, little more need be said at this stage.
We have shown how tiny a fraction of the population can afford the
cost of standing for parliament or meet the expense of life as a member,
and we note accordingly how restricted is the field from which candi-
dates can be drawn. Probably 99 per cent of the men and women of the
country are excluded from consideration by this factor alone.

Let us pass on to consider how the present method of election plays
a part in determining the calibre of candidates. By long-standing tradi-
tion elections in this couniry are conducted on party lines, and the
majority of electors have correspondingly a deeply rooted attachment
to one or other of the three major parties. Consequently, in anything
like normal circumstances, the votes a candidate receives are deter-
mined to a very great, if not overwhelming, extent by the party label he
bears. There is no need here to argue whether this attachment to party
is in itself a good or bad thing: for our present purpose it is sufficient
to note the fact, and to observe how it carries with it as a corollary a
marked tendency to disregard the personal qualities of the candidates
when it comes to the actual giving of votes. The elector may grumble at
his party’s choice of a candidate, but as a rule he will vote for him just
the same. .

Smith, standing in the Conservative interest, may be a man of little
or no useful experience and with more money than brains, but he will
get the Conservative vote every time in preference to Brown, his Labour
opponent, who has a keen intellect and an ardent interest in all branches
of politics; while in another division Jones, worthy but ignorant and
uninspired, will carry off the Labour vote in its entirety, though Robin-
son, who stands for the Conservatives, is a man of genuine culture,
widely travelled, well read, and high-minded. Once again, I am not here
criticizing this loyalty to party: I am merely pointing out its inevitable
effect under the present single-member majority system: it depreciates
the influence of the intrinsic personal qualities of candidates on the
voting at elections, and in consequence encourages party organizers to
ignore those qualities in selecting their candidates.

If the Comservative elector were choosing between Smith and Robip- -
son, or the Labour elector between Brown and Jones, so that the iutelﬁﬁ
gence and integrity of the candidates were weighed up by the eleators
untrathmelled by party bias, the better man would usually win handg>”.

1
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down. But it is just that sort of choice that the present system never
gives, or gives only accidentally and uncertainly on the rare occasion of
a seriqus and irreconcilable party split.

. Moreover, it is not merely that in every constituency there is a “hard
core” of party adherents who will vote Conservative, Liberal, or Labour
as the case may be, irrespective of the issues of the moment or the
personal merits or demerits of the candidates. Apart altogether from
the party stalwarts, the ordinary voter who for one reason or another—
ignorance, indifference, or genuine independence of mind—is unattached
to any party in the ordinary way will nevertheless vote as 2 rule on
party lines. This “floating vote” may be given differently at different
elections, but there seems little doubt that in the main it is given to the
party candidate rather than to the man himself. Here and there local
and personal considerations will have a marked effect on the voting,
but the general rule stands: under thd present system it is party that
decides the result in all but a few marginal cases, and the general level
of character and ability in the House of Commons is detrimentally
affected in consequence.

To sum up, then: the two really fundamental and serious defects of
the present method of electing members of parliament as it works
within a single constituency are (q) that it all too often results in the
election of a minority candidate* whose views are unacceptable to the
majority even of the electors actually voting, and (b) that it gives the
elector no choice between candidates of his own party and therefore no
effective means by which he may endorse a wise choice of candidate or
register his disapprobation of an unsuitable one, so that in consequence
there is not the incentive that there should be for the selectors to seek
really able men.

So much for the effects within a single division: they are scrious in
themselves, since their result is that in many a case the member of
parliament is the spokesman of a minority only, or is a man of poor
calibre, or even suffers from both defects. But when we turn from the
division considered by itself to the country as a whole the position is
even more serious, for the repetition on a large scale of these failings
produces magnified results injurious to the prestige of the House of
Commons and inimical to the good government of the country,

As we have seen in Part I, the system of election often leads in actual
fact to a party that is well in the minority in the country gaining a sub-
stantial majority of seats in the House. This results not only from the
repetition in division after division of the success of a minority, but also
from the fact that, apart from such cases, the present system, even when
it gives the seat to a majority candidate, usually leaves a very substan-
tial minority unrepresented, and these cases do not mecessarily nor
usually cancel out amongst themselves. The complete lack of represen-

* Jhere were no {fewer than 315 minority members returned at the 1929 general
election—i.e,, well over half of the members of the House of Commons, repre-
sented only a minority of their constituents,
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tation for the Liberal and Labour voters of Sussex, for example, is not
automatically balanced by an equal and opposite lack of Conservative
representation elsewhere. Some amount of such compensation there
certainly is from time to time, but it is spasmodic and uncertain in
action and hardly ever results in a reasonable total representation, quite
apart from the local injustices involved.

This vice of nresponstbﬂxty, this lack of any rational relation betwcen
votes given and seats won, is inherent in the system. Take a single
example. In the Penryn and Falmouth division in 1935 the Conservative
candidate was elected, though he received less than 40 per cent of the
votes cast and more than 60 per cent were given against him: such a
result repeated throughout the country would bave given an entirely
Conservative House of Commons with a country that was more than
60 per cent opposed to Conservatism. That extreme result is unlikely to
happen but there is nothing whatever in the system to prevent it, and
in actua] fact we go dangerously far in that direction at some elections.
In that same general election of 1935, for instance, less than 48 per cent
of the votes given sccured to the Conservative party 63 per cent of the
seats in the House of Commons.

Hence we get the situation, both farcical and tragic, that a general
election is a gamble of which not even the most experienced politician
can predict the result. He may be aware of a turn in the tide of public
opinion, but how much effect it will have, measured in seats won or lost,
is beyond human ability to foretell, since it is in fact largely a matter of
pure, incalenlable chance.

Of the other aspect little more need be said at the moment. It is clear
that a system that encourages the putting forward of mediocre candi-
dates in the constituencies must result in 2 House of Commons in which
the level of intellect, experience, and integrity is much below that which
we have a right to expect. The House contains many worthy, sincere,
and able men now; but how much higher a general standard we could
and should set for people burdened with such arduous tasks and en-
trusted with such tremendous powers!

In the succeeding chapters we trace a little more closely the relation
between the causes we have just been studying and the effects they
produce as shown by the actual characteristics of the personnel of the
House of Commons disclosed in Part 1. But before we end this chapter
we must glance for a moment at those seats which involve a departure
from the single-member majority system. These fall into two catcgories:
boroughs with two members elected within 2 single constituency, and
university seats.

The twelve borough two-member divisions are a curious and
anachronistic survival from an earlier age, vestiges of the long period,
in which borough and county alike were represented by two members
each, irrespective of the sizes of their electoral rolls. Their continvance: =
in an age in which (nominally) equal electoral areas are the rule i isione
of th¢se illogicalities that our race seems to love. There appears to hasd
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no sound reason why, when other two-member boroughs are divided
into two single-member divisions, these few should be left undivided.

In %hese divisions each elector has two votes, which he gives by
putting a cross against the names of the two candidates he favours. He
is not allowed to “plump”—that is, to give both his votes to one candi-
date—but he is free to give one vote only if he so chooses. As a rule the
contending parties put up two candidates each, and the voting appears
to be pretty strictly on party lines, since both seats usually go to the
same party (or to two parties working together as allies and putting up
only one candidate each), and there is little difference between the
number of votes recorded for one candidate of a pair and that recorded
for the other. It is rare for one each of two opposing pairs of candidates
to be elected, and when it does happen so it is usually because the party
voting strengths are nearly equal, so that a slight difference in the popu-
larity of a pair of candidates may lead®one to success and the other to
defeat.

In 1935 six of these twelve divisions returned two Conservatives each,
four returned one Conservative and one “Liberal National” running in
double harness, and one returned one Conservative and one “National
Labour” fighting as allies. In the remaining seat one Conservative and
one Liberal were returned, but the two parties, though not allies, put up
only one candidate each. There was not a single case of one of a pair
of candidates being successful and the other unsuccessful.

It seems clear that the two-member divisions are normally just as
unkind to substantial minorities in a “straight fight” as are the standard
single-member divisions. In Blackburn, for instance, both seats went to
the Conservatives in 1935, though 48 per cent of the votes were given to
the Labour candidates. This is a clear case, on common-sense grounds,
for each party to have one member; but the system does not work out
like that, except accidentally in rare marginal cases. Similarly, where
there is a three-party contest in a two-member division the same evils
of minority representation and majority non-representation are liable to
occur as in the single-member constituencies.

Hence we may say that in general the two-member divisions do
nothing to secure a more equitable distribution of seats between the
parties: in fact, as in the instance of Blackburn just quoted, the results
often serve to emphasize the illogicality and injustice of the system by
giving both seats to one party when the most elementary common sense
and fairness would allocate one to each.

The eleven university seats involve another curious and illogical
departure from the single-member majority system, and they also are,
though in a different sense, something of an historical vestige. The
Speaker's Conference on Electoral Reform appointed in 1916 recom-
mended the adoption of both the single transferable vote and the
alternative vote, and both were included in the bill that followed. The
Hoypse of Commens, however, rejected the one and the House of Lords
the other, and in the end a rather fantastic compromise was inserted in
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the act of 1918. The single transferable vote was applied to university
constituencies returning more than one member, and could also be
apphed to a further hundred seats if a scheme to be prepared by com-
missioners were approved by both Houses. The scheme was prepared,
but was rejected by the House of Commons.

Consequently the university seats are the only ones to which the
single transferable vote actually applies. Morcover, whether through
failure to understand the principles of that system or from a malicious
desire to sabotage it I am unable to say, it was so applied to those seats
that it could not possibly work properly. In order that it may achieve
its aims the system needs that each constituency shall include at least
three seats: the act applies it to one three-member and three two-
member constituencies. Hence there is only one division (the Scottish
universities) in which the necessary conditions for success obtain.

For these reasons, while the introduction of the single transferable
vote into British parliamentary elections by the 1918 act is something
of a landmark, the operation of the system on this limited scale and in
this mutilated form does not and cannot provide a reliable test of the
merits of the system. For such evidence we must look elsewhere. We
shall return to this question later, however.

We conclude, then, that the special methods of voting in the two-
member borough divisions and in the university two- and three-member
divisions, though presenting points of interest, are of little effect on the
*working of the electoral system as a whole and do practically nothing
towards securing juster representation.

CHAPTER XVII
CAUSE AND EFFECT

1. AGE AND EDUCATION

THE detailed analysis of the composition of the House of Commons
given in Part I showed that in age, in education, in occupation, in
party, and in other respects, the House is not in any sense a fair sample
of the community it is elected to represent; that certain kinds of people
who form only a tiny minority in the general population secure for
themselves a large proportion of the seats in the House; and that the
results of a general election do not at all accurately mirror the state of
political opinion obtaining in the country at the time. In Chapters XTI -
to XVI we have studied the circumstances in which the personnel of -
parliament is chosen, and have discussed influences that must largely...
determine the character of that personnel. We have seen how the sg'leo-
tion /f candidates is conditioned, have considered the factors ﬂm}’ﬁ
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influence the elector in giving his vote, and have observed the causes
that shape the results of the voting.

We have now to relate, in rather more detail, the forces at work, as
displayed in Chapters XIII to XVI, with the actual state of affairs dis-
closed in the preceding chapters. We have to sce how the peculiar
characteristics of the membership of the House of Commons are
brought about by the conditions that govern the selection of candidates
and the election of members, and to a less extent by other subsidiary
factors, Until we have done this we shall not have rounded off our study
of things as they are, nor be in a satisfactory position to commence the
quest for ways of bringing about a more satisfactory state of affairs,

In this chapter and the next, then, we shall consider in the light of
Chapters XIII to XVI the chief attributes of members of parliament
that we had under discussion in Part I, gnd shall attempt to relate them
to their causes.

The first of these attributes is age. The outstanding differences
between the membership of the House of Commons and the adult
community as a whole in this respect are, first, that the average age of
the former is a great deal higher than the average age of the latter, and,
second, that the age-distributions in the two cases are altogether unlike.

As might be expected, the difference of average ages varies rather
widely from one time to another, being in general highest at a dissolu-
tion and lowest immediately after a general election. It depends also on
the party complexion of the House, the average age of Conservative
members being lower than that of Liberal members, which in turn is
lower than that of Labour members. It was further influenced in the
earlier part of the inter-war period by the effects of the war of 1914-18.
A sufficient indication of the general position is, however, afforded by
the mean difference of the averages over the whole period. This mean
difference, as we have seen, was 8 years 74 months, the mean average
age of members of parliament over the period being 52 years 63 months,
while the mean average age of the adult population was 43 years
11 months.

This is a big difference, especially as the lower average is that of the
adult population only.* How are we to account for it? I suggest that
the chief cause is to be found in the expensiveness of serving in parlia-
ment or even becoming a candidate for it. This view is supported by
the fact that the average age of first entry to the House is 44 years
5 months—i.e., nearly a quarter of a century after the reaching of adult
age. Many young men are keenly interested in politics and would very
much like to enter parliament: it is therefore hardly conceivable that
the average age of first entry would be so high if there were not serious
obstacles in the way of their doing so. Obviously expense is not the
only factor involved: one would, for example, expect a young man to
have to prove his worth before he was adopted as a candidate. But it

* %he difference between the average age of members of parliament a,\d the
average age of the whole population is, as already noted, over twenty years’
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does not take a really capable man more than twenty years to do that,
and I suggest that lack of financial means is much the greatest impedi-
ment in his path.

A man on the threshold of his career will not usually have méans of
his own apart from whatever income he may be able to earn by his own
exertions; and the latter, as we have seen, he must normally relinquish
if he enters parliament. He may, of course, have inherited wealth,* but
inheritance in most cases takes place in middle life rather than in youth.
Short of that he can usually find the requisite means only if his father is
both able and willing to make him a fairly substantial allowance. This
is borne out by the fact that youth{ul members of parliament are as a
rule the sons of peers or of men of wealth and family; no doubt their
social status as well as their money helps to get them elected.

Those who have no parental income on which to draw must usually
defer their political début until they have made their financial position
secure—and it is only exceptionally that that can be done before middle
life is reached. For very many people it cannot be done until they reach
the normal age of retirement in the fifties or sixties, while for countless
thousands it cannot be done at all. It is not only that in many cases
election expenses, in whole or part, have to be met out of members’
pockets; it is not only that a member must have some income with
which to supplement his official salary. The fact has also to be faced
that, apart from a comparatively small number of really “safe” seats—
mainly held by the wealthier Conservatives—there is no security of
tenure. A general election may come at almost any time at very short
notice: in 1935, for example, the Prime Minister gave the first definite
news of his intention to ask for a dissolution in a speech to his con-
stituents on the 19th October; four days later he told the House of
Commons that he had asked for a dissolution, and only two days after
that the House was actually dissolved.t When the House is dissolved
patliamentary salaries automatically cease, so that a member must be
prepared to lose his official income at a few days’ notice. If he is re-
elected, well and good : otherwise he is thrown suddenly and completely
on his own resources. Hence a member must not only have the means
to supplement his official salary while in the House: he must also have
an income immediately available if he loses his seat.}

The difference of average age between the three parties gives further
support to these contentions. It is indisputable that the Conscrvative
parliamentary party contains a far higher proportion of people of “inde-
pendent means™ than either of the other partics. It is equally indisput-
able that the Labour party contains far more poor men than either of the
other parties. The average age at which Conservatives enter parliament
is, as we have seen elsewhere, 3 years 4 months less than the correspond-

* Such terns as “wealth” in this and subsequent passages are to he understood
in a comparative sense and not as implying great riches.

t The Times House vf Commans, 1935, page 18,

? I 3m informed that cases have occurred of members being reduced to¥the.
dnla” By losing their seats. [N



154 PARLIAMENTARY REPRESENTATION

ing age for Labour members. It is a fairly common thing for Conserva-
tives to enter the House young, before they have any appreciable means
of thejr own, earned or unearned. It is quite exceptional for that to
happen in the Labour party. The typical Labour member is or has been
a trade-union official: 43 per cent of the parliamentary party member-
ship is known to come within this description, and it is probable that
the true percentage is even higher. These people and others of similar
type will naturally enter parliament at a comparatively late age, for
whatever their political ambitions they arc in a position to achieve them
only when they can get the financial and general backing of a tiade
union or similar body, and they will not ordinarily get this until they
are veterans in the movement.

The question of expense, however, affects all parties to a greater or
lesser extent, and has a general tendency to raise the age of entrance
and the average age of members. Even in the Conservative party the
rich men who “buy” seats will more often than not have reached middlc
age before they have amassed or inherited their wealth. Moreover, the
great majority of people in the party are far from wealthy, and thesc
people, if they are not excluded altogether by lack of means, will be
just as much delayed by that lack as are similar people in other parties.
There can be little doubt, then, that the financial difficulty is the most
potent cause of the high average age of members of the House of
Commons.* It is not, however, the only cause, and two others must be
noted.

First, there is the fact that an appreciable number of men, after
following a career in some other field, reach the age of retirement or
become bored with their occupation and turn to parliament to find an
outlet for their energies or a vent for the opinions they have acquired
elsewhere. Most conspicuous in this category are army and navy officers
and colonial civil servants. The influx of retired colonels and generals,
commanders and admirals, colonial judges and administrators, is suffi-
cient to raise the average age appreciably, particularly in the Conserva-
tive party, to which most of them belong. But for this factor the differ-
ences between the average age of the Conservative members and those
of the Liberal and Labour members would be even higher.

It may be argued that the average age of the Labour party in the
House is raised in a similar way by the influx of retired trade-union
officials. No doubt there is some truth in this, but the cases do not seem
quite parallel. The army officer turns to politics when the army no
longer requires him or has ceased to interest him: his military career
was an end in itself, not a means to an end. The trade-union official, on
the other hand, follows an occupation that is itself semi-political in

* Tt 15 true that the average age of members of the House of Iords is ever
igher, being aboul 58 years 8 months, though the members of that House are
seldom poor men But in the great majonty of cases men neither nhernt peerages
nor are created peers until well on i ife The causes of the high average age n
that House are therefore quite difterent from those producing a high aver.ge age
m the lower House. \
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character, and not infrequently does so with the deliberate intention of
using it as a means towards a political career. He would stand for par-
liament earlier if he had the necessary financial resources, anddin be-
coming a member he does not so much change from onc carcer to
another as reach the culmination of the career he has already followed.

The remaining noteworthy cause of late entry into parliament acts in
a rather different way. It is 10 be found in the fact that men who have
achieved distinction or at least proved their ability in other occupations
have a natural advantage ceteris paribus over untried youth, both when
competing for adoption as candidates and when standing for election.
No doubt there is some overlapping between this cause and the previous
one: they act together in many cases, serving as complements to each
other, but they are nevertheless distinct in essence. It is to be observed
also that whereas the first two causes are in a sense artificial, involving
as they do cxternal obstructions to early entry, this third cause is rela-
tively internal and natural, .

Turning to the question of age-distribution, we observe that there is
almost of necessity a considerable difference between the age-distribu-
tion of members of the House of Commons and that of the adult popu-
lation as a whole.* In the latter case the curve is naturally a falling one:
that is, in the absence of abnormal circumstances such as an altogether
exceptional number of births in a particular year, or of deaths, emigra-
tions, or immigrations at a particular age, the number of people of any
given age will be less than that of any lower age and greater than that
of any higher age. This is the obvious result of normal mortality: the
number of people who were born in any given year and are still sur-
viving will as year follows year steadily diminish.

In the case of the House of Commons no such obvious natural law
obtains (except, perhaps, at the higher ages and there only to a limited
extent). It could not be expected that under any conceivable system of
election the commonest age amongst members would be twenty-one,
and that for each succeeding age the numbers would be less. Whatever
changes in electoral law and political conditions might be brought
about, we should expect that beginning at the minimum age there
would be a rise in the number of members for each succeeding year of
age, up to a certain point, before any decline in numbers began; that is,
the modalt age in any circumstances is to be looked for at some point
appreciably above the minimum. The causes of the actual age-distribu-
tion are to be found in the same set of conditions as we have seen
affecting the average age, and it is therefore unnecessary (o discuss the
matter further at this stage.

T'.e outstanding result of our inquirics about previous service was
the discovery that this is in general considerably less than might have
been expected. It was suggested that this shortness was due chiefly to
the insecurity of tenure and consequent broken service experienced by

1t may be useful at this point to refer back to Fig. 10, page 31.
/T Le,, the age most frequently occurnng.
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many members of the House of Commons, including members of out-
standing ability and reputation. The cause of this insecurity is clearly
to be found in the single-member majority system of voting. Under this
system members who represent constituencies in which the rival parties
are more or less equally balanced have no certainty or even probability
of re-election, however distinguished their personal records. On the
other hand, men or women who have the luck to sit for constituencies
in which their party greatly outnumbers its opponents—the notorious
“safe seats”-—are so securely planted that however poor their personal
quality they are practically members for life, subject only to retaining
the good-will of their party caucuses. This result of the present method
of voting deserves careful note; for it means that, as things are, security
of tenure depends hardly at all upon a member’s ability, honesty, and
devation to duty, but almost entirely upon the strength of his party in
the division. A member of exceptional ability and integrity may lose his
seat simply because the parties in his division are nearly equal in
strength : another member of inferior ability and far less public spirit
may retain his seat year after year and election after election, without
even a contest, because of his party’s local predominance.

Here it may be worth noticing that the so-called “fickle” constituen-
cies are in reality no more fickle than the safe seats. Where the parties
are more or less equal in strength a small turnover of votes will suffice
to hand over the representation of a division from one party to another:
where one party is much stronger than its opponents a turnover of the
same or greater magnitude may leave the sitting member a comfortable
majority. The former division is dubbed *fickle”, the latter termed
“staunch”: both epithets arc as a rule quite undeserved.

The next characteristic of the membership of the House of Commons
that we have to consider is school education. One of the outstanding
results of the investigation was, we saw, the discovery of the rather
curious fact that the distribution of the different types of school educa-
tion amongst members provides considerable justification for calling
the Conservatives the public-school party, the Liberals the secondary-
school party, and Labour the elementary-school party. Nearly four-
fifths of the Conservative members have a public-school education;
nearly half the Liberals have a secondary-school education; neariy
three-quarters of the Labour party have an elementary-school educa-
tion. We noted, too, that public-school men are proportionately eighteen
times as numerous in the House of Commons as they are in the general
population, secondary-schcol men are more than twice as plentiful in
the House as in the population, and elementary-school men little more
than one-fourth as plentiful.

Finally we recorded the astonishing preponderance in the House of
Commons of old Etonians and, to a less extent, of old Harrovians.
One-fourth of all Conservative members and one-seventh of ali mem-
bers in the inter-war period were educated at Eton, while one-third of
the Conservatives and one-fifth of all members were educated at bither
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Eton or Harrow. Proportionately there were roughly 440 times as
many old Etonians and 360 times as many old Harrovians in the list
of members as in the community at large. Morcover, owing to the
bigger number of “safe” seats held by Conservatives and the hoifling of
these seats in the main by the more aristocratic elements of the party,
together with the generally lower age of entry of Conservative members,
there is a longer average tenure of their seats by Conservatives than
by Liberal or Labour members. Hence the actual proportion of old
Etonians and old Harrovians in the average House is even higher: one-
sixth of the average membership of the whole House is supplied by
Eton and nearly one-fourth by Eton and Harrow together.

What are the causes of the immense disparity between the education
of members of parliament and the education of the general population?
One obvious explanation is that, on the whole, the more capable
children secure the better education, and that people who are both more
capable and better educated rise—and deserve to rise—into positions of
prominence and leadership, including membership of the House of
Commons. There is a good deal of truth in this, and it undoubtedly
goes a long way towards explaining the bigger share of membership
secured by men and women who have had a secondary education of
one sort or another in comparison with those who have had only an
elementary education. There is every reason, both in theory and prac-
tice, why members should generally be drawn from the better-educated
elements of the community.

So far so good: few people will quarrel with the simple proposition
that we need capable and well-educated members of parliament, though
it should be borne in mind that even now many a child who merits a
secondary education is shut out from it, while at the time when our
present and recently past members were children the position was dis-
tinctly worse. This was and is due not only to the inadequate number of
secondary-school places available, but also to the fact that many parents
cannot afford, or do not feel that they can afford, or are even plainly
unwilling, to keep their children at school for the extra couple of years
involved. That, however, is the fault of the social system rather than of
the parliamentary system, so here we can only note it and pass on.

If, then, we consider that there are good reasons why men and women
of secondary education (using that term in its widest sense) should
occupy a bigger proportion of seats in the House than those without
such an education, what are we to say of the position of the public-
school members? Do not the same arguments apply? Is not their pre-
dominant position due to their superior education and ability?

It is often claimed that the public schools, and particularly Eton and
Harrow, offer a training that is specially adapted to fit their alumni for
parliament-and the public service generally, and that many boys are
sent there with the express intention of equipping them for a parfia. = '
mentary career. It is unnecessary to dispute this intention or to epter
into ¢/ discussion of the suitability of the training for this object. Withi:
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out either accepting or rejecting the claims, let us assume for the
moment that they are well founded. What other considerations must he
taken into account?

As we have seen, the term “public school” is ill defined, and a number
of the less well known day-schools claiming the title differ little in
essentials from county and municipal secondary schools. The typical
public school, however, is a relatively expensive institution to attend,
and it usvally has a considerable proportion of places reserved for
boarders. At Eton, Marlborough, Winchester, and many others of the
most famous schools the whole (or very nearly the whole) of the places
are filled by boarders, at correspondingly high fees.* Moreover, owing
to the nature of the curriculum and the methods of admission, only
boys who have attended a preparatory school from an early age and
come from homes of some social standing can usually secure admission.

Essentially, therefore, the public schools are schools for the well-off,
and in some cases, including Eton, schools for the wealthy, There are
exceptions, let us agree, but that is the general position. It is natural,
then, that a parliamentary system that largely restricts the opportunity
of entering the House of Commons to people of considerable means
should favour the product of these schools.

That, however, is not the whale story. We have noted the claim made
for the public schools, and particularly for Eton and Harrow, that in
many cases parents send their sons there with the deliberate aim and
expectation that they will enter parliament. If these schools were open
on equal terms to all comers of the requisite character and ability, and
if it were possible at the early age at which boys’ names are put down
for future admission to a public school—in some cases at or even before
birth—to predict the possession of special political ability, t'>re might
be something in this claim to justify the achieved results. But in actual
fact these schools are open only to the sons of a very small section of
the community, and it is not possible to predict so early that a boy
possesses exceptional capacity for a political career.

The truth s that in certain classes of society it is taken for granted
that it is the inherited right of their members to exercise a dominating
influence in public affairs, including amongst many other fields that of
politics. Actual ability, the possession of exceptional powers of mind
and character, are treated as of secondary importance. Far more essen-
tial is it that a man should belong to “the right people”, that he should
be “one of us”, “a pukka sahib”, So, in the control of the Conservative
party organization and in the selection of Conservative candidates—
and perhaps, to 2 much smaller extent, in the Liberal party similarly—
the possession of the right school tie is an asset none the less valuable
because its privileges are seldom openly asserted. As an acute foreign
observer has remarked: “The old boys of about a dozed, indeed of

* The annual fees at Eton are £245, at Harrow £250, at Winchester £210, at
Rugby £201, at Marlborough £135 to £185, to mention only a few of tig best-
known schools. These figures ate taken from Whitaker's Almanack.
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only six or seven, schools govern England and the British Empire.
Anyone who is not of their number must have altogether exceptional
ability if he is to come really to the very front. Even then he is not
readily accepted into the inner circle of the rulers. This is not’due to
any conscious exclusiveness. The strength of this dominance in every
sphere of public life depends precisely on its unconscious exercise, on
its being taken as a matter of course.”*

Nevertheless, while it is true that much of the strength of this domi-
nance lies in its unconscious exercise, in the way it is taken for granted
by those who exert it, it is not by any means always unconscious, Per-
haps one might say that it is the underlying assumptions that are uncon-
scious, rather than the exercise itself. “The predominance of Eton men
among Conservative Ministers is remarkable, and it is amusing to note
that a Conservative Prime Minister educated at Eton, Lord Balfour,
had colleagues almost half of whom were Eton men, while the Cabinet
of a Harrow Prime Minister, Mr. Baldwin, had in it the largest number
of Harrow men ever collected in a single Cabinet;”} and it is said that
Mr. Baldwin (as he then was) boasted of his intention to put into office
as many Harrow men as he could. Be that as it may, there is no doubt
that there is a freemasonry amongst men educated at the leading public
schools that makes them, whether consciously or unconsciously, give a
marked preference to men similarly educated. This attitude is a power-
ful reinforcement to the financial factor in securing the amazingly high
proportion of public-school men, and particularly of old Etonians and
old Harrovians, in the House of Commons.

When we turn to the question of university education we find a
closely comparable state of affairs and one that can be traced to similar
causes. Oford and Cambridge occupy a dominant position in parlia-
ment similar to that occupied by Eton and Harrow and with similar
party affiliations. As we have scen, if 2 member of parliament has been
at Oxford it is four to one that he is a Conservative and nineteen to one
that he is not a Labour member, just as if he has been at Eton it is nine
to one that he is a Conservative and thirty-four to one that he is not a
Labour member. The older, the more expensive, and the more socially
exclusive the school or university, the more surely will its product be
found on the right wing in politics.

Though there are now very much better chances than formerly for
the boy or girl of exceptiona! ability to go up to Oxford or Cambridge,
even if his or her parents are poor, thanks to the expansion of the
system of state, municipal, and other scholarships, yet it still remains
true that the older universities are, on the whole, places for rich men’s
sons and daughters. Only a minute proportion of the children who are
clever but poor have any chance of getting to them, and only a small

fraction of the undergraduates there come from really hard-up families.
We may instance again in this connexion the fact that though the Uni- ;

* Karl Heinz Abshagen, King, Lords, and Gentlemen (1939), page 174,
t Jarold ). Laski, Studies in Law and Politics (1932), page 192.
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versity of London turns out far more graduates than Oxford and Cam-
bridge together, yet London men in parliament are outnumbered by
Oxford and Cambridge men by perhaps seven or cight to one.

It his been suggested that the predominance of Oxford and Cam-
bridge in parliament is largely due to two facts: that their curricula are
especially adapted to the needs of men who desire to follow a political
career, and that accordingly many men go up to those universities with
that end in view, There is, I suggest, some confusion of thought here. It
is probably true that many men go up to Oxford and Cambridge as a
preparation for a political cAreer, but it does not follow that they do so
because of any particular appropriateness of the studies they will pursue
there. The honour schools at Oxford and the tripos examinations at
Cambridge cover a very wide field of knowledge, but there is little in
that field that is not covered also in the faculties of London and other

_ universitics. Even if we turn to more specialized studies, London has its
School of Economics and Political Science, Liverpool has its School of
Social Science, and so on. We must look elsewhere than at curricula to
find the key to the favoured position of the older universities.

London is relatively a poor man's university, and its graduates lack
the social status conferred by an Oxford or Cambridge degree; and the
same thing is true, perhaps even more markedly, in the case of the pro-
vincial universities. I suggest, therefore, that when a man goes up to
Oxford or Cambridge as a step towards a seat in parliament, and per-
haps in the Cabinet, he does so far more because of the value of the
hall-mark he thereby obtains than because of any special suitability in
the course of study on which he embarks. To say this, of course, is not
in any way to belittle the educational value of that course: it is merely
to point out that the really effective motive for taking it is to be found
in other considerations.

So we are driven to the conclusion that the predominance in parlia-
ment of Eton, Harrow, and the public schools generally on the one
hand, and of Oxford and Cambridge on the other, is due in the first
place to the financial conditions that make the possession of private
means almost essential to a political career, and in the second place to
the “open sesame” that the right school and the right university place at
the disposal of their alumni. Finally it may be remarked that it is more
important to have been at the right school than to have been at the
right university: the boy who goes up to Oxford from a provincial
grammar school does not achieve the privileged position of the old
Etonian, even though the latter may have no university education at all.
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CHAPTER XVIII
CAUSE AND EFFECT
2. OccupATION, HEREDITARY TITLES, AND PARTY

THE next characteristic that we have to consider is that of the occupa-
tions of members. Using the occupation schedule of the census as the
best available basis of classification, we found that the various cccupa-
tion-groups have very unequal representation in the House of Commons,
both absolutely and by comparison with the size of the groups in the
general population. On making this latter comparison, we found that
there is marked over-representation* of the groups demominated as
Professional Occupations, Public Administration and Defence, Mining
and Quarrying, Commerce and Finaunce, and of several others. Corre-
spondingly there is marked under-representation of the groups denomi-
nated Personal Services, Makers of Textiles, Not Gainfully Occupied,
Agriculture, and a number of others.

But, as we have seen, these groups are very unsatisfactorily consti-
tuted, being planned on an industrial rather than an occupational basis.
Looking at individual occupations, therefore, instead of at occupation-
groups, we discovered some astonishing facts; for example, that
bankers have 18 times, solicitors 55 times, journalists 62 times, officers
in the fighting services and stockbrokers 80 times, and barristers no less
than 970 times the number of seats they would be entitled to if repre-
sentation in the House of Commons were on the basis of occupational
numbers in the general population. On the same footing many occupa-
tions are very greatly under-represented in the House: for example,
domestic servants, housewives, farm labourers, and workers in the
building and clothing trades.

Again, when we looked at the question of occupational status we
found that, proportionately, employers and managers are nearly six
times as numerous in the House as they are in the country, while pro-
[essional workers are more than twelve times as numerous. On the
other hand, the general run of rank-and-file workers have less than
two-fifths of their proportionate representation, while the unpaid
domestic workers, though they form a very large section of the com-
muaity, are practically unrepresented.

Finally, because of their peculiar position—in some cases as full-
time occupations, in others as part-time occupations, and in yet others
as mere qualifications—we paid special attention to the occupations or
quasi-occupations of barrister. solicitor, company director, and trade-
union official. We found that more than half of the Conservative mem-
bers and also more than half of the Liberal members of parliament
are either fawyers or company directors or a combination of the two,

* It should perhaps be stressed that this is not a final judgement on the right-
ness or wrongness of the position: it is 2 comparison, made as a useful basis for

furthcyi discussion.
[
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while almost half of the Labour members are drawn from the ranks of
trade-union officials, More than half of the House of Commons is com-
posed of fawyers, company directors, and trade-union officials.

Whatever way we look at it, the distribution of occupations in the
House is extraordinarily different from that in the country: there is no
resemblance between the two. Moreover, it is quite clear that this is not
in the main a matter of chance, for there is comparatively little variation
between one general election and another in this respect, and what there
is can largely be accounted for by the fluctuations in party strengths. If
the occupational distribution in the House were a matter of chance we
might quite possibly be content to leave it at that, since in this country
we have never accepted any scheme, fascist or otherwise, for the direct
representation of occupations in parliament (excepting that of the
bishops in the House of Lords). But in fact certain particular occupa-
tions do secure enormous representation, election after election, while
others as regularly secure little or none, and this may well cause mis-
giving. It is desirable, then, to trace the reasons for these marked
peculiarities; for when we are clear about the causes at work we shall
be better placed for deciding whether such eccentricities of representa-
tion can be tolerated, and, if not, what is the best way of bringing about
a more satisfactory state of affairs.

It needs little argument at this stage to make it clear that one of the
major factors in the case is the opportunity which certain occupations
offer for earning a living while actually serving as a member of parlia-
ment, and the complete lack of such opportunity exhibited by many
other occupations. Among the favoured occupations the law notoriously
comes first, and particularly the bar. There is little doubt that to the
carecrest who has the requisite qualities of mind and body, and particu-
larly the ability to work hard for long hours year after year, the combina-
tion of law and politics offers many glittering prizes. For our purpose it
is unnecessary to determine which of the two holds out the greater in-
centives, or to attempt to decide whether as a rule it is the barrister who
enters parliament to further his legal career or the politician who takes
to the [aw in order to finance his parliamentary ambitions. Doubtless
both motives play their part in varying degree, and in any case it is the
result rather than the motive that chiefly concerns us; that is, we are
more interested to observe how this possibility of a dual career regu-
larly floods parliament with lawyers than we are to decide exactly why
the individual embarks on it.

It may be suggested, of course, that a third reason for the predomi-
nance of lawyers in parliament is to be found in a certain natural
affinily between law and politics. Is it not appropriate, we may be asked,
that the fawyer should have a big share in the making of laws?

Superficially the idea may seem reasonable, but reflection suggests
that it has little to commend it. In the first place, the House of Com-
mons is not solely, perhaps not even chiefly, & legislative body.* In the

* See, for example, Harold J. Laski, Democracy in Crisis (1933), pages‘EU-SZ.
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second place, even in the process of legislation, content is at least as
important as form; and it is only in connexion with the latter that the
lawyer as a lawyer can be supposed Lo have any exceptional contribu-
tion to make. But the question of form in legislation—the prepiration
of bills, the embodiment of ideas in statutory language—is the province
of the specialist parliamentary draftsman rather than of the barrister or
solicitor in general practice. Hence we conclude that the House has no
need on professional grounds to welcome the glut of lawyers that every
election brings it. In any case, moreover, it would seem doubtful
whether we could find jn the supposed affinity of lawyers with legisla-
tion the cause of the presence in parliament of so many barristers and,
to a less extent, solicitors. For that cause is indisputably to be found in
financial conditions: first, because the doors of parliament are prac-
tically closed to men and women without a private income; and, second,
because the law is one of the very few occupations that can provide
such an income without simultancously and automatically rendering
membership impossible in other ways.

Much the same sort of comment applies to the familiar and traditional
association between journalism and politics. While there are obvious
points of contact and commgn interest between the two, it i3 unlikely
that these are sufficient to account to any great extent for the large
numbers of journalists who enter the House of Commons. It is much
more Jikely that, as with the law, it is the possibility of combining
money-making with politics that is the fundamental reason. The fact
that stockbrokers also secure an abnormally large representation in
parliament seems to bear out these contentions, for it can hardly be
suggested seriously that there is any affinity between stockbroking and
statesmanship, or that the selling of stocks and shares provides any
special qualification for a seat in the House. Plainly it is the facility for
obtaining income concurrently with membership that is the decisive
factor here; and there is little doubt that in general it is the decisive
factor with lawyers and journalists also.

When we turn from lawyers and journalists to company directors we
have to recognize that we are dealing with an occupation or quasi-
occupation that is even more ill-defined and nebulous, so that no simple
statement will cover all the cases involved. At one end of the scale we
have the man who is 2 company director by accident as it were, the
man who is primarily a cotton manufacturer or a brewer, an engineer
or a publisher, and is a director merely because the firm with which he
is concerned has been registered as a limited liability company. At the
other end of the scale is the man who makes a substantial income by
acting as 2 company director, who is on the board of half a score or -
. more of undertakings of whose technology and management he knows
little and cares less. It is a debatable point, perhaps, whether his directog-
ships get him his seat in parliament or whether it is not rather th&:
magic letters “M.P.” after his name that secure him his lucrative inflogh
of dirfctor’s fees. Either way it is once again financial considemiﬁ&
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that are chiefly accountable for his ptominence in the House, though
other matters—social standing, for example—may play their part too.
In between, of course, come many grades and varieties of company
directdir, and there is no need to attempt the impossible task of classify-
ing them, From our point of view it is their massed effect, the very big
if not excessive part they play as an ingredient in the make-up of the
personnel of parliament, that is the interesting thing,

To much the same, causes in general we can trace the high proportion
of employers of all kinds and of owners—mineowners, shipowners,
landowners—who secure seats in the House. Here, as elsewhere, all
sorts of considerations play their part, but it is to financial considera-
tions first, and to social influences next, that we must look for the
reasons why so much representation is concentrated into so small a
range of occupations and semi-occupations.

As we have already seen, it is also to financial conditions in the main
that the House owes the presence of so many trade-unjon officials. The
inability of the ordinary individual to meet election expenses on the one
hand or to live on his official pay as a member of parliament on the
other compels the Labour party to seek its candidates largely from
those who have the financial backing of a trade union or comparable
body, and such bodies will naturally give preference to their tried and
trusted officials, even though the qualities needed in a trade-union
secretary or a miners’ agent are not necessarily those most valuable in
parliament—except, of course, in matters directly concerning trade-
union affairs. As, however, we have already touched on these matters
we need here only stress again the importance of the financial factor:
it has a profound influence on the composition of the parliamentary
Labour party, as it has, with very different results, on the composition
of the other parliamentary parties, and in all parties this influence, is
reflected in the predominance of certain favoured occupations. To stress
this, however, is not to suggest that it is the only influence at work in
connexion with occupational distribution, nor that it always acts in the
direct ways that we have just discussed. ,

Let us consider one example of its direct infiuence before we pass on
to quite different factors. In certain occupations men have the oppor-
tunity, and sometimes the obligation, to retire on pension at an early
age while they are still in the prime of life. In this category come
officers in the fighting services and members of the colonial civil services.
This early pension provides the financial means for a political career:
the cessation, while still in full vigour, of employment elsewhere in a
position of responsibility and authority, and the habit of ruling engen-
dered by that employment, provide the incentive. Probably, too, there is
in many cases a desire to ventilate in parliament the strong views
acquired in the course of that employment, and perhapseto embody
them in legislation.

An example of an entirely different factor in the case is to be found
in the geographical distribution of occupations. The difference b&\wecn
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the representation of mining and that of agriculture illustrates this. As
we have seen, the million adult miners are represented in parliament on
an average by roughly forty of their own number, or one member of
parliament to every 25,000 miners—about twice the proporfionatc
number of meribers that their voting strength should give. The nearly a
million adult agricultural workers, on the other hand, secure a member
or two at most: say one member of parliament to every 500,000
workers, The miners of the country are therefore at least twenty times
as well represented in parliament as are the agricultural workers.

The cause, or at least the chief cause, of this is to be found in the
different geographical distributions of the two industries, in conjunction
with the single-member majority system of voting. Mining is concen-
trated in cerlain limited areas: agriculture is distributed over almost
the whole country. In quite a number of constituencies the miners
dominate the local Labour party, and Labour can claim a majority of
the electors’ votes; so that, in practice, the miners, though themselves a
minority of the electorate, have these seats at their disposal. Agriculture,
on the other hand, is scattered: though a good many constituencies are
referred to in the press and elsewhere as “agricultural®, few of them in
these days are without a considerable urban population, and in few, if
any, is the agricultural labourer in a position to dominate the elections.
No doubt the miners are better organized than the farm workers, but
that in itself is partly due to this same factor of geographical distribu-
tion, No doubt, too, the political attitude of the farm worker is con-
siderably different from that of the miner; but here again the geo-
graphical factor comes in.

This question of concentration in the one case and dispersion in the
other would have comparatively little eftect but for the single-member
majority system of voting. With a less arbitrary system the miner,
though securing proper representation, would be unable to dominate
whole constituencies and whole groups of constituencies as he can at
present; while the agricultural worker would be able equally to secure
his fair share of representation, without depriving the other elements in
an area of their shares.

Now let us glance for a moment at the other side of the picture, If
lawyers, journalists, stockbrokers, and others have exceptional oppor-
tunities for serving in parliament, there is a very wide range of occupa-
tions which are altogether incompatible with a concurrent parliamentary
career. Note the word “concurrent”: for in that lies the crux of the
matter. The barrister can enter the House of Commons and continue
his legal practice (indeed, it may well become more lucrative as a
result): the general run of people lose their jobs and their incomes i
they do so. It is true that trade-union or similar backing may more or,
less overcone this difficulty in a limited number of cases; but in these
cases the occupation of the member is as a rule really that of a trade:
union pfficial, and in any case it is only a tiny minority of the poppla-*
tion ‘hat has the slightest chance of securing such backing. For the vast,
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majority of people—accountants, engineers, chemists, teachers, doctors,
no less then joiners, miners, farm workers, sailors, soldiers, clerks.
shopkeepers—in short, for the ordinary run of men and women, quite
apart Yrom any question of ability or inclination, there is not the
slightest chance of entering parliament at any time in their whole lives.
This is because doing so would involve relinquishing their occupations;
and from such a step they are completely barred by the absence of any
alternative source of income.

Probably few people who have “private means” of one sort or another
—whether they arc also accupied in a business or profession or not—
realize that the vast majority of people, including those engaged in
commercial and professional work as well as wage-earners, are wholly
dependent on their own earnings: to relinquish their jobs is not merely
to diminish their incomes, it is to forfeit them altogether, it is to court
financial disaster complete and absolute. The man who has behind him
the reserve strength of income flowing in from landed property or in-
vesiments has no conception of the slavery in which “earning a living”
involves most of his fcllow-citizens: a slavery that effectively shuts them
out from, amongst other things, any chance of a carcer in parliament.

The fact that amongst the many persons wholly dependent on their
own earnings for a living (and especially amongst the less skilled
workers) the inclination that would seek and the qualities of mind and
character that would merit a political career are likely to be exceptional
does nothing to justify this state of affairs. The financial barriers do not
merely exclude the unsuitable majority : they shut out just as inexorably
the suitable minority. Mcanwhile the wealthy nonentity can and does
“buy™ a seat.

There is thus no escaping the conclusion that the distribution of
occupations in the House of Commons is primarily a result of financial
conditions. Entrance to the House is effectively open only to people who
have an income from some source other than their official salaries as
members; and, for most people, to enter parliament is to forfeit what-
ever income they have,

We turn now to the consideration of hereditary titles in relation to
the membership of the House. As we have seen, holders of hereditary
titles and heirs to and relations of holders of such titles have about 350
to 400 times the representation that they would have on a proportional
basis. This element forms in the average House 40 to 50 per cent of the
Conservative party and 20 to 25 per cent of the Liberal party. Even of
the Labour party it forms about 4 per cent, though in the general popu-
lation it is less than one-teath of 1 per cent. How shall we account for
this extensive aristocratic permeation of the democratic House? Tnvesti-
gation shows that, as with other characteristics we have discussed, it is
due to a complex of factors. Let us glance at some of them. *

It is notorious that the British public “loves a lord™, and it extends
this love in varying degree to the wives, sons, daughters, and_other
relations of lords. It gives, indeed, an instinctive respect and defirence
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to anyone with a title, so that a baronet or even a knight can command
an attention, and sometimes secure a vote, that would not be given to a
plain “mister”. The so-called “red agitator” may inveigh as fiercely as
he pleases against the titled classes: the crowds will still turn 8ut and
cheer when royalty drives through the streets, a duke presides over a
mecting, or a countess opens a bazaar—and this largely irrespective of
the personal merits of the aristocrat in question: it is the title that casts
the spell. Here, then, is one factor in the case.

Again, there can be little doubt that the polish and savoir fmre of the
aristocrat have their effect on voters who hear him speak at a meeting
or make personal contact with him. Few people ate entirely insensitive
to good manners and distinction of bearing; and though these are
neither confined to one class nor universal in that class, yet they will be
found on balance more frequently and more effectively displayed in
men and women bred up to regard them as normal and essential parts
of their equipment for life than in those who have had small chance to
acquire them, or have passed their lives in surroundings where such
accomplishments are of little or no account. The worker, moreover,
who might despise or resent elegance of speech or manner in his own
family or amongst his own friends will be impressed by it in people of
a different class. There is still truth in Bagehot's comment of more than
seventy years ago: “Manners and bearing have an influence on the
poor; the nameless charm of refinement tells; personal confidence is
almost everywhere more easily accorded to one of the higher classes
than to one of the lower classes: from this circumstance, there is an
inherent tendency in any electoral system which does not vulgarize the
government to protect the rich and to represent the rich.”#

Rank and breeding, then, enable the peeress, the heir to a peerage,
and their like, to enter upon a parliamentary candidature with initial
advantages. What these advantages are worth in votes is impossible to
determine, but they are certainly of considerable value: in some con-
stituencies, and especially with women voters, they are probably very
useful assets indeed. Moreover, long before the polling day is reached
these initial advantages will in many cases have played their part in
securing a favourable decision from the selection committee of the
Tocal party association, just as later they will play their part in gaining
the member promotion to office. As a rccent writer comments: “There
is simply no denying that aristocratic birth or connexions are extra-
ordinarily useful for a political career in England, and that, even in the
age of democracy, the man of good family is preferred in many cases—
indeed, in most—to those who have come to greatness out of more
modest circumstances.”

Even so, it may be judged that the most powerful factor in securing
for people ‘of titled family so many seats in the House of Commons is

3
* Walter Bagehot, The English Constitution, quoted by Ernest Rhys in Tlle "
Growt? of Political Likerty (1921).
t harl Heinz Abshagen, King, Lords, and Gentlemen {1939), page 106.
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neither title per se, nor polished manners, nor family influence, but
wealth. Hereditary titles are not commonly given to or found amongst
the poorer classes of the community. No doubt many a titled family
consid®rs itself, and perhaps by its own standards is, “hard-up”, but
poverty of that kind is only relative. For a man whose upbringing,
tastes, and family traditions prescribe a way of living commensurate
with an income of ten thousand a year to have only five thousand is
poverty. It is, however, not the sort of poverty that precludes a parlia-
mentary career: it may, in his own estimation, cramp his style, but it
does not shut him out as does the poverty of the working man, the
shopkeeper, or the smaller professional man. Moreover, the scion of a
noble house commonly has the leisure of the rentier or the landowner:
however inadequate to his desires he may find his income, the acquisi-
tion of it does not as a rule absorb his time and energy or interfere with
his political ambitions as does the earning of a living by those whose
income is derived, not from inherited property, but from their own toil.

There is, however, another factor of which we must not lose sight in
discussing the prominent position of the titled (and kindred) classes in
the House of Commons, and that is the tradition of public service that
is almost inborn in those classes. As Abshagen putsit: “Another factor
that contributes to the strong representation of members of the aris-
tocracy in political life is the centuries-old tradition in these circles that
participation in political leadership of the state is their proper occupa-
tion,”* This tradition Jeads its inheritors to assume, as something too
self-evident to need argument or even statement, that it is both their
duty and their right to take a leading part in public affairs. It is reported
that when Cliveden was the property of the first Duke of Westminster
he was so fully occupied as to be seldom able to visit it, and on one
occasion when asked to take the chair at a public meeting consulted his
engagement diary and found that the day in question was the one he
had allotted for his first visit there that season. Nevertheless, he took
the chair—and at the request of a political opponent.t That little inci-
dent illustrates the self-sacrificing devotion to public duty that the tradi-
tion inspires. In its other aspect the tradition is perhaps less admirable
and certainly far removed from democratic in its assumption of a kind
of “divine right” to rule. “Our higher classes still desire to rule the
nation,” as Bagehot noted. At its best the tradition has given us out-
standing examples of disinterested service {o the community: at its
worst it has been the bulwark of class privilege. Good or bad, however,
it is a factor that must not be left out of account.

Yet finally, when due weight has been given to all these considera-
tions, we are left with the conviction that the fundamental reason for
the high proportion of people of the titled and allied classes that is
always present in the House of Commons is to be found inthe posses-
sion by these people of relatively ample means in conjunction with
leisure. This is so not merely because of the direct advantagee and

* Loc.cit. 1 Fanchester Guardian, 11th December, 1942, 1 Lac.\czt
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opportunities that money and freedom give them, but also because the
culture, style, manners, and traditions on which their influence so lazgely
depends have been built up on, and are continually sustamed by, the
same resources of time and money.

Next and lzst of the questions that we have to consider in studymg
causc and effect is that of the distribution of seats in the House of
Commons according to party. This question is on a different footing
from those’ of age, education, occupation, and other characteristics with
which we have been concerned: the latter have a personal quality, are
bound up with the individuality of members, in a way that party is not.
It is, however, one of the most important aspects of our subject, and it
is desirable to be clear about the relation between cause and effect in
this connexion.

Here the outstanding fact is undoubtedly the lack of correspondence
between the party complexion of the House of Commons and the state
of party feeling in the electorate. As we have seen, even the aggregate
vote collected by a party in a general election cannot be relied upon as a
correct indication of its true voting strength: it tends to exaggerate the
strength of the stronger parties and to underestimate the strength of the
weaker parties. But if the aggregate votes are subject to this defect, they
are at Jeast a rough guide to party strengths: the number of seats
gained by a party is seldom even that. It is not merely that the final
result of a general election does not give an exact mathematical indica-
tion of party strengths: that would not worry any reasonable person, if
the broad general effect were a tolerably accurate reflection of the state
of public opinion. The trouble is that the system fails all too often to
give even that: a general election is a gamble of which no one can pre-
dict the result with any certainty, and that result seldobm accords with
the wishes of the electorate as expressed by their votes. It is not mere
exaggeration of which we have to complain: it is gross irresponsibility.

The major cause of this state of affairs is, as we have seen, the single-
member majority system of voting. It should be clear from Chapter XVI
how cause and effect are related in this matter, and it is unnecessary to
repeat the explanations there set forth. We may, however, take just one
illustration to drive home the point. In the county of Cornwall in 1923
all five seats were won by the Liberals; in 1924 all five went over to the
Conservatives; in 1929 all five reverted to the Liberals. Analysis of the
voting shows that the Conservatives should have had two members for
the county as a whole—and no more—at each of these three elections;
the Liberals should have had three members in 1923 and two at each of
the other two elections; while the remaining member for the county in
1924 and 1929 should have represented Labour. The actual results are
therefore in each case a fantastic misrepresentation of the actual party
strengths. $But that is how the single-member majority system works:
and violent fluctuations of this sort are not confined to relatively small
areas like this—they affect in varying degree the results for the country

as a whole.
6* .
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It should be clear that, as we have already noted, these somersaults
are not due to “fickleness” on the part of the constituencies concerned :
they are natural and inevitable results of the present method of voting
in divisions where the parties are more or less equally balanced in
strength, On the other hand, in divisions where one garty is much
stronger than the others we get the “safe seat”, where the stronger party
has to all intents and purposes a permanent monopoly of representation,
with all its attendant evils, The system therefore works badly in both
conditions. Where the parties are nearly equal in strength the best of
members may lose his seat through a very small turnover of votes:
where one party is much the stronger a “dud” member may retain his
seat indefinitely. This dilemmatic evil, it should be noticed, is separate
from and additional to the misrepresentation of opinion for which the
system is responsible.

Another aspect of the “safe seat” outcome of present methods of
election is seen in the undesirable tendency of the latter to encourage
unopposed returns to parliament. In 1918 there were no fewer than
cighty seats in Great Britain for which no contest took place. Excep-
tionally in 1929 the number dropped to three, but in no other general
election has it fallen below twenty-nine, while the average number of
unopposed returns for the seven inter-war general elections is just under
forty-two. Yet there is not a single constituency in the country where all
the voters belong to one party. Lack of a contest, in general, simply
indicates that in that constituency the present system gives no chance of
representation to any party but one.

In addition to the direct injustice of this virtual disfranchisement of
minorities, moreover, there is an ill effect on the political dutlook of the
electors (of all phrties) concerned; for where the result of an election is
a foregone conclusion electoral apathy is an inevitable outcome. How
can people be expected to take an interest in politics when their repre-
sentation in parliament is, for all practical purposes, in the gift of a
small inner clique of one party, against the decisions of which they have
no effective remedy? The single-member majority system is, of course,
the chief factor in the causation of uncontested elections, but it is not
the only one. It is reinforced by the heavy cost of contesting an election;
but for this, even with the present method of voting, far fewer seats
would go uncontested, and the elector might get some small satisfaction
from recording his ineffective vote.

We see, then, that the inherent nature of the present system is such
that it is incapable of giving satisfactory results. It leads to minority
representation in division after division, it distorts the aggregate party
votes in the country as a whole, and it does not allot seats even roughly
according to those aggregate votes. Not even broadly does it reflect the
true state of political feeling in the country. Further, it encourages the
return of mediocre candidates, effectively disfranchises many areas, and
promotes electoral apathy.

Pl



PART Il
A SCHEME OF REFORM

CHAPTER XIX

THE AIMS OF REFORM

Having in Part I analysed the composition and characteristics of the
personnel of the House of Commons as it actually exists in modern
times, and having in Part II studied the causes underlying these results
and discussed the way in which they act. we have now in Part III to turn
from the present to the future and endeavour to make constructive
suggestions for bringing about a more satisfactory state of affairs.

In the course of our analysis we have observed certain marked defects
in the present machinery of representation, and any proposals for
change that we put forward must aim at remedying those defects. A
scheme of reform, however, that was directed solely to the removal of
obvious faults would be merely negative in character and unlikely to
produce satisfying results. To look only at present failings would be to
see our problem myopically, and to set about reform on such a basis
would be to limit undesirably its prospect of success.

We must endeavour at the outset, then, to form a clear conception of
the sort of parliamentary representation that we desire to see in being.
We must add to a realization of what is now wrong a vision of the
positive ends to which our efforts should be directed. Only if we have
grasped clearly what it is we wish to achieve and why we wish to
achieve it are we likely to formulate a scheme of reform that will do
more than patch up a faulty system. It is arguable that all too many
projects for the reform of this or that—including acts of parliament—
have been greatly reduced in effectiveness, if not completely stultified,
by too much concentration on immediate wrongs and too little of the
inspiration that comes from seeing a problem whole and getting a clear
vision of the possibilitics latent in its solution.

To what extent we shall succeed in putting this principle in practice
remains to be seen; but however far short of it we fall, it is at least
likely that we shall achieve something by making the attempt. If it is
not, in this case, “better to travel hopefully than to arrive”, it is certainly
better to travel hopefully with our eyes on the hills than to loiter about
with our eyes on the ground.

We have, therefore, to ask ourselves in the most general terms what
we want from parliamentary representation. We must look, not merely
at the thing itself, but at the ideas and ideals in which it is or should be,'
rooted. We must examine its component parts and its workings in the
light of those ideas and ideals. We must try to stand a little outside our

precoficeptions and habits of thought, try to forget for a little while oueg
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accepted notions of political expediency, try to concentrate first on
fundamentals. T am not in this suggesting any mood of exalted mysti-
cism, but only that we should cast aside for the time being our bonds of
custont” and routine, and that we should try to get a strategical rather
than just a tactical view of our problem. If we can marage to do that,
even to a limited extent, we shall be all the better placed for getting
down in due course to brass tacks. It would be folly to suppose that we
can equip ourselves with godlike wisdom and judgement; but let us at
least make as brave an attempt as we can at clear-sightedness, let us
try to see something of the wood in spite of the trees.

We need attempt here no logically precise or philosophically pro-
found exposition of political theory—there are plenty of learned
treatises in that field for those who desire them—but it will help us in
tackling our strictly limited problem if we can restate, informally and
unacademically, what we'believe to be the essentials of a democratic
way of government in our own times. There are any number of ways in
which this might be done, and we need not seck finality of expression
so much as a clear understanding of our basic ideals and the broad lines
on which we conceive they should be interpreted here and now.

“Government of the people, by the people, for the people.” However
open to criticism Abraham Lincoln's brave dictum at Gettysburg may
be if considered as a precise statement of political philosophy, it does at
least enshrine in 2 memorable and inspiring form a noble ideal of the
basis of democracy.* Is it possible, however, for that ideal to be em-
bodied in the political institutions of the real world as it exists in our
modern mechanized age? Is it not, rather, just a rhetorical flourish that
will not bear scrutiny?

The trouble lies, of course, in the words “by the people”. Our modern
civilization, with its astonishing scientific developments, is one of im-
mense and bewildering complexity. It bristles with intricate and re-
fractory problems that have so far baffled the wisest and most far-
seeing. “The people” in the mass are unthinking and ignorant and
warped to trivial ends. Is it possible, then, from men and women
tangled in such a welter of sordid toil, futile pleasure, and neglected
intellect, to embody anything worth calling “government by the
people™, consistently with the direction of the state to noble ends? Have
they, the people—not some idealized personification, but the real every-
day commonplace man and woman—anything of valug to contribute to
the processes of government? '

In attempting to answer these questions we must recognize right away
that the ordinary citizen s, in the great majority of cases, totally in-
capable of any satisfactory direct participation in the actual work of
government. Whatever he may become in some remote utopian future,
here and now he is equipped neither with the knowledge, thre skill, nor

* Lincoln’s famous Gettysburg address is well worth re-reading, It will be
fourl in John G. Nicalay’s Short Life of Abraham Lincoln (1906), page $76; in
Trederic L. Paxson s’ﬂm American Civil War (1511), page 183; and elsewhere.
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the insight necessary for such participation. Moreover, we are not deal-
ing with a small city-state, but with a highly populous country, and
mere numbers would make it impossible for all our citizens, however
capable, to take a direct part in its 5ovemment

Here, then, &re drastic limitations on “government by the people”:
is there anything left? Can the common man, ruled out from any direct
share in government, usefully take any part in it at all? Must he not be
treated politically—and therefore socially and economically—as a serf,
a soulless unit in the vast machine of the state, to be directed and con-
trolled and ordered about by a dictator or a small and self-appointed
ruling class? That is the fascist view, the nazi view, the age-old view of
tyrants and oligarchies the world over. It is, moreover, still largely the
view of the privileged classes in all countries, even though they do not
shout it from the house-tops. Not everyone in a democratic country is a
democrat at heart.

Here and in America and elsewhere, however, we are at least
nominally democratic: what do we do about this problem? In theory,
by the adoption of adult suffrage, we have given almost unlimited
political power to the masses, but in practice the exercise of that power
is so conditioned as to make it nearly inoperative. This arises in two
ways: first, because the development of our political institutions has
always been very much a matter of improvisation to meet immediate
needs rather than of planned and orderly advance; and, second, because
of the strong resistance put up by vested interests against the effective
use by the people of the powers conferred upon them.

It is a mistake of the first order to attribute all the troubles, material
and spiritual, that harass our civilization to the wicked machinations of
this or that group or class or patty. To a very great extent they arise
from the imperfections of human nature, from the intellectual laziness
and lack of vision that to a greater or Icsser extent afflict us all, and
from the immense difficulty of foreseeing and meeting the needs of a
civilization that expands and changes with, historically, almost alarm-
ing speed. We can unhesitatingly, therefore, attribute the ineffectiveness
of our democratic institutions more to chance and circumstance than to
deliberate intent.

Nevertheless, there can be no doubt that these influences are re-
inforced by the efforts, conscious or unconscious, of those who hold the
strings of power to retain them as far as possible in their own hands.
That again is human nature and need occasion neither surprise nor
violent indignation. What we have to do is to recognize the fact and to
seek means of counteracting its ill effects.

What does all this amount to in terms of actual political practice?
This, suggest: that though every adult in this couniry now has a votey
the organization of our representative institutions—including both the+
selection of candidates and the election of members—is on such lines'
that tlee elector is precluded from using his vote in a way that is gon-
sistent with his natural dignity as a thinking human HBeine or consonant.
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with his rights as a citizen. This is an injustice to the individual man
and woman, but it also results in our failing to extract from the clectors
anything like their maximum potential contribution to the good govern-
ment of the country.

If we are honest we must recognize the political limltations of the
great majority of ordinary men and women; but if we really believe in
democratic government we ought to see that they are given every oppor-
tunity and encouragement to take that share in it of which they are
capable This is not merely a question of individual rights, it is a matter
of polifical wisdom. Having chosen the democratic way of life, it is
ordinary common sense for us to see that it is made to work efficiently:
otherwise it would be better abandoned and something else put in its
place. We ought to do all we can both to develop an alert, interested,
and competent electorate, and to utilize to the full its valuable qualities.
How are we to set about this considerable task?

The average elector needs education, he needs all the education he
can get—and at present a great deal more than he can get—if he is to
make his optimum contribution to the government of the country.
Without in any way decrying the advances that have been made in
popular education—they are far greater and better than many critics
realize—ordinary people still need more and better school education,
more and better post-school education, more and better adult educa-
tion, especially in what may be broadly termed the social studies. They
need to be trained to think more clearly, to write and speak and express
themselves generally in a more accurate and illuminating way. They
need a better idea of the broad trend of history, of the basic facts of
geography and biology and economics. They need to have their interest
aroused in the ways and traditions and ideas of the peoples of other
countries. They need all this and more—and they need to have it pre-
sented to them in such a form that they can absorb and relish it, not
choked with academic detail nor rendered sterile by abstruse theories.
How this is to be achieved in general we must leave to the education-
ists: it will tax all their skill and wisdom and zeal.

But there is one aspect of the education of the citizen that falls
strictly within the sphere of our discussion. I suggest that our political
institutions, and particularly our methods of parliamentary representa-
tion, would, if placed on a sound footing, be in and of themselves a
. means of educating the ordinary man and woman, of awakening and
developing in the general run of voters an interest in and an understand-
ing of public affairs and political problems. In the scicnce of mechanics
we know that “action and reaction are equal and opposite”,* and in the
science of human relations something of the szme sort obtains, In par-
ticular, we ought to realize that not merely docs the elector act on the ,
electoral system by his vote, but the system reacts on him in fhe process.
If the system is a stupid one, giving the elector no real voice—or even
no yoice at all—in the choice of his representatives, it will teach him

§ * Newton's Third Law of Motion.
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nothing, it will deaden his interest in public affairs and render him
apathetic to political issues. If, on the other hand, it gives him the
opportunity to use his wits, to exercise his judgement, and to feel that
he counts for something in the scheme of things, he will théreby be
influenced to develop his powers, to use his vote wisely, and to under-
stand the significance of the issues he is helping to decide. There is no
getting away from it: the two parts of the system act and react on each
other in a continuous cycle of mutual influence. An electoral method
that nullifies the value of a vote makes for apathy and ignorance in the
electorate: apathy and ignorance in the electorate lead to the stultifica-
tion of election results. Moreover, an incompetent and frustrated elec-
torate encourages the return of incompetent and cynical members. If we
wish to get from adult suffrage all it is capable of giving us, we must
treat the voters as adults and not as ciphegs. .

Judged by these standards the present system fails lamentably. It
offers little incentive to the elector to interest himself in either political
problems generally or in the personnel of parliament. In the “safe seats”
when there are unopposed returns he has no chance to record a vote at
all (in 1918 there were no fewer than eighty such returns in Great Britain),
and even when there is a contest he has merely the empty satisfaction of
going to the polling station and putting his x on a bit of paper, know-
ing that his vote is practically futile, that the result of the election is a
foregone conclusion. Beyond this, however, even in the case of a contest
between parties that are more or less evenly matched, there is little to
make the ordinary voter feel that he is really participating in the choice
of a member, someone to represent him. All he is allowed to do, in
effect, is to say which of the two or three parties concerned shall have
the seat. It may be right that an election shall be primarily a test of
public opinion on party issues: it is not right that it shall be solely such
a test. Yet that is all it normally is at present. Elections as a whole must
turn largely on the bigger political issues of the moment; that is right
and proper. But the elector should have some voice in the choice of
personnel as well as party. Given that he must be content with a
member whose views are only broadly those that he himself holds, that
in voting he must associate himself with one or other of the major
parties, he should yet have some small share in securing the best man
to represent that party. The present system denies him any such share,
it reduces him from a thinking human being to a mere party unit; and
in so doing it deprives the community of a valuable contribution that it
might receive towards good government.

This is a point to which little attention has been paid, but I believe it
to be one of prime importance. It is, I think, widely agreed, even
amongst members of parliament themselves, that though there are in
the House bf Commons men and women of first-class calibre admirably,
fitted to serve there, yet the average level of integrity and ability in the
Housg is 2 long way below what it should be. If this view is correct,
then it is of the utmost importance to take every pissible step to im-
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prove the position; and one such step, it scems to me, is to make better
use of the qualities of the ordinary voter. Let us examine this point a
little closer.

I sugfest that in favourable circumstances the electors can and will
choose their members wisely: but the circumstances mtust be, in the
sense I bave in mind, favourable. If the only choice left to them is
between single nominees of two or three sharply differing parties, each
assured of its own exclusive rightness and equipped with appropriate
battle-cries, then the result will be determined, not by any judgement of
fitness, but by the violence of the prejudices aroused and the strength of
the party traditions invoked. With present electoral methods, moreover,
the political issues of the day are seldom presented fairly to the electors
or judged by them with calmness and care. There is too much inflaming
of party passions, too much deliberate playing on the hopes and fears
of the electorate. We are so accustomed to this sort of thing that we take
it as right and inevitable, but I suggest that it is neither. We have to aim
at transforming the party dog-fight into something more worthy of a
great nation settling its destinies. We must so order things as to make
our appeal to the best that is in our people instead of the worst.

At present, then, the ordinary elector has little or no scope for the
exercise of his faculties of judgement and idealism in relation either to
political issues in any true sense or to the personality of the candidates
put before him. He must in effect vote on mechanical party lines or not
at all. But give him a choice between two or more candidates—whether
official nominees of his party or not—whose views and proposals do not
constitute an outrage on all he has been brought up to believe in, give
him a choice of candidates where party prejudice is at a discount, and
I believe that on the whole he will choose well. He will choose well
because, ignorant though he is in so many directions, he has, when it
comes to weighing up one man against another, a native shrewdness, an
insight, that is worth much. Hence where there is a real choice before
the electorate integrity and ability have a good chance of coming into
their own. The worthless candidate who romps home easily now would
in such circumstances be seen through and rejected, and the party organ-
izations would have to bestir themselves to find better candidates than
they commonly do now. There would no longer be the opportunity to
“sell” seats that there is at present, and the second-rate man who now
gets in on the strength of his party docility or seniority or influence
would be likely to prove a bad bargain for the party that put him
forward. It would be all to the good that the real choice of members of
parliament should be transferred from the party caucuses, where it now
is, to the electors themselves, where it properly belongs.

Moreover, in circumstances which discounted excessive reliance on
party slogans, policy would come in for closer scrutiny and dections be
decided more on the real issues of the day and less by the wilful stirring
up gf fears and hopes and prejudices. A much truer estimate of the real
state of public opiyxion would be possible, and that opinion itself, being
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better informed and more dispassionate, would have greater influence
in the state.

We put, then, as the first aim to be kept in view in any programme
of reform, such changes as will enable us to draw from the ommon
people, the ordinary voters, all that they have to give towards good
government, and will at the same time react on them in such a way as
to develop their political powers, widen their outlook, and deepen their
insight on public questions. It is perhaps advisable to add that the full
achievement of these ends must be considered as a matter of long-term
policy: improved conditions such as we seek could not be expected to
produce their full effect immediately they were put into operation.

So far as the electorate is concerned, there is one other major aim to
be kept in view, and that is that the electoral system should be so
organized that the results of a general election give a reasonably
accurate reflection of the state of public opinion on the issues before
the country. What we have to seek here is not the mathematically
precise representation of every shade of opinion in exact proportion to
the number of electors holding it, but a broad correspondence between
the political views of the community at large and the political com-
plexion of the House of Commons. This seems so elementary a requisite
for anything worth calling a democracy that it should hardly be neces-
sary to assert it. But, as the facts and figures given in Part I prove, we
are very far from such a correspondence under our present system, and,
strange as it may seem. there are many nominally democratic poli-
ticians and political theorists who do not even consider it desirable.
That parliament—or at the very least the House of Commons—should
be so constituted that it reflects with tolerable correctness the views of
the country seems of the very essence of representative government.
Those who disagree, whether in the supposed interest of “strong
government” or for any other reason, are either guilty of muddled
thinking or, what is perhaps more likely, are not really believers in
democratic institutions. It is perfectly legitimate to argue that a dictator-
ship or an oligarchy or a system of aristocratic rule or what not is
preferable to democracy: it is not legitimate to profess a belief in
democratic rule and then to defend a state of affairs that makes it a
mockery. The failure of our electoral system to give us even the
broadest correspondence between the views of the elected and those of
the electors is not a minor matter: it undermines the very foundations
of good government.

Qur second aim, then, in any scheme of reform that we put forward
must be to secure that what our system gives us is representation and
not misrepresentation; that things are so ordered that the state of
opinion in the House of Commons shall correspond reasonably well
with the state of opinion in the country, instead of distorting or contra-
dicting it. »

Wy turn now from the electorate to the elected. If it is important to
secure that the voters shall make their maximum gontribution o the
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political well-being of the state and that their collective decisions on
policy shall not be negatived by irresponsible electoral machinery, it is
no less important to ensure that the personnel of parliament shall be
adequate to its tasks, that it shall, indeed, be the best that is obtainable,
So far so good : few are likely to quarrel with a proposition couched in
such general terms. But if we begin to consider what in this connexion
we mean by “best” we shall not find it easy to give a satisfactory
answer offhand, and it is probable that even after discussion agreement
may be difficult to reach. It is all the more necessary to go into the
matter carefully and to make a special effort to think clearly and avoid
hasty generalizations.

Let us begin by surveying the field in the broadest possible way; let
us determine in the most comprehensive manner we can the type of
membership we should desire to see established in the House of Com-
mons. When we have settled on some sort of general principle we can
go on, if it should prove desirable, to consider in more detail the quali-
ties to be sought in prospective members.

1f, then, we ask ourselves in the most open-minded way possible what
sort of representatives the community should desire to have in parlia-
ment, we shall find that all the answers that can be given may be
summed up in the form of threg alternatives.

Firstly, we may conclude that the men and women who are to repre-
sent us ought to have some sort of special fitness for the job, that they
should possess some qualities of mind or spirit, some particular apti-
tudes or attainments, or some appropriate types of experience that
would enable them to do their jobs as members more adequately, more
efficiently, than they otherwise could.

Secondly, we may hold with Professor Laski that all that is necessary
ar desirable is that our representatives shall be “an average sample of
ordinary men”.*

Thirdly, we can decide that it just doesn’t matter, that so long as
members of parliament are of the right party (and, of course, not too
obviously mentally or morally deficient) the rest can be left to chance
and there is no need to worry.

These three alternatives between them cover all the possibilities, and
we have to ask ourselves which of them we must select as our guiding
principle. On our choice depends the answer to the question whether
any reforms are necessary in connexion with the personnel of parlia-
ment. Clearly, if we decide on the third alternative no reform is neces-
sary, while if we consider the first or second to embady the right view
we may have to suggest reforms: the nature of these, however, would
depend on which of the two we judge to be the correct criterion. Let us
examine them, therefore, and see if we can determine something of the
significance that attaches to each. .

Taking them in the reverse order, the third alternative has only to be

* Harold J. Laski, Democracy in Crisis (1933), page B0
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considered seriously for it to be condemned: that is, if we really desire
an efficient and democratic House of Commons. By a reductio ad
absurdum we see that it would allow of a House that consisted of the
most freakish assortment of people: one, for example, where every
member was 3 the twenties, or for that matter in the eighties. It would
allow of a2 House that contained nobody but lawyers or, on the other
hand, contained no lawyers at all. It might result in a collection of
members like a coroner’s jury in the old days, made up to strength by
bringing in loafers from the street. Such an assembly would be quite
unfitted for debate, and when it came to a division its members could
merely act as recorders of party votes, people whose age, education,
occupation, etc., were of no importance because such considerations
were irrelevant to the one job of voting as the party whips directed. No
doubt there is a strong flavour of this in the House at present, for there
seems to be an implied assumption that it does not much matter whom
we have as members so long as they are of the right party and vote as
the whips tell them.

This casualness, however, is modified in practice because, as we have
seen, existing conditions are such that extensive classes of people—in
fact, the great majority of the population—are automatically excluded
from any real chance of entering the House, while other sections are as
automatically favoured. Moreover, there is no doubt that with all this
we mix some tincture of the first alternative, that we have a fecling,
rather vague and ill defined, that some people are better suited than
others for membership of the House.

Rejecting, then, the third alternative, with its implications that ignor-
ance, inexperience, and stupidity should be no bar to membership, we
turn to the second. According to the passage in Laski’s writings from
which we have just quoted, “A legislative assembly is neither a collec-
tion of specialists nor a body of statesmen. It is an average sample of
ordinary men, deflected now this way, now that, by the drift of public
opinion, and organized by its leaders to accept a policy which those
leaders regard as desirable”. It is, on the face of it, an unattractive
picture, strongly suggestive of the life of a flock of sheep, with the party
leader as shepherd and the party whip as sheep-dog. Let us, however,
consider it more closely. The words may be considered as a statement
of fact, as an expression of an ideal, or as both combined. It would
seem probable that the last is what is intended: that the pronounce-
ment is regarded by its author as representing both what is and what
should be. How far is either view justified?

Is the actual House of Commons in any sense “an average sample of
ordinary men”? The whole of the results of this investigation show that
it is not, that such a description would be a flat contradiction of the
known facts. The House is not an average sample in respect of age, of
sex, of education, of occupation, of social standing, of financial position,
or eyen of party. Nor is the deviation from average a mere matter of
excusable approximation: it is far too marked to e passed off it
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way. By no exercise of ingenuity can we justify calling the House of
Commons as it is “an average sample of ordinary men”.

Perhaps, however, the statement is to be taken as an expression of an
ideal rather than as a description of the real. Let us consider, then,
what the House would be like if it were really “an averdge sample of
ordinary men”, and see whether a House so constituted supplies the
ideal at which we should aim.

Such a House would contain more women than men (unless, indeed,
we are to suppose the clock put back and women excluded altogether).
There would be more youngsters of twenty-one than people of any
other age. Gone would be the present-day hordes of barristers, solicitors,
journalists, stockbrokers, army and navy officers, company directors,
and trade-union officials. In their place we should find crowds of
domestic servants, working housewives, clerks, labourers, factory hands,
and shop assistants. There would be fewer miners and more farm
workers. The old Etonians and old Harrovians would disappear, to-
gether with the Oxford and- Cambridge men. In their place would be
men and women who had left school—elementary—at fourteen or even
earlier and had had little or no subsequent education. The landowner,
the rentier, the young sprig of nobility, the peeress, the wealthy manu-
facturer: these would be rare indeed. It would be an irumense change
from all that we have known in parliament, this “average sample of
ordinary men”. It would be much younger than our present House of
Commons, it would be more than half feminine, it would be predomi-
pantly hard up and inexperienced and ill educated. Some of the changes
would be all to the good, but taken as a whole does it offer a desirable
prospect, is it an ideal to be sought, does it hold out the promise of high
efficiency and wisdom?

If we ure honest, if we have any sense of reality, we must return an
emphatic “No!” to all these questions. One need not be a believer in
the “Religion of Inequality”* to be unable to contemplate with desire,
or even with equanimity, the prospect of a2 House of Commons consist-
ing largely of youthful ignoramuses and with men in the minority. One
has only to imagine such a House at work, to think of it facing its
multifarious and intricate problems, and one realizes at once the
absurdity of looking to “an average sample of ordinary men” for the
fulfilment of the arduous tasks of parliament.

We are forced, then, to accept the first alternative, to conclude that
some people—as yet undefined—are better fitted than others for mem-
bership of the House of Commons. Let us be clear that this decision
does not in any way prejudge the question as to what kinds of people
can best represent us in parliament. All we have so far decided is, on
the one hand, that the matter cannot be left to chance and, on the other,
that the “average sample” theory is untenable. In particular, we have
not in any way committed ourselves to the idea that the House should
be either “a collection of specialists” or “a body of statesmen”. So far

* Matthew Aﬂlold, Mixed Essays (1879), Lecture on “Equality”.
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as weare concerned the field is perfectly open: we have merely reached
the conclusion, in the most general terms, that some kinds of people
could do the job better than others. The problems involved in deter-
mining what qualifications or characteristics are desirable in members
of parliament have still to be discussed, and they are so important and
so complex that we shall have to devote a special chapter to them. Our
aim, however, is clearly established: to bring about such changes as
will facilitate and encourage, and as far as practicable ensure, the elec-
tion to the House of Commons of men and women who are specially
suited to the tasks they will there have to face. .

We have now established three guiding principles to be kept in view
in formulating proposals for reform. Let us briefly recapitulate them.
They are:

1. That our system of parliamentary representation shall be, so organ-
ized that it will enable us to draw from the electors as a whole their
maximum contribution towards the good government of the country,
and that it will in the process react on them in such a way as to develop
and expand their political competence. .

2. That the system shall secure that the political complexion of the ¢
House of Commons corresponds with all reasonable closeness with the ;
state of public opinion.

3. That our representatives in the House shall be people specially
suited to fulfil their functions there.

To these major aims we may add one subsidiary aim that needs little
argument :

4. That the system shall be freed from anomalies and minor defects
that have survived from earlier times or crept in unobserved.

These aims as a whole are based on the belief that we have in our
historic parliamentary institutions and in our citizens as a whole latent
possibilities of political development far beyond anything we have yet,
utilized or even fully recognized, and that we can, if we will, secure
within the framework of those institutions a standard of democratic
government immensely superior to that which we now have.

CHAPTER XX
THE IDEAL MEMBER OF PARLIAMENT

Is there such a thing, even in the abstract, as an ideal member of par-
liament? If by the term we are to understand a single narrowly uniform
type of member, then the answer must certainly be no. But we have
decided that we need as members people who have some sort of special
fitness for the job, and in endeavouring to determine what constitutes
that gpecial fitness we are in a broad sense seeking the ideal member.
We can at the outset reject any idea of drawing ue a “standard e
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fication” for members. We should not desire, even if it were possible, to
have all members conforming to a single pattern, however good that
pattern might be. What has to be sought is that the House of Commons
as a whele shall be composed in such a way that its members collec-
tively possess the attributes that will enable it to fulfil its varied func-
tions with maximum ease and efficiency. In order that we may be in a
position to pursue that search effectively, it is clearly necessary that we
should bear in mind what those functions are, and should have some
conception of the demands that their fulfilment makes on the person-
ality of members.

Let us start, then, by considering the functions of the House. For our
purpose, here as elsewhere, we need not so much an academic dis-
cussion of the political philosophy of parliamentary institutions as a
realization of what the House actually does and has to do as it affects
" the members composing it. It is unnecessary, therefore, to trouble over-
much about theories of legislation, redress of grievances, division of
powers, and so on. Important though such matters are in their proper
place, they do not directly affect our problem, and in what follows we
shall aim at a clear understanding of practical issues rather than a
logical presentation of principles. Many questions, moreover, that
would require ventilation in any general discussion of parliamentary
reform can be ignored for our more limited purpose.

One of the chief functions of parliament is to provide a forum for the
authoritative discussion of all questions of public policy. Discussions of
this sort may arise in a variety of ways—on specific proposals for legis-
lation, on the Address to the Crown following the King’s Speech at the
beginning and end of each parliamentary session, on votes of censure,
on motions for the adjournment of the House, and so on. Let us for the
moment ignore these various occasions and look a little at some of the
general questions involved in debates on policy. The first thing that
strikes us is their wide range. Here are a dozen or so topics taken
almost at random from the very long list of matters discussed in recent
years (excluding questions arising from and about the present war):
agriculture; disarmament; education; the Indian constitution; industrial
insurance; Italy and Abyssinia; juvenile delinquency; local government
areas; maternal mortality; protective tariffs; relations between the
dominions and the empire; rent restriction; town planning; unemploy-
ment; workmen’s compensation.

This is in no sense an exhaustive list: yet what a limitless vista of
problems it serves to suggest! Read the list slowly and carefully and
think of the ramifications and complications involved in any single item.
Bear in mind, too, that these are not debating society discussions: they
are discussions by the oldest, and probably the most powerful, repre-
sentative parliamentary body in the world, with traditions going right
back into the roots of our national life; they are discussions which help
to develop and crystallize the views of those who have the responsibility
for ¥gislation and administration at the heart of the British common-
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wealth of nations: discussions, moreover, which directly and indirectly
exert their influence on public opinion at home and abroad.

Clearly such discussions ought to be conducted with high seriousness
and a keen sense of responsibility. It would be rash to say that shey are
always so conqucted: but at least the House of Commons provides a
very critical audience that does not readily listen to ili-informed and
superficial speeches, or pay much attention to members who obviously
do not understand the significance of the topics they are debating,
Moreover, if the subject under discussion is of any general importance
it is likely that hasty and ill-considered remarks will be pretty severely
handled by subsequent speakers. This is so even now, in spite of the
imperfections in the composition of the House that have been surveyed
in earlier chapters and the widely admitted disparity between the
average quality of members and the quality that should be the rule: in
a House with a higher general standard of intellect and integrity the
conditions of debate would, of course, be even more exacting.

Hence a member wishing to take part in a discussion in the House of
Commons must bring to it a considerable store of knowledge and
understanding if he is to make his contribution effective. Moreover,
even the member who does not actively participate in the debate, but
merely listens to the speeches and votes in the division, cannot pull his
weight unless he has some knowledge of the subject, can seize the
allusions, understand the references, and follow the arguments. Without
an informed and alert mind and a clear perception of the wider issues
involved he cannot form a judgement of any value on the propositions
placed before him or estimate the soundness of the reasoning by which
they are supported. To play his part worthily, even as a silent member,
he must have a considerable and orderly background of information of
many kinds, a critical habit of thought, and a well-balanced sense of
values.

Take, for example, such a question as that of the raising of the
school-leaving age. This is merely one out of very many current ques-
tions in the single field of education: yet to participate with real effec-
tiveness in its discussion, or to give a considered vote on any issue in
connexion with it, a member needs to know something of the history of
the legislation concerning compulsory education from 1870 onwards, he
needs to understand the educational grounds on which the demand for
a higher leaving age is based, to take into account the impact of any
change in that age on industries which employ much juvenile labour,
and to grasp the economic effects on the parents of the children con-
cerned, the reactions of those parents, and the consequent problem of
maintenance allowances. He must bear in mind the difficulties of accom-
modation arising from the retention in the schools of many thousands,
of childrer for an additional year or years, the necessity for mors.
apparatus and equipment and more teachers that will result, and the:
conseqpent need for more training-college places. He must perceive
something of the financial effects of all these matters jpn both rates ¥ng,
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taxes. He must have such a sense of practical psychology and of the
way things actually work out in practice as will enable him to anticipate
the real effect of allowing any exemptions from the extension of school
life. Heemust, moreover, be able to take, finally, a broad view of the
subject as a whole; he must not lose sight of the wood inylooking at the
trees, must have the ability to weigh long-term advantages against
short-term disadvantages. No doubt we could go on adding to the list;
but as it stands it serves to indicate the complexities and far-reaching
effects of a single issue that might at first sight seem simple. It would
be much the same if we took any other issue in any other field of public
affairs; analysis would reveal it as much more complex and interrelated
with other matters than it might seem on the surface to be.

To say this is not to suggest that the member must be an expert on
all or even on any of the questions debated. If he adds to the necessary
general qualities of mind and temper a specialist knowledge of a par-
ticular subject, he can make all the more valuable a contribution to
debate when the occasion arises. But, quite apart from any question of
expert qualifications, a2 member cannot justify his place in the House
unless he votes not only honestly but also intelligently, and he cannot
vote intelligently if he is at sea in the discussion, misses the point of the
arguments, and fails to grasp the significance of the decisions he has to
make. Still less, of course, can he do so if he absents himself from the
debate and merely hurries in for the division. There is, unfortunately,
much to deplore in the current practice of the House in this respect:
many discussions of importance are left to the comparatively small
number of members who have a special interest in the questions at
issue, and when the division bells ring all too many members troop
from the smoke-room or elsewhere into the lobbies with the ayes or the
noes, shepherded by the party whips and without any comprehension—
sometimes, indeed, without any knowledge—of the questions their votes
are deciding.

It does not seem to be generally recognized how essentially dishonest
this last practice is, how it vitiates discussion and strikes at the roots of
parliamentary responsibility. Some members talk too much and too
often, while others seldom even attempt to catch the Speaker’s eye and
are content fo go on session after session without contributing a single
speech. There is no virtue in speaking unless one has something of
value to say, and a member who sits silent may be far from useless: he
may be learning much that he will later pass on for the benefit of his
constituents or employ usefully in other ways, and in the process he
may be improving his own equipment as a member. Further, if he uses
his ears and his judgement alertly and votes in the divisions in accord-
ance with his conscience, after hearing both sides of the question, he is
in that degree justifying his membership. It may indicate a lack of any-
thing positive or constructive in his make-up if he never finds occasion
to speak; but he is at least taking some worth-while share in the, func-
tions of the Hous%in so far as his vote, given on the merits of the case,
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is helping to shape policy. But the member who, unable to contribute
anything of value to a discussion, will not even learn something from it,
and then, after absenting himself from the chamber and hearing no
word of the debate, hastens to ingratiate himself with the whips by
voting assiducusly on purely party lines, knowing nothing and caring
less what the divisions are about, plays into the hands of self-willed
ministers and party caucuses, weakens democracy, and brings parlia-
ment into disrepute.

So long as we encourage the election of members who come forward
out of vanity or to grind their own axes, so long as we allow some
people to buy their seats and others to obtain theirs by influence, so
long as we accept as normal the careerist lawyer who lets his briefs and
his fees take the first call on his time and energy and the House only *
what is left, so long must we expect this kind of thing. It is so usual
that few see anything to cavil at in it. It may occasionally lead to
amusement when such a member in his last-minute rush gets into the
wrong lobby, but it seldom receives the contempt it deserves.

We may, however, be accused of setting impossible standards and
asking more of members than is reasonable. Let it be admitted that no
member alive—except perhaps Mr. Speaker—can be expected to sit
through all the interminable discussions on this and that, day in, day
out. Let us recognize that a member as 2 member has other jobs to do
in addition to attending debates. Let us accept it that there are subjects
of which he cannot be expected to know anything and points which it
would be unreasonable to expect him to decide for himself, that he must
often accept the advice of his leaders in the use of his vote. All this is
very true: but it does not invalidate our argument.

The House of Commons, in this aspect, is on the one hand the
means by which public opinion, gathered from the constituencies and
through the various organizations—social and professional as well as
political—that serve to express it, may be brought to a focus and em-
ployed to influence the course of public policy and to keep the govern-
ment informed of the state of fecling in the country. On the other hand
it is the vehicle by which ministers may expound the views that their
position in close touch with sources of information not available to the
general public leads them to take, and by which they in turn, through
the ordinary members of the House as well as through the press, may
reach the electorate and influence the development of public opinion.
The value of the House, moreover, lies not merely in providing these
opportunities for the ventilation of opinion, both popular and authori-
tative, but in the fact that these opinions are there brought to a head,
concentrated in a single unity of time and place, and allowed their full
interplay, so that in the clash of views and the setting of one argument
against arlother the questions at issue may be seen in their full signifie,
cance and the decisions that emerge may be the best available, the final
resulmnt of all the forces that make up our democracy. e

Hence the member who contributes nothing of \‘;‘\lue to the d¢

-
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spends little time or care in listening to others, and in the divisions
allows himself to become a pawn in the hands of the whips, is impair-
ing the efficiency of the House and undermining the foundations of
demacrtic government, It stands out beyond dispute that we need in
our members not only the high standard of knowledge and ability that
will enable them to play their proper part in the formulation and ex-
pression of policy, but also the integrity that will ensure that they do in
fact play that part. We have to seek in this, not just the negative
integrity of freedom from corruption, but the positive integrity that
impels to an active realization of and obedience to the call of public
duty.

‘We turn now from the functions of the House of Commons as the
sounding-board of public opinion and the anvil of public policy to its
functions as a legislative body. When opinion has been collected and
integrated into policy, means must be found for giving effect to it, and
the chief, though certainly not the only, means is by way of legislation.
There is no need here to discuss the place of private members’ bills in
the programme of legislation: such a discussion would turn rather on
questions of procedure than on questions of personnel, and, in any case,
extraordinarily valuable and successful though private members’ bills
have occasionally been, they must be regarded in general as no more
than a useful accessory: the great bulk of legislation must almost of
necessity in modern conditions emerge from the bills put forward by
the government. In any case we are more concerned to study the func-
tions of the members of the House in relation to the legislative projects
put before them than to consider the origin and genesis of those
projects.

So far as second-reading debates are concerned there is litile to be
said, since they are essentially discussions of policy, and as such are,
broadly speaking, subject to the same comments as any other policy
discussions. It is in the committee stage chiefly that further considera-
tions have to be taken into account. In what way does this stage make
demands on the abilities and the activities of ordinary members of par-
liament beyond the giving of their votes, aye or no, as each division is
called? There is, of course, a series of decisions to be reached on the
various proposals in the bill, each of which proposals needs to be
argued and supported or opposed on grounds of general policy. But
beyond this, apart from the broad issues of policy involved, there is
great need for the close and watchful scrutiny both of the bill itself and
of the amendments to it that are put forward, clause by clause and
almost line by line. The language of the parliamentary statute is highly
specialized and sometimes almost unintelligible to ordinary people. It
requires all the more to be examined with the greatest care to ensure
that its real effect is what it purports to be, that nothing creeps into the
act that the House did not intend to be there. Further, the bill requires
watching to see that all the necessary “ifs” and “buts” have been in-
cludéd, and it need} scrutiny to make sure that when it becomes an act
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of parliament it will not have consequences that were not intended and
are not desirable, perhaps in fields outside its own.

Parliamentary draftsmen are highly skilled in putting legistative pro-
posals into statutory language, but the social and political conséquences
of those proposals are not their province, and they cannot be held
responsible for them. That responsibility rests in the first case on the
government that initiates the legislation, but it is a primary duty of the
House of Commons to subject all bills brought before it to a vigilant,
informed, and fearless criticism, and if need be to insist on amendment
in the interests of the country. It is here that the critical faculties of
ordinary members and their quick-wittedness, energy, persistence, and
integrity can be of great service to the nation. Incidentally it is likely
that, if they are people of wide practical knowledge, experience, and
sympathy, they will from time to time be able to adduce pertinent facts
or bring forward important considerations that might otherwise be over-
looked. The ministers who decide the general fines of a bill, the civil
servants who plan its provisions, and the draftsmen who put them into
statutory shape, may all do their jobs honestly and efficiently; but they
are at the centre of things and are not so cognizant of the needs and
reactions of people at the circumf{erence as are the private members,
who know—or should know—the lives and thoughts and feelings of
their constituents all over the country.

Nothing in these observations should be taken as advocating an in-
crease in irresponsible or factitious criticism: on the contrary, it js
suggested that a more serious and alert attitude on the part of members
generally, and a higher average of intelligence and integrity in the
House as a whole, would tend to decrease mere party “sniping” and
obstructiveness—as it should also discourage the long, windy, repetitive
speeches that are all too common now. Nevertheless, it is possible that
if all members of parliament were as active, as competent, and as keen
as we are suggesting they should be (and as, of course, some of them
are now), it might lead to further congestion of business. The inept and
perfunctory member who takes no real share in the proceedings of the
House, beyond voting as he is told, is no doubt useful to the party
leaders, particularly on the government side, just because his docility
and inanity facilitate quick decisions of the sort they desire. One can
understand the point of view of the whips on such matters: but the
House of Commons does not exist to serve the convenience of either
party leaders or whips. It is there as the central institution for securing
the good government of the country on democratic lines, and that is
infinitely more important than party advantage or ministerial con-
venience.

1 suggest, then, that if increased keenness, greater competence, and a
deeper schse of personal responsibility on the part of members i
general should lead to any further congestion of business—which seems

unlikely—the proper remedy is not the discouragement of those good
qualities, but the drastic overhauling of the procedige of the House./ln
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particular it seems probable that sooner or later the anachronistic and
inconvenient “committee of the whole House™ will have to give way to
a much greater use of much smaller committees, Everyone with much
experien%«rz knows that, broadly speaking, the efficiency of a committee
is in inverse relation to its size: and parliamentary comvhittees are no
exception to this rule. The House itself is the proper place for the dis-
cussion of policy and for the taking of major decisions: for the discus-
sion of details the proper place is a very much smaller committee. We
cannot here enter into all the considerations involved in this suggested
development—there is a considerable literature about it elsewhere*—
but it is pertinent to our subject to suggest that improvements in the
personael of the House will demand as a corollary improved opportuni-
ties for making use of that personnel: and, notwithstanding the opposi-
tion there is to it at present, the abolition of committees of the whole
House seems an almost essential step towards that end.

Another major function of the House of Commons is to exercise
control over finance and administration. The rules governing the rights
and responsibilities of the House in these important matters are based
on long-standing tradition and practice and are decidedly complex.
They need not be expounded here, however, since they can readily be
ascertained from other sources,t and we are only interested for the time
being in our special aspect of the matter.

It is chiefly by means of its examination of the estimates in Com-
mittee of Supply and of taxation in Committee of Ways and Mezns that
the House exercises control over the actions of the executive government
and the departments in the extremely important (and in practice almost
inseparable) spheres of administration and finance, It is generally ad-
mitted that the powers of the House in these matters are not as effective
as they should be, and that the machinery of control is in some respects
at least ill adapted to its purpose. This is one of the many sections of
the procedure of the House in which far-reaching reform is overdue.
Meanwhile what part can the private member play in securing good
administration? Is it not much the same part as has been suggested for
him in relation to the committee stage of legislation: the part of an
alert, informed, and watchful critic, the trusted and trustworthy spokes-
man of the ordinary men and women of the country he is there to
represent? If he is to play this part adequately he must have an exten-
sive fund of general knowledge, common sense, and shrewdness; he
must have plenty of energy and endurance; and, above all, he must fecl
and respond to the trust reposed in him by his constituents: he must
take his duties seriously and fulfil them scrupulously.

In all this he must, of course, have regard to the principles and policy

* See, for example, Ramsay Muir, How Britain is Governed (1933),chapter VI,
::::g;l (g; and W. lvor Jennings, Parliamentary Reform (1934), chapter 1V,

+ Reference might be made, for example, to Sir Courtenay Ilbert, Parlsunent

(192190, chapter IV, aiito books of reference such as Dod’s Parliamentary Con-
panion.
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of the party to which he belongs; but I suggest that the inevitable con-
comitant of a more serious and responsible attitude on the part of
members generally is a diminished regard for mere party advantage, a
lessened desire to score points over the other side for the sake of scoring
them. It is time that the rather childish habit of treating politics as a
game in which the chief object is to diddle your opponents were dropped
altogether, and a more sober and adult outlook substituted. In saying
this I am not suggesting that members in general are frivolous in their
attitude: there is deep sincerity and devotion to principle to be found
in all parties: but I do urge that the state of affairs in this respect still
leaves much to be desired. It seems to me that good government in the
future must depend increasingly on the recognition of the value of co-
operation, even between people who differ widely in their political
views. A ding-dong battle between the “ins™ and the “outs” may be
amusing, but it belongs to an earlier and cruder stage of civilization
and it is time it gave way altogether to a higher view of statecraft. We
may note in this connexion Sir Arnold Wilson’s words: “Twenty years
spent in the harness of official duty abroad, and half as many in com-
mercial occupations, have convinced me that the intrusion of considera-
tions of party upon nationa] problems has usually been injurious.”*
Apart from its more or less effective control of administration by
means of'its discussions of the estimates placed before it, the House of
Commons exercises a salutary check on the day-to-day doings of
ministers and of the services and depariments by means of its inter-
rogatory powers at question-time. This is an extraordinarily valuable
part of parliamentary procedure, and serves not only for the super-
vision of administration in general, but also for the protection of the
rights of the individual and the redress of grievances: a function of the
House dating back to very ancient times and one that it fulfils with, on
the whole, outstanding success. In this connexion the member will be
the better able to fulfil his duties the more intimately acquainted he is
with his constituency and his constituents, and the wider his human
sympathies. He should understand something of the peculiar character-
istics and needs of the chief industries and occupations followed in his
division, should make himself familiar with local history and traditions
and ways of thought, and keep in touch with its institutions and its
people, not only in politics of all shades of opinion but in other spheres
also. Only so can he be their representative in any full and satisfying
way and, when occasion arises, their spokesman and champion. It
would be a very fine thing if more members, of all parties, were to
follow the admirable example of Sir Arnold Wilson in getting about on
foot amongst the ordinary folk of his constituency, talking to them and
listening to them, getting to know at first hand what the people of
England were really saying and thinking amongst themselves.t _an

* Si» Arnold Wilson, Walks and Talks (1934), page 237. .
t See his book Walks and Talks above mentloned It 1‘ on top of its Othens
merits, absorbingly interesting,
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address public meetings, open bazaars, and take part in party functions
is not the same thing—it is very far from being the same thing. Informal
personal talks, on the level, with individual men and women of varying
creed and parly and class are far more revealing than public gatherings,
and far more valuable to the man or woman who has yndertaken the
arduous and responsible task of speaking and thinking and voting in
parliament on behalf of so many thousands of his [ellow-citizens. “If
there were more Wilsons, men with a creed, taking their politics as a
vocation and a great human charge, there wouldn’t be any more meet-
ings at the Albert Hall. . . ."*

One other function of the House of Commons rcmains to be men-
tioned, and that is the provision of a large proportion of the members of
the government. Not every member of the House can become, or is
fitted to become, or would even desire to become, a minister of the
Crown: but clearly the better the quality of the membership of the
House as a whole, the wider is the field from which ministers can be
chosen and the higher the standard that can be set for office. Without
any desire to be uncharitable, one cannot say that the general run of
ministers and ex-ministers of any party offers many impressive examples
of outstanding ability and character. Even some of the men who have
been spoken of as potential prime ministers are of such a calibre as to
suggest that, if they are the best we can find, the field of choice must be
extraordinarily limited. ,

The high court of parliament should attract to its membership the
very flower of the country’s men and women, the peopie of exceptional
qualities of mind and spirit, and the holding of office should be the
privilege of the best amongst them. Of how many ministers and ex-
ministers, if we are honest, can we say that they conform to that high
standard? Not a big proportion, I fear. To be a good speaker, to have
served the party loyally and long, to come of good family, to have
attended a famous school, and so on—these are not in themselves fit
criteria for the holding of office and the control of the destinies of the

" nation and maybe even of the world.

So, on this account as on the others we have considered, we are
driven to accept the urgent necessity of a much higher standard for
membership of the House. Even if we take a charitable and optimistic
view of present standards, even if we think tuat members now are on
the whole pretty good, we must, if we face the issues squarely, recog-
nize that they collectively are not good enough. Only the best will serve
our pressing need—and we are not in any substantial measure securing
that best.

Let us now attempt to sum up the conclucions to which these various
considerations tend. Let us survey briefly the characteristics that appear
to be called for in the ideal member of parliament; and in s¢ doing let
us bear in mind all the time that we do not desire to specify a single
narrow type, but merely to indicate something of the fundasacntal

v * The Morning Post, in a review of Walks and Talks.
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qualities that we should seek in those who are to voice our needs and
aspirations, to guide our political progress, and to shape our social and
economic destiny in so many ways. In attempting this summary 1t may
be as well to pay attention not only to the more strictly personal quali-
ties of mind and temperament and character, but also to such matters as
age and occupation.

(i) INTEGRITY.—The position of a member of parliament is eminently
one of trust and responsibility. It is a debased view that regards an
election as merely a choice between contending factions as to which
shall form a government and rule the country, and the candidates as no
more than pawns in that contest. The major decisions of the country on
policy and on choice of government should emerge naturally from the
decisions in each constituency, and these local decisions should turn on
the sober conclusions of an electorate that takes its duties seriously and
weighs carefully the merits of the policies placed before it by informed,
sincere, and capable candidates. That the verdict of the nation at the
polls should be a verdict on policy is right and proper, but too often
now it is a verdict based rather on personalities and party cries. If
policy in any true sense is to be the issue, it must be expounded honestly
by men and women who both understand and believe what they are
saying. The candidate must fearlessly and with scrupulous fairness
place his firmly held articles of faith before the electors, and not dish
out to them, with his tongue in his cheek, whatever platitudes and
promises party headquarters chooses to send down to him.

The candidate, then, must be honest enough and courageous enough
to put the issues as he sees them and to resist pressure, whether from
his own party organizers or from outside interests, to advocate courses
of action in which he does not believe, or to promise results that he
knows cannot be achieved. If he is elected the demands on his integrity
will be correspondingly increased. As a member of parliament he must
not merely avoid the obviously corrupt, the use of his voice and vote in
the House to serve selfish ends, the seeking of personal advantage and
reward, indulgence in nepotism, and so on. He must have virtue in its
old and true sense: not a mere abstention from evil, but a positive,
active, and effective will to good. He must speak and vote as his con-
science dictates : he must give full attention and attach full weight to the
views and advice of his leaders, but not be overruled by them: he must
resist pressure from whatever quarter to misuse his position and powers.

He must, moreover, fulfil his manifold duties conscientiously and
with untiring energy. He must keep himself worthy of the trust reposed
in him and avoid slackness and carelessness. He must take his full share
in the work of the House and not sacrifice the interests of his con-
stituents and country to selfish easc or indolence. He must not hide
neglect of seal duty by pointing to the large number of divisions in
which he has, without regard to their significance, participated, nor-'
seek to,gloss absenteeism by an occasional futile speech or the asking .
of frivolous questions.
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Here is a call for a very high standard of probity and courage and
zeal, and it may be that we shall be accused of high-falutin’ utopianism
in putting it forward. But one of the major curses of political life and
one of ghe things that bring politics into disrepute is the view that ex-
pediency is more important than principle and appearances of more
value than mtegnty Only when a higher standard of pefsonal devotion
and honesty is insisted upon shall we rid politics of the reproach of
being “a dirty game”.

(i) INTELLIGENCE.—The daily life of the ordinary citizen is affected
in a thousand ways by the decisions of parliament on policy, by its
legislation, by its attitude to finance and administration, by the acts of
the executive government at home and’abroad, and by the multifarious
activities of the services and departments. The work of government, in
a broad sense, is of extraordinarily wide range and complexity in
modern conditions, covering an infinity of matters, not only political
and financial, but also social, economic, and even technological. Bills
and acts of parliament, estimates and accounts, orders in council,
statutory rules and orders, and departmental regulations, memoranda,
and reports are in general highly complicated, embody a vast amount
of technical detail, and are expressed in language not remarkable for
its simplicity or straightforwardness. Hence, in spite of its continual
impact on his work and play, on his living conditions, health, security,
safety, and recreation, the ordinary citizen would be entirely at sea in
the detailed business of parliament: he would not be able to grasp its
significance, unrave! its complications, or even understand its language.

It follows that the member of parliament, if he is to be master of his
job and not just a party hack, must have intelligence and general mental
qualities far above the average. He and his colleagues form the connect-
ing medium between the political, legal, financial, and technical experts
who carry on the day-to-day business of government and administration
and the millions of ordinary men, women, and children for whose
benefit or at whose expense all these activities are pursued. He needs to
be ever on the alert, to be quick-witted and shrewd, able to grapple with
multitudinous detail on the one hand and to take a broad view on the
other. He must have a keenly critical mind, able to separate the essential
from the inessential, to balance one consideration against another, and
to exercise foresight and independence of judgement. It is not the
abstract intellectual skill of the philosopher, the mathematician, or the
chess-player, however, that is wanted, so much as the possession in a
superlative degree of common sense, ready perceptions, and clear-
headedness.

(iif) TeMPERAMENT.—Closely related to the question of intelligence is
that of temperament. A man may have intelligence of a high order and
yet not be fitted for the life of a member of parliament. To be a dis-
tinguished historian, a brilliant King’s Counsel, a notable naval strate-
gist, or a Pellow of the Royal Society implies the possession of, excep-
tional intellectual; gifts, but it does not guarantee suitability “for or
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success in the House of Commons. To be fitted temperamentally for a
parliamentary career 2 man or woman needs first and foremost a real
interest in and taste for politics and public affairs. Without this his
attention is likely to flag, and he will almost certainly find mucle of the
work inexpressiply tedious and burdensome. He must have a good store
of energy and driving force, yet be able to exercise patience. He should
be fired with idealism and enthusiasm, yet be able to temper both with
practicality. He needs a sense of humour and wide sympathies. He must
be tolerant and able to see the other man’s point of view without losing
grip of his own aims. He should be something of a practical psycholo-
gist, and be interested in men and women of all classes as human beings
and for their own sakes. He should be able to “talk with crowds and
keep his virtue, or walk with Kings—nor lose the common touch”™.

(iv) EDUCATION. — Neither academic achievement nor profound
erudition is any guarantee of fitness to participate in the affairs of
parliament : yet it is evident that ignorance of history, of geography, of
commerce, of the rudiments of economics and political and physical
science, and of the broad framework of legislative and constitutional
practice that forms the background of our social and political life, must
severely handicap any member in the service of his constituents and his
country. How can anyone, for instance, take part in or even follow a
discussion on agricultural reform who is totally ignorant of the history
and complex organization of our farming system and has no idea of the
traditions and conditions in and by which it has evolved? How can he
lend a hand with the intricate problems of unemployment, of social
insurance, of foreign trade, of taxation, if he knows nothing of the
fundamental concepts of economics, is unaware of the elementary facts
of social and industrial history? How can he comprehend, let alone
contribute to, a debate on colonial or international affairs if he is unread
in modern history, has no clear notion of geography, is unacquainted
with the traditions and outlook of other countries?

Parliamentary debates, whether on legislative proposals, on financial
matters, or on broader issues, are unintelligible without the necessary
background of knowledge, and the uninformed cannot safely even vote
in the divisions—except as the docile vassals of the whips. Nor can
members without a considerable equipment of knowledge and under-
standing exercise their functions as watchers over administration on
behalf of the community. The ignorant member is not merely futile:
he is a public danger.

Hence we must seek as our representatives enlightened men and
women who, whether or no they are in the formal sense well educated,
have read and thought widely, have a good knowledge of affairs, and
possess an understanding of fundamental facts and principles. Naturally
these requirements are most likely to be met by people who have had
the advantages of secondary and university education; but we must nof
assume, on the one hand, that those who have missed such a training
are necessarily unsuitable, nor, on the other, that t.le right to wede g
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famous old school tie is any guarantee of competence. It is the well-
stored, active mind we seek, whatever may have been its process of
development.

(v) AGE.—We have to consider the question of the optimum age (or
rather age-range) for members from two points of view :, first, in relation
to the ages of the electors they represent; and, second, in-relation to the
duties they have to perform.

It is clearly desirable that the present state of affairs, in which the
average age of members is much higher than the average age of the
electors, should be changed. While no good purpose would be served by
trying to secure a close correspondence between the two figures—and
still less by trying to secure a close similarity of age-distribution in the
two cases—it is yet eminently desirable that the House should not be so
elderly as to be out of harmony with the thoughts and feelings and
outlook of the community it represents. At present there is considerable
ground for thinking that it is so: the disparity is far too great to be
dismissed as unimportant. A House that over the whole inter-war
period has averaged eight and a haif years older than the electorate
(and is now well over thirteen years older than it) is too much rooted in
the past, too likely to bring to the problems of to-day the outlook of the
day before yesterday.

Looking at the question from the other point of view, we have to ask
ourselves whether we can expect from such a collection of old and
elderly people as we now see included in the House the vigour of mind
and body necessary to carry out the exacting tasks that membership,
rightly understood, imposes on them. I remember, years ago, standing
in one of the lobbies talking to a member and getting something of a,
shock when a number of other members came streaming past. Stream-
ing?—it was a case of tottering with not a few. 1 was astounded at the
number who seemed more or less decrepit: and that was a long time
ago, when the average age of the House was a good deal less than it is
now. A man’s vigour of mind and body is not to be measured solely by
the date of his birth—one man will be more fully alive and active at
seventy than another is at fifty—but the House is no place for the senile.
We need people as members who are mentally and spiritually in the
prime of life, and physically at least reasonably fit, if we are to be
worthily represented.

8o, from either point of view, we see the need for a marked rejuvena-
tion of the House. I hesitate to suggest an upper age-limit: though most
public servants (except judges) must retire, however fit they are, at
sixty-five or sixty or even younger. But at least it should be an under-
stood thing that it isn’t done for members to cling to their seats when
they are no longer able to carry out their duties properly. However
great their past services, they should realize, and if necessdry be told
bluntly, that it is time in the public interest that they made way for
fitter people. )

But if the old ard too elderly should drop out, we do not want them
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replaced by the juvenile. At twenty-one a youth is too immature, too
inexperienced, to make a really compelent member of parliament, and
even in the middle twenties that is still usually the case. It is true that
Pitt entered the House at twenty-two and Gladstone at twentysthree,
but that proves {ittle. Men of exceptional genius are always a law unto
themselves, and, moreover, there is no reason to suppose that had those
great men deferred their entry for a few years, meanwhile obtaining
useful experience in other walks of life, the country would have been the
loser. We have in any case to plan for the more ordinary men and
women who must always supply the great majority of members.

The nearest approach we have to the “professional politician”, in the
sense of the man who is a politician and nothing more, is to be found
in the youngster who enters parliament in his early twenties; and I
suggest that we do not want professional politicians in that sense. (Of
course, the fact that members are paid for their services makes them in
the sense in which the term is used in the field of sport “professional”,
but that criterion is of no significance for our purpose.) We do not want
dilettante members—we have too many now. We want earnest and
devoted men and women who for the time being will give themselves
heart and soul to their parliamentary duties, but if we wish to avoid the
narrow “professional politician” it is all the more important to dis-
courage unduly early entry. I suggest that every member of the House
of Commons ought to have acquired real experience of life, outside
politics, before he enters the House. This point will be developed more
fully in connexion with the question of occupation, but meanwhile it
indicates that there should be a lower limit of entry of, say, thirty years

f age, with an optimum age of entry of, say, thirty to forty.

In his early thirties 3 man has ten years or so of adult life behind
him, and if he has used the time well he will not only have acquired an
experience of men and affairs that will be invaluable to him in the
House, but will also have developed those qualities of mind and tem-
perament and personality that he needs for his political duties. He will
still be a young man, full of vigour and energy, with twenty or thirty or
more years before him in which to serve the country. He will, indeed,
still be some dozen years younger than the average new member is at
present: a remarkable and significant fact.

1t may possibly be suggested that, since so few members now enter
under thirty, there is no need formally to exclude younger men. But
under improved conditions, such as we shall presently suggest, there
might well be an influx of very young people unless some such restric-
tion were imposed; and in any case it would be all to the good to take
a step which would serve to raise the status of membership, to indicdte
that it is a serious obligation calling for matured gifts and not a job tha
any callowyouth can be allowed to undertake. >

To sum up, then, we envisage a state of affairs in which the dormal
age of entry to the House of Commons will be in the thirties (though
without excluding older entrants), and in which membership will cease.
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as soon as a member is past giving fully efficient service. We should
then have a House filled with men and women in the prime of life,
experienced but vigorous and active, and with an average age not
differing greatly from the average age of the adult population as a
whole. '

(vi) OccupaTION.—Most thinking people in this country will agree
that the basis of representation in the House of Commons should con-
tinue to be territorial rather than occupational: we do not want to
change over to the Italian “corporative” system or anything like it.
Most will agree, also, that we do not want a system in which members
of parliament are all or mostly “professional politicians”, people who
are politicians and nothing else. These postulates require that members,
while elected to represent places rather than professions or trades, shall
nevertheless in the main be people who follow or have followed some
occupation other than politics.

This, of course, is broadly the system we have at present.* But in
existing conditions it leads, as we have already seen, to an unsatisfactory
state of affairs on this question of occupation. Certain occupations have
an enormous number of representatives in the House, while others are
hardly represented at all. A man’s occupation is one of the major
interests of his life, and it greatly influences his outlook on all sorts of
matters. It is clearly undesirable, therefore, that the distribution of
occupations in the House shail be so lopsided that certain points of
view are over-stressed, while others are ignored. We have accordingly
to try to secure a better balance of occupational experience amongst
members. This is a very different thing, and directed to very different
ends, from any attempt to secure a strictly proportional representation
of all occupations. We do not and cannot wish to see the House filled
with labourers, factory hands, clerks, shop assistants, and domestic
servants merely because those occupations are followed by large
numbers of people. While they should in no sense be debarred from
its membership, it is highly improbable that they could normally supply
more than a very few candidates capable of fulfilling all the exacting
conditions we have already seen to be desirable. All we seek in this
respect is that the House should draw its members from as wide a range
of occupations as is consistent with other requirements, and that the
distribution of members over those occupations should be such as to
avoid giving excessive emphasis to particular types of opinion.

There is, however, another aspect of the matter that deserves con-
sideration. Laski, in declaiming against the idea of parliament as “a
collection of distinguished experts”, has pointed out that eminence in
business, or engineering, or economics, or medicine, is no proof of

* It may be noted that, all the same, we now have in effect a certain number
of “professional politicians” in the persons of the peers’ sons and the like who
enter the House straight from Oxford or Cambridge, and some amount of occu-
p]atl:gnal represemati“n in the areas where only a miner has any real chance of
election.
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talent for the art of statesmanship.* That is very true: but it is not the
whole (ruth, even in this context. Parliament has to deal not merely
with big political issues in such fields as foreign affairs, war and peace,
and taxation. It has also increasingly to concern itself with,social,
economic, and fechnical prablems, and these often involve issues that
cannot be adequately solved without expert guidance and cxpert
criticism, It is true, of course, that the government of the day has at its
disposal in the services and departmenis an array of experts: but they
are generally committed to a particular point of view—in many cases
what we might term the Whitchall point of view. Morcover, they take
no direct part in the discussions in the House, nor could they in any
case be expected to criticize the reports or proposals they have them-
selves prepared, or even to sec all the facets of a subject on which there
may be differences of opinion even amongst those qualified to judge.

In these circumstances it is often of very great advantage ¢o the
House of Commons and the country if the House has in its ranks
medical men who can speak with expert knowledge on questions of
public health, agriculturists who know the problems of farming from
the infide, engineers who can criticize with authority big power schemes,
and so on. Hence, while it would be foolish to put people into parlia-
ment merely or chiefly because of their distinction in other fields (though
cases of that sort are not unknown now), when men or women who
have entered the House because of their interest in and capacity for
political life can bring to the work upon occasion special gifts of know-
ledge or experience we should be thankful for the advantage we derive
from their taleats. The trouble at present is that while the House of
Commons is full of specialists—legal, naval, commercial, mining, and so
forth—there are far too many of some kinds and not enough of others.
So for this reason also it is desirable to get a wider distribution of
occupations in the House.

One more point: all the considerations we have discussed indicate
the importance of having as members of parliament people who can
give their whole time and energy to its duties and enter the House at a
fairly early age. If changes in these directions lead to the replacement
of retired generals and admirals, crusted bankers and business men, and
superannuated trade-union officials by younger men and women, not
too deeply enmeshed in their trades and professions yet well in fouch
with their current needs and outlook, it will be all to the good. Times
change: and people whose thoughts and feclings and experiences are
too deeply rooted in the past are not those who can best serve us in
dealing with the problems of the present and future.

* H. 1. Laski. Demacracy in Crisis (1933), page 79.
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CHAPTER XXI
THE FIELD OF REFORM

We have now discussed and defined the aims to which it is suggested
any scheme of reform of parliamentary representation should be
directed. Before passing to the consideration of definite proposals for
specific reforms, let us try to bring our various lines of thought together
into a synthesis that will serve as a connccting link between those
abstract aims on the one hand and concrete plans for their realization
on the other, We have to determine more precisely the directions in
which reforms are necessary and the field that they should cover.

We desire, in the first place, to make the electoral franchise both real
and effective. It should be real in the sense that the elector should have
the opportunity to exercise his vote at every election, and that at each
election he should have a sufficient choice of candidates to enable him
to use that vote with a considerable amount of discrimination. It should
be effective in the sense that, within the limits of what is practicable,
every vote should have the effect that the voter desires it to have, and
every vote throughout the country should have the same weight.

The present system fails to satisfy either criterion. Under it the fran-
chise is not real because (a) when, as frequently happens, there is no
contest the elector cannot vote at all; (b) when there is a contest there
may be no candidate who holds, even in the broadest sense, the political
views of the elector; and (¢) even if there is a candidate of the clector’s
own party, the elector has normally no means of expressing his opinion
of that candidate’s personal fitness for election, It is not effective
because (@) within the constituency the elector’s vote does not neces-
sarily or even usually produce the effect he desires it to produce—often,
indeed, it produces no effect at all; and (b) votes given by different
electors do not have, even approximately, the same weight in con-
tributing to the final result of the elections as a whole.

Let us pause here to remark, once for all, that nothing in thesc com-
ments or in what follows is to be taken as suggesting that every clector
can or should expect to have as his representative in parliament a
member who exactly shares his own views or has precisely the personal
qualities he would desire him to have. We suggest nothing beyond what
can be shown to be feasible, and nothing should be read into our argu-
ments in any other sense.

Without a franchise that is both real and effective in the sense we
have specified, the elector cannot make that full contribution to good
government that we have taken as one of our fundamental aims; and
within the framework of the present electoral system the franchise can-
not be made real and effective. The single-member majority system i
intrinsically unsound for the following reasons: (a) Where one party i
much in the majority there is a direct encouragement to unopposed
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returns, and even if the seat is contested the election is a farce, since the
result is a foregone conclusion. (b)) Where parties are more evenly
balanced we have either a two-party contest, in which case the electors
of the third party are left out in the cold, or else we have a three-party
contest with the strong probability that the seat will go to a fhinority
candidate. So ‘whether there are candidates of one or two or three
parties contesting the seat the position is, in different ways, almost
equally unsatisfactory. (c) In any event the elector has no say in the
matter of the personal fitness of the candidates, since normally there will
be no more than one candidate, if that, whose views are at all accept-
able to him. These are grave defects; and it should be stressed that they
are not accidental, local, or occasional flaws : they are defects that are
inherent in the system.

The retention of the present system of voting is therefore funda-
mentally inconsistent with the achievement of the aims that we have set
before us, and it must give way to a totally different system if the
franchise is to be made a real instrument of democratic government.
What we have to seek is not merely a palliative for the grosser and
more*obvious defects of the present method: we need constructive re-
forms that will put parliamentary elections on an altogether wider,.
sounder, and more positively representative basis. It is not a case for!
tinkering : it is a case for crying, 0, reform it altogether!™

In the second place, we desire to encourage, and as far as possible
ensure, the clection to parliament of the men and women best fitted to
carry out its varied tasks. We want to see the House of Commons com-
posed of people who have the right kind of personality and experience
and have them in the highest possible degree, and we want them to give
their full attention and energics to their parliamentary duties. Let ns
recognize that the House already attracts to the service of the country
many men and women of fine quality, well equipped for their duties
and carrying them out with zeal and distinction: but do not let that
blind us to the facts that there are other members poorly qualified and
lacking in the right spirit, that many members give little more than their
spare time to their duties, and that the general level of ability and
character is not nearly as high as it could and should be. The second-
rate and third-rate are not good enough: we want first-rate members
and we want their full service.

We have to bear in mind also that the present composition of the
House is in many respects extraordinarily lopsided: that certain
elements, certain interests, certain types of personality and experience,
are altogether too predominant. We cannot afford to continue a state of
affairs in which relatively small and specialized sections of the com-
munity have overwhelming representation, while other and larger sec-
tions aresshut out completcly. We want a better-balanced House, one
more truly representative of the community it exists to serve. |

Al these considerations point to the necessity for drawing our
members from a much wider field than we do at jjresent. The number
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of people in any walk of life who fulfil our exacting requirements is not
likely to be great, and if we are to secure the best of them we cannot
afford to neglect any potential source of supply. The wider our net is
cast, thg better is our chance of securing that best and at the same time
of getting a more truly representative House. Moreovey, although the
interests of the country come first and are the main argument for this
widening of the sources of supply, we should not lose sight of another
aspect of the matter. The phrase “equality of opportunity” has lately
become something of a catchword and, like all catchwords, has tended
in the process to become discredited. Nevertheless it stands for some-
thing that should be a very real feature of democratic institutions: the
right of the individual to a fair chance of using his abilities to their best
advantage, irrespective of the accidents of birth and wealth and the
privileges that go with them, and in this context it provides a further
reason for drawing our members of parliament from all classes of the
community equally instead of in the main from a few privileged sections
as we do at present.

To say this is not to assert that all men are equal and equally fitted
for service in parliament: it is merely to insist that we should se¢k the
best, wherever it is to be found, without fear or favour. We have no
right to behave as though because X is the son of a peer and was
educated at Eton and Balliol he has a prescriptive right to a seat in the
House and to preferential treatment in the choice for ministerial officc,
while Y, because he is the son of a mechanic and left a grammar school
at sixteen, must be excluded from even the chance of standing for
parliament: yet that is much the sort of way in which our present

* system works. If X is the better man and can give the better service, as
may well be the case, let him be chosen: but let the choice be made on
merit and not on the colour of his tie, the length of his purse, or the
rank of his father. In any event people who are what is called “well
born” will always and unavoidably have great advantages: let us not
allow the dice to be further loaded in their favour by prejudice or
nepotism or by so fixing the conditions of election to and service in the
House that men and women of first-rate quality are excluded, while
people who are intrinsically inferior, though more fortunately placed
financially and socially, easily secure seats.

1t is, of course, perfectly legitimate to argue that aristocratic govern-
ment of one sort or another is preferable to democratic government.
But if we accept democracy as the basis of our institutions the conclu-
sions we have drawn seem irrefutable. Democracy does not require that
we shall invert the pyramid and let the ignorant and incompetent rule.
but it does require that people who are eminently suitable shall not be
excluded from a share in government merely because they lack wealth
or are of humble origin. It follows that the present arrangerents are
inconsistent with a truly democratic way of life, for they impose
financial and other barriers that have no justification of necessity or
wisdom. The fact that a limited number of people of small means
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secure election by reason of trade-union backing does not invalidate
this contention: it merely indicates that certain people of a particular
class and belonging to a particular party have found a means, more or
less satisfactory, of getting round those barriers, whereas we arg plead-
ing that the barriers should not be there.

It follows thdt we must find means by which the cost of contesting an
election shall not impose anything like so heavy a burden on candidates
as it does now, so that suitable people of moderate means—ordinary
professional and middle-class men and women, for example—shall not
be excluded from standing for parliament merely because they cannot
face the expense of the election, and so that unsuitable people of wealth
shall be deprived of one of the means they are now able to employ for
purchasing a seat. If it be argued against this that it would open the
gates so wide that every constituency would be flooded with candidates,
the answer is clear. Should it be found necessary to apply special
measures in order to keep down the number of candidates to a reason-
able level, then let it be done without infringing the principles of
democracy: financial barriers are not a legitimate way of doing it, for
wealth is not in itself any criterion of fitness for parliamentary service.

The cost of elections is, however, not the only financial obstacle that
stands in the way of our getting the wide choice of potential candidates
that we desire. A member of parliament must live, and the official
allowance of salary and expenses is, as we have seen, insufficient for his
needs. Consequently these allowances must be made more adequate.
The principle of payment of members having been conceded years ago,
it is illogical as well as unjust to keep the rates as low as they are at
present: they should be brought up to such a standard that any member
who is reasonably economical can live on them without privation and
without having to supplement them by private means, by trade-union or
other subsidy, or by following an occupation that interferes with his
parliamentary activities or detracts from his efficiency as a member.
This could easily,be done without making a political career so lucrative
that it would attract people whose main object in life is financial gain.
The monetary rewards of success at the bar, on the stock exchange, or
in commerce, industry, or banking would still be far and away greater
than those of a member of parliament. Moreover, under the complete
scheme of reorganization that we envisage, including fundamental
changes in the methods of election, the mere careerist would not find it
easy to get himself elected.

With improved remuneration for members of parliament we should
not only widen the field from which we could draw members, with all
the direct advantages that that would give, but should also aim a further
blow at the selling of seats and do away with any excuse for members
giving to some other full-time or near-full-time occupation the time and
energy that they ought to devote 1o their political duties. Yet another
beneficial result would be that, by opening the doors of parliament to
people of occupations that gre now almost complbtely excluded and

Tk
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placing people of many different professions and occupations more
nearly on a level in this respect, we should do something to remedy the
present serious lopsidedness of the House of Commons and reduce the
excessiye number of lawyers, company directors, trade-union officials,
and certain other types that it now contains. A whole series of distinct
though interrelated advantages would therefore accrue.

These financial changes, by which the burden of election costs would
be lightened and the member of parliament ensured a reasonably
sufficient livelihood, would, however, fail in considerable measure to
secure the results at which we are aiming if we did not take account of
another difficulty that the would-be member of limited means has to
face. As we have seen, dissolutions of parliament take place at very
short notice—in 1935 it was only six days from the first intimation that
a dissolution was impending to its actual happening—and in conse-
quence members who have no private financial resources on which to
fall back are faced with the prospect of losing their seals and their
remuneration as members at very short notice and so being suddenly
left unoccupied and penniless. To be consistent, therefore, and to make
the reforms we are envisaging a reality, we must seek to makevsome
provision for the needs of such members in this respect also. How this
should be done we shall have to discuss later, but we must put it on the
map now as one small part of the field of reform.

All these financial reforms together would not in themselves, how-
ever, suffice to ensure fully the improvement in the personnel of the
House of Commons that we have set out to achieve. Though they are
essential to that end, they are to a certain extent negative in character
in that they remove obstacles in the way of getting a better and more
representative House, rather than provide incentives for the better
selection of candidates in the first instance and the more discriminating

- choice amongst those candidates subsequently. Moreover, they remove
only one 3et of obstacles, and other formidable ones remain in the
nature of our present sysiem of voting. Under that system we cannot
expect to get the best possible members, since, in Lord Hugh Cecil’s
words, “The people have, in practice, only an opportunity of choosing
between the party candidates submitied to their choice;”* and since, as
he points out, “It is the ardent partisans . . . who choose the candi-
dates.” 8o long as this is the case, so long will the choice of candidates
be made chiefly to serve party ends rather than the interests of the
country and of good government, and so long will the electors be forced
to accept second-rate and third-rate members. Party leaders, party
caucuses, and party organizers have a natural preference for the “sound
party man”, the man who will always vote as they want him to vote and
will give no trouble by thinking for himself and putting principle before
expediency—in short, for the “yes-man”—and so long as the electors
are campelled to vote on purely party lines, so long will candidates be

selected for party reasons, with little regard for personal fitness. «
* Lord!Hugh Cecil, Conservatism {1912), page 237,
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This state of affairs, moreover, encourages the exercise of undue
influence in the choice of candidates, whether by local magnates or
sectional bodies or by outside interests, industrial, commercial, financial,
or what not. This is particularly the case with the “safe scats” #where
the party caucugcan put in a fool, or a slacker, or even a knave, with-
out much fear of losing the seat. Security of tenure should depend on 2
member’s personal fitness and distinction and not on the accidents of
geography. At present the dud member who has got himself a safe seat
by influence or purchase can stick there pretty well for life, while the
ablest and most distinguished of members, if he happens to sit for a so-
called “fickle” division, may lose his seat at any time.

Further, we need to make better provision for highly qualified men®
and women who are genuinely independent in their political outlook
and can find no proper place in any of the three major parties. Such
people are never likely to be numerous, but they have a valuable part
to play and should not be excluded from parliament by the pressure of
the party machines operating through the electoral system. The chief
justification for the university seats under the present system is that
they hilve occasionally enabled us to gain the services of outstanding
men and women—for example, Eleanor Rathbone and A, P. Herbert—
who, because of their independence, might have found it difficult, if
not impossible, to secure election in an ordinary single-member con-
stituency dominated by the party struggle. But there are objections to
the plural voting involved in the university franchise, and in any case it
should be possible for people of distinguished mind and character to
stand successfully as independent candidates in any constituency in the
country.

Even within the major partics, moreover, there are from time to time
people who are driven by the strength of their convictions to dissent
altogether from some course of action or piece of policy adopted by the
party to which they belong, and who in consequence are turned out of
their seats or at the least placed in an extremely difficult position. We
may instance the Unionist free-trade members in the early part of the
century and the Duchess of Atholl and Sir Stafford Cripps more
recently, While one can understand the party point of view in such
cases, it is not right that people who add to notable gifts of mind and
conscience the high quality of courage should thereby be excluded from
the House: we cannot afford to lose them, whether or no we agree
with their politics. Yet the present electoral system tends inexorably to‘
squeeze them out of their seats.

So for all these reasons we see that the retention of the single-member
majority system is inconsistent with the aims we have set before us of
securing the very best personnel we can to represent us in the House of
Commons. These arguments, based on the influence of the system on
the choice of candidates and the quality of members, reinforce those
that wh discovered in connexion with the voters’ sije of the electoral
question. Hence from both points of view the present system stands
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condemned, and we are driven to seek its replacement by a new and
altogether better system.

We have now got the field of reform mapped out and are in a
positien to translate the general aims formulated and discussed in
Chapter XIX and elaborated in certain respects in Ghapter XX into
specific proposals for reform in various directions. Let us see what we
have decided is necessary to be done : the main headings are as follows :

1. The lightening of the burden of election expenses that at present
falls on candidates.

2. The improvement of the remuneration of members.

3. The making of some provision to meet the financial difficulties of
members who lose their seats.

4, The abolition of the single-member majority system of election
and its replacement by a better system.

To these we may add one more heading:

5. The making of such subsidiary changes as are necessary or
desirable to supplement the main reforms and to rid the system of
parliamentary representation of anomalies and minor defects.

In the remaining chapters, then, we shall put forward and ‘discuss
definite and detailed suggestions for the carrying out of these reforms.
It may perhaps be as well to remark here that though we have con-
sidered and must consider these matters more or less piecemeal, they
should nevertheless be regarded as integral parts of a considered whole,
and it should be realized that their full effect can be obtained only in
combination with each other.

CHAPTER XXIT
FINANCIAL REFORM

HavING now discussed both the aims of reform and the directions which
reform should take, it remains only to suggest practical ways of giving
effect to our conclusions. The reader is asked to bear in mind in all
that follows that we are aiming not merely to remedy this or that defect
but to place the whole system of parliamentary representation on a
very much sounder footing. Each individual proposal must accordingly
be considered as part of a comprehensive scheme and judged in that
light, for each of them can achieve its full effect only in conjunction
with the rest. We will devote this chapter to the financial problems
that have to be solved and then pass on to the complementary questions.

We have first to seck means of lightening the burden of election
expenses that falls on candidates. Tt seems clear that the only way of
domg this in harmony with the spirit of our aims as a whole is by the
transference of soyne part of the burden to the state. Possnb]y'at first
sight this suggestion may arouse doubts on grounds of general prin-
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ciple, but a little consideration will show that there is no need for
hesitation on that scorc. Quite apart from any question of “equality of
opportunity” and of individual rights, it is in the public interest that we
should secure the best possible members and therefore that canglidates
otherwise emineptly suitable should not be shut out by reason of their
inability to face the expense of an election. Expenditure necessary to
secure this result is therefore a legitimate charge on public funds. It
may be noted, too, that the principle has already been conceded, since
free postage is at present provided for candidates’ election addresses. If
it is right for the state to meet this expense, it cannot be wrong for it to
meet others. The proposed development therefore involves no depar-
ture from established principle, and the extent to which it should be
made is simply a question of expediency.

Nevertheless it is desirable from every point of view that any assist-
ance granted should be given in such a way as to offer the least possible
encouragement to frivolous or factional candidates, and I accordingly
suggest that the state should pay towards each candidate’s election
expenses a sum calculated on the basis of the number of valid votes
recordbd for that candidate. On this footing the amount of help a candi-
date received would depend on the extent to which his candidature was
endorsed by the votes of the electors. Sectional and “freak” candidates
would get correspondingly little aid.

At what rate should this grant be made? The answer to this question
must depend to some extent on whether or no the present methods of
election are assumed to be still in force. Later on we shall propose the
replacement of the present system by a better one, but it will avoid
complications if at this stage we assume current methods to be still in
force: any modifications of detail necessitated by a different way of
voting could easily be made when the time arrived. Even so, it is neces-
sary to consider certain general aspects of election expenses before we
formulate a definite answer to the question.

The present legal maximum expenditure per elector on the register
is 6d. in a county division and 5d. in a borough division, but these
legal maxima are seldom reached or even nearly reached in prac-
tice. Taking averages over the country as a whole, Labour candidates
spend only about one-third of the permissible sum, Liberal candidates
only about one-half, and even Conservative candidates only about
seven-tenths. For all parties together in contested elections the average
expenditure is only about one-half of the legal maximum. It seems clear,
therefore, that the legal maxima have been fixed at quite unnecessarily
high figures.

Now, the object of the proposed grant in aid of election expenses is
not to increase the amounts spent but to decrease the strain on the
resources ‘of candidates and so to widen the field from which the latter
may be drawn. Hence it is desirable that the legal maxima should be
reduded to figures more in accordance with what agtual experience has
shown to be necessary: otherwise the effect of any grant made might
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be tv increase outlay all round, while still leaving the poorer candidates
and parties at an unfair disadvantage. Making allowance for the fact
that some constituencies are necessarily more expensive to work than
others_I suggest that the maximum expenditure per elector be reduced
from €d. to 5d. in county divisions and from 5d. to 4d. in borough
divisions. This would still leave the maxima well abovc the current
average expenditure of Conservative candidates and a long way above
that of Liberal and Labour candidates. The amount of the grant might
then be fixed at double the legal maximum; that is, at 10d. in county
divisions and 8d. in boroughs. In considering this suggestion it is impor-
tant to bear in mind that, whereas the legal maximum is per elector on
the register, the grant would be per valid vote recorded for the candidate
in question, Needless to say, the present limitations and safeguards
should continue to apply: the grant would be in aid of permissible
expenditure and would give no licence to go outside the existing
regulations.

Let us see what this means in practice by taking an example of an
actual election result. In the 1935 election for Central Portsmouth the
pertinent figures were as follows:

Electors on roll 50.558
Votes given to Conservative candidate 21,578
Votes given lo Labour candidate 10,733
Votes given to Liberal candidate 3,612

The corresponding expenditures, permissible and actual, and the
grants that would have been payable on the proposed basis are there-
fore as follows:

Present Actual  Pioposed  Proposed

Legal Expenses Legal Grant
Mavwmum®  Incurred*t Mavmum*  Payable
£ £ £ £

Conservative 1,053 702 843 715
Labour 1,053 195 843 358
Liberal 1,053 566 843 120

Total £3,160 £1,463 £2,528 £1,197

1t will be obscrved that in the cases of the Conservative and Labout
candidates the grants that would be payable under the proposed regula-
tions are in excess of the actual cxpenses incurred, But three obsctva-
tions must be made on that point: first, that the figurcs given for actual
expenditure do not include the agents’ fees or the personal expenses ol
the candidates (thesc amounted to £115 for the Conservative, £32 for
the Labour, and £81 for the Liberal candidate); second, that had the
grant been payable the Labour candidate at least would no doubt have
spent a more adequate amount on his campaign; and, third, that in any
event grant would not be payable beyond the actual expenditure.

* Excludmg 1o each case the agent's fee and the personal expenses gf the

candidate. Figures are gaken to the nearest pound.
t Return of Election Expenses, 1935 (H.C. 150, 1936).
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In this particular instance two of the candidates did very badly, the
Liberal indeed forfeiting his deposit, and the total poll was poor. In
other divisions with a higher poll the allowances payable would have
been correspondingly higher. It is one of the merits of the proposal that'
it would give gnost assistance to the candidates who proved to be most
acceptable 1o the electorate: indeed, the electors themselves would
decide by their votes the amounts of grant payable. Of course, if there
were no contest no allowances would be payable; so that the scheme
would tend to discourage unopposed returns. But as we should hope to
abolish these in any case by changes in the method of election, there is
no need to dwell on that point.

It will be seen that the proposal gives little encouragement to
frivolous or “freak” candidatures: the less support a candidate gets
from the voters, the less grant he receives. A candidate who polled only
451 votes, as one candidate did in 1935,* would get only just over
£15 as his grant. It would, of course, be possible to insert a'
lower limit (for instance, the familiar one-eighth of the total votes re- '
corded, or one-tenth of those votes) below which no candidate would
recelve any grant; but this would seem rather a petty rule and might do -
more harm than good. 1 would, indeed, abolish the present require-
ment of 2 deposit of £150 by each candidate, and the accompanying
rule as to forfeiture. This would save much time and trouble to all
parties and would be unlikely to cause any countervailing difficulty.,
The deposit does not now prevent an occasional “freak™ candidate
from standitg, and on the other hand it bears hardly on many candi-
dates who by no streich of the imagination could be regarded as
“freaks”. In the 1935 election no fewer than eighty-onc candidates for-
feited their deposits, and of these the great majority were put forward
by organized parties. t

The adoption of this proposed reform should do much to improve
the conditions affecting the choice of candidates, placing the whole
business on a healthier and more equitable basis. It would decrease the
opportunities for the “selling of seats”, and lower one of the barriers
that at present keep many suitable people from coming forward as
candidates. But to lower one barrier is not sufficient in itself, and unless
we deal with the others also this particular reform would lose much of
its good effect.

We accordingly turn to the vital question of the livelihood of mem-
bers of parliament. As we have seen, the present arrangements ate such
that on this score alonc membership of the House of Commons is, in
practice, limited almost entirely to people belonging to one or other of
four rather exceptional groups: (i) persons of fairly substantial private
means; (ii) persons following a few particular occupations that can be
fitted in, more or less satisfactorily, with membership; (iii) persons sub-
sndl.zed by a trade union or other body; and (iv) persons who, relatively

* The Independent candidate at North Cdmberwell.
1 The Times House of Commons, 1933, page 168,
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late in li'fe, have retired on pension or on their savings. There are
reasons why none of these categorits can be regarded as particularly
suitable,* and in any case we want to widen the field and be able to
draw ouj members from the ranks of all suitable people, wherever they
may be found and whatever their occupation—and whilg they are still
in the prime of life.

The first and most obvious change that is needed is an increase in
the salary and expenses allowance paid to a member of parliament. The
present figure of £600 per annum (£500 as salary and £100 as expenses)
should be increased to, say, £1,000 per annum (£800 as salary and £200
as expenses), as that seems to provide about the minimum income on
which a member can maintain his position. It is essential, if the aims we
have in view are to be attained, that the amount shall be fixed high
enough to obviate any necessity for the member to supplement his
income by following another occupation concurrently, or by accepting
2 subsidy from a trade union or similar body, though we do not want to
see it fixed so high that the financial rewards would in themselves
become a main inducement to stand for parliament. Those whose chicf
object in life is to make money, however, would find prizes far more
glittering awaiting them in commerce and banking, stockbroking and
the bar, and would see little to stir their ambitions in a2 mere £1,000 a
year. It may be noted in passing that the corresponding figure in the
United States of America is £2,000 a year.}

It is suggested that the full amount of salary and expenses should be
paid to all members, irrespective of their income from other sources.
That seems desirable, in the first place, in order to make it clear that
members, rich and poor alike, are paid for their services and are corre-
spondingly expected to take their duties seriously. There should be no
opportunity for a member to argue that as he was unpaid he was there-
fore entitled to take things easily. In the second place, it is desirable in
order to prevent any chance that rich would-be candidates might put
forward, and local caucuses accept, the proposition that by selecting
them economies in public expenditure would be effected. That would be
against the whole spirit of the proposals we are considering.

The payment of the grant towards election expenses would make
those expenses no longer a serious obstacle to the candidature of
persons of limited means who were otherwise acceptable, and the pay-
ment of the increased salary and expenses allowance would make it
possible for such persons, if elected, to follow a parliamentary career
without being reduced to penury or forced to supplement their income
in other ways. But these people would still have to face the ever-present
possibility of a general election in which they might lose their seats, and
consequently their livelihood, at a few days’ notice. This is a risk that.

* To put it very briefly, the first may give us “professional politicians™ without
useful experience, the second are likely to treat membership as merely a spare-

time extra, the third may be unduly subservient to the subsidizing body, andf the
fourth may be too elderty and lack vitality.

1 Whitaker's Almanack, 1943, page 595,
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if not obviated, would in many cases be sufficiently formidable to
nullify the good effects that might otherwise be expected from the two
reforms already suggested. It is essential, therefore, to make provmon
against it.

Accordingly,I propose that every member of parliament should have
the right, on ceasing to be a member, to continue to receive for a limited
time that part of his remuneration that ranks as salary—that is, £800
per annum—subject to the following restrictions:

(a) If he has any other source of income the payment of this “con-
tinued salary” should be at such a rate that his total income will not
exceed, say, £1,000 per annum. For example, with a private income of
£300 per annum he would receive £700 per annum as continued salary.
The objections that apply in the case of members to taking income from
ather sources into account do not apply in the case of ex-members.

(b) The length of time during which this “continued salary™ should
be paid should not exceed the length of the member’s immediately
previous service in the House. For instance, a member who lost his seat
after .clghteen months of service would only be entitled to “continued
salary” for a further eighteen months, This proviso is desirable in order
to avoid excessive payments in cases such as those of members who
gain their scats at by-clections and lose them a few weeks later at
general elections.

(¢) The maximum length of time for which “continued salary”
should be paid to an ex-member should be fixed at, say, three years
from the date at which he ceases to be a member. This limitation is a
natural and reasonable one, since the object of paying “continued
salary” is not to provide the ex-member with a pension, but to give him,
on the one hand, the means of bridging a short gap in his parliamentary
scrvice, and, on the other hand, if he has relinquished his means of
earning a living in order to enter parliament, to give him the oppor-
tunity of re-establishing himself in ordinary life.

(d) Members voluntarily resigning their seats should be ineligible for
“continued salary” unless their resignations were due to ill-health or °
some similar good reason beyond their control. Probably, however, a
decision not to seek renomination at a general election should not be
regarded as constituting resignation for this purpose.

With these safeguards there should be little fear of any abuse of this
provision, which, on the other hand, should save members and their
families from excessive anxiety about the future, and correspondingly
increase their efficiency.

These three reforms, taken together as interdependent parts of a con-
sidered whole, would do much to widen the field of choice of parlia-
mentary ¢andidates. They would provide something like a reasonable
embodiment of “equality of opportunity” and would remove the re-
proach attaching to the present system that it excludes from the House
of Commons on purely financial grounds many m3n and women who
are otherwise excellently qualified for membership. In remedying this
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injustice to the indiv;gual the reforms would simultaneously give us a
more representative House, with a more varied background of experi-
ence and occupation. Certain interests and professions that now get an
altogether excessive share of the membership would have to be content
with a more modest share, while other interests and profgssions that are
now more or less left out in the cold would secure a reasonable chance
of representation. 1t would be a better-balanced House in many ways,
and on the whole probably a more serious and more hard-working
House.

1t is perhaps desirable to make it clear that it is not intended that
members should be formally precluded from following some other
occupation concurrently with membership. The question how far such
a practice should be allowed might, I suggest, be left to the good taste
and sense of responsibility of members on the one hand, and to the
judgement of the electors and party organizers on the other. What we
are aiming at in these proposals is not an inquisitorial control of mem-
bers’ private lives, but a removal of the necessity for them to follow
another more or less full-time occupation while in the House. It would
take time for these reforms, cven when put into force, to attain their
full effect, but I think that gradually it would come to be accepted that
it was not “playing the game” for members to allow outside occupations
to absorb any substantial share of the time and energy that they could
and should devote to their parliamentary duties. Far better than any
system of prohibitions would be the natural growth of a higher concep-
tion of a member’s responsibility to his constituents and his country:
and the sugpested reforms should provide the first steps towards en-
couraging that growth.

Another question altogether that may be thought to demand some
consideration is that of the monetary cost of putting these proposals
into force. It is clearly not possible to give any close estimate of this
cost, since so much would depend on the frequency with which elections
occurred, Taking the average over a term of years, however, 1 estimate
that the total cost for all three financial reforms together would not
exceed about £500,000 a year and might be substantially less. At first
sight that may seem a fairly large sum, but in relation to the national
income it is a small one. It is probably seen in better proportion when
we notice that it works out at barely 4d. per elector per annum.
Fourpence per elector per annum!—not a large amount to pay for
measures of reform of far-reaching value to our system of government.
1 suggest that the achievement of the results at which we are aiming
would be well worth the outlay if the monetary cost were very much
greater.

1t should be borne in mind, too, that the money spent on grants
towards election costs, which account for rough]y half the total, would
not bé'added expenditure: it would in the main be simply a transfer of
expenditure. Instead of the costs in question falling on individual candi-
dates, party subscribers, and trade unions, it would fall on the electors
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as a whole—and that is surely to the good. Why should not the com- :
munity pay for the services it receives, instead of allowing the burden |
to fall mainly on those who already, by their zeal and enthusiasm and’
hard work, contribute so much to the political needs of thescountry?

Whichever way we look at it there secms no occasion for concern at the

financial cost of bringing these reforms into force.

A further financial reform of a different character that seems urgently
required is an extension of the Corrupt and Illegal Practices Act so as
to prohibit the payment of large sums of money by a candidate or
prospective candidate to the local party organization. At the present
time “Tt is bribery to give, lend, or promise money or money’s worth in
order to induce an elector to vote or abstain from voting for a particular
candidate. The consequences are the same whether the payment is made
directly or indirectly, and whether before, during, or after an election™.*
Contributions to party funds made as an inducement to secure the
adoption of the contributor as candidate, though presumably not a
contravention of the letter of the law, are clearly contrary to its spirit
and should be treated accordingly. I suggest that contributions by can-
diddles or members to party funds should be limited by law to a
maximum of, say, £10 a ycar, and that any payment in excess of
this should be a corrupt practice and punishable’ accordingly. More-),
over, any such excess payment within the previous five years should}
render the payer ineligible to stand for election. The present practice of
paying or promising large sums of money in order to secure adoption is
in essence the wholesale purchase of votes: and wholesale bribery.!
even though indirect, is at least as objectionable as bribery of indi-
viduals.

CHAPTER XXIlI
ELECTORAL REFORM

OUuR investigations and discussions have shown plainly that the present
method of electing members of parliament is thoroughly unsatisfactory,’
and we have in consequence noted down as an essential element in any
scheme of reform the abolition of the single-member majority system of
voting and its replacement by a better system. We have now to seek
that better system.

How are we to sct about this search? We might, of course, get
together all the information we could about the various voting methods
that have been proposed from time to time—limited vote, cumulative
vote, alternative vote, second ballot, scrutin de liste, and so on—study
them, and pick the one that seemed most attractive. But this would be
both laborious and futile: laborious because of the huge number of
voting methods and variants of those methods ,’that have becn put

* Constitutional Year Book, 1933, page 299.
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forward,* and futile because those methods are by no means all directed
to the same ends or based on the same conception of what is desirable.

A much sounder and more economical line of approach suggests
itself when we look at the maiter in the spirit indicated in the opening
paragraphs of Chaptet XIX. We want to get at the proplem initially
not as a question of this or that method, nor as a question of remedy-
ing this or that abuse, but as a question of fulfilling our fundamental
aims. Only in so far as we are quite clear what those aims are, why we
want to achieve them, and as to the implications that they involve, shall
we be in a position to choose the best practical method for carrying
them out. We have, of course, already set down certain specific aims in
this connexion, but for our present purpose it will be useful to restate
those aims in a rather different way and to get down rather more closely
to bedrock in doing so. Let us for a start be clear what assumptions we
are making.

In the first place, the whole of this book is based on the assumption
that democratic ways of government arc preferable to undemocratic
ways. That assumption. of course, would be disputed by many people,
but we need not argue about it, since it is explicitly assumed. ¢

In the second place, we assume, as pointed out in Chapter XIII, that
reform should not involve gratuitous departure from traditional prin-
ciples and practices: that is to say, while we should not allow our
schemes to be frustrated or prejudiced by the dead hand of outworn
custom, we should not go out of our way to use a new principle or
practice where an old one would serve equally well. In the present con-
text we proceed from this assumption to two secondary assumptions :
first, we accept the view that the primary object of parliamentary repre-
sentation is to give expression to the political opinions of the electorate;
and, sccond, we see na reason to substitute for constituencies organized
on a geographical basis constituencies organized on some other basis.

Let us be clear that these are assumptions. The principles involved
are not laws of nature, and other people might prefer to make other
assumptions. The political—which in this context effectively means
party—basis of representation is comparatively modern, It is not nearly
as old as the House of Commons and is not essential to representative
government. Constituencics, again, nced not be geographical. They
might be occupational, as in the so-called “corporative state” of the
fascists, or they might be organized on the basis of age and sex, or in
other ways.

Here, however, we accept these secondary assumptions as following
naturaily from our two basic assumptions, and because we see no reason
to do otherwise. Geographical constituencies and representation on a

* According to the Report of the Royal Commission on Systems of Election
(1910), aver threc hundred methods of proportional representation alone were
said to be known then, a third of a century ago, '

t The present universgjty constituencies are not in any true sense geograpfical;
for the electors are widely scattered over the country, need no residential qualifi-
cation, and are allowed to vote by pos.
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political (party) basis are closely interwoven with our ways of thinking
and feeling, and I suggest that we can—and therefore should— achieve
our aims without abandoning either. This, however, does not mean thaf
our representatives must necessarily be chosen solely on party-political
grounds, noy, does it mean that constituencies must necessarily be
organized on 'the present geographical basis. We have already argued at
length that personal fitness for his duties is essential in every member
of parliament, and there is no need to repeat that discussion. It is im-
portant, however, to realize that there is no inconsistency between this
contention and the assumption that the choice of members is to be made
primarily on the basis of party-political opinion. In a really well-organ-
ized political world every candidate for parliament would possess in &
high degree the qualities necessary in a member, and the choice between
candidates could then well be made chiefly—though still not entirely—
on the broad political policies they put forward.

Having thus cleared the ground and got together our materials, we
are in a position to commence building up towards the electoral method
necessary for the carrying out of our aims. We see that this method,
while encouraging the election of personally suitable men and women,
should provide the electors with the means of giving effective expression
to their political views, and should do this by means of constituencies
organized on a geographical basis. We have now to work out the prac-
tical implications of all this in terms of votes and seats, and, since we
are concerned primarily with Great Britain, let us take the dimensions
of the problem there.

We have in this country approximately thirty million electors, and
these electors have by some means or other to choose approximately
six hundred members of parliament to represent them, Hence, by what-
ever method the elections are conducted, the average number of electors
to each member of parliament is in round figures fifty thousand. It is
useful to keep this bit of simple arithmetic clearly in mind—fifty
thousand clectors, more or less, connected by some, as yet unspecified,
method with each member of parliament.

Now, if we had only the geographical requirement to meet we should
naturally divide the country into single-member areas, much as at
present, Each area would contain roughly fifty thousand electors, and
all would be well. But we have already declared that in our view the
primary object of parliamentary representation is to give expression to
the political opinions of the clectorate: the geographical constituencies
are our chosen means to this end; they are not the end itself. Hence
belore we settle our electoral areas we must have regard to the distribu-
tion of the political opinion that our members have 1o represent. Now,
it is of the essence of our political systern that the major parties differ
substantially, and in some respects fundamentally, in their views.
Unless, therefore, we take an entirely cynical view of the whdle realm
of polmcs we must agree that no member can sincerely hold and
advocate the full policy of more than one party simultaneously. The
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socialist cannot represent those who are opposed to socialism: the pro-
tectionist cannot speak for the free-trader; the imperialist cannot put
the case for internationalism. Hence in his principal task of representing
the politioal opinion of his constituents the Conservative member of
parliament cannot speak for either Liberal or Labour glectors, the
Liberal cannot speak for either Conservative or Labour electors, and
the Labour member cannot represent either Conservatives or Liberals.

There would be little need to draw attention to this if all the Con-
servatives lived in one part of the country, all the Liberals in another
part, and all the Labourites somewhere else. Geography and politics
would then fit in nicely together, and the electoral problem would be
simple : though other problems would be acute. But the real world is—
fortunately! —not made like that, and we find no part of the country
that is wholly one-party in politics. The distribution of political opinion
varies considerably from place to place, but in every area of any size
electors of all three parties are to be found. There are many thousands
of Conservative voters in the mining areas, and many thousands of
Liberal and Labour voters in the “home counties”, Nowhere is there
political homogeneity.

Hence no one member of parliament can represent even in the
broadest sense the political opinion of the electors of any area of the
country, for the simple reason that even on the most clear-cut and
important issues those electors are divided amongst themselves, Tt
follows that single-member constituencies are fundamentally incon-
sistent with the proper representation of political opinion. The case
against them does not rest on the failure of small eccentric minorities to
secure members, nor does it rest on the crudities of approximation that
are inevitable in the actual working of any methed. Given the party
system, the single-member constituency is as completely wrong in
theory as it i disastrous in practice. Disregarding minor parties alto-
gether, nothing less than a three-member constituency can give even the
possibility of the electors of a locality securing representation in accord-
ance with their political views. It does not, of course, follow that even
in a three-member constituency each party would in fact secure one
seat. Whether it did or not would depend on its local strength or weak-
ness; but with fewer than three seats in the constituency the three partics
cannot all secure representation, even if they are exactly equal in voting
strength.

Clearly devices such as the sccond ballot or the alternative vote can-
not cure this fatal defect, for it is inherent in any single-member-con-
stituency system. They could at most only alleviate its worst symploms.

How, then, it may be asked, does the present single-member majority
system work at all? Tt is rather instructive to study the answer o this
question, not from the pomt of view of the system’s praclical results—
we have-already shown in detail how unjust they are—but from the
standpoint of fundamental principle. Let us try to analyse the actual
working of the system, strip it of the glosses it has acquired through
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long-standing habit and tradition, and see it for what it really is. In
doing this we need pay no attention to its history, for our present pur-
pose is to undersland the significance of the actual current process.

Under the present system, then, the ratio of fifty thousand e]ectors to
one member of parliament is recognized, as a matter of geography, by
dividing the céuntry into areas that each contain, on an average, about
that number of electors and allotting one member to each. (Of course,
in practice sentimental considerations, movements of population, and
other factors cause substantial variations from this average figure, but
these variations can be ignored for our present purpose.)

So far so good: if there were no parly system, and if the representa-
tion of political opinion were of no great importance, this division into
single-member constituencies might be reasonable enough. But as a
device for political representation it is, as we have seen, as wrong in
theory as it is in practice, for it assumes that all the fifty thousand
electors in a division hold, as near as matters, the same political faith;
and this, as we have seen, is never the case. Let us, however, see what
actually happens.

Siace the fifty thousand electors owe allegiance to (at least) three
quite separate and distinct parties, there is not and cannot be any real
agreement amongst them as to who is to represent them in parliament.
Normally, therefore, a contest takes place, and this, of course, is quite
right and proper and natural. But whereas in an efficient system the
contest would determine in what proportions the respéctive parties
should share the representation of the constituency, in the present
system the contest determines which of the parties shall have the wiole
of the representation. Naturally in such circumstances an election is
something of a gamble, {or in each constituency a party must gain all or
nothing. This may add to the excitement and give the contest a “sport-
ing” atmosphere, but it is not serious politics and is not worthy of a
modern civilized community.

But let us scrutinize the contest a little more closely and see just how
this system gets out of the difficulty created by having only one seat to
allocate between three parties. To make the method clear we will first
take an extreme but by no means impossible case, and assume that in a
certain division just before the poll closes on election day each of the
three partics has secured, say, 12,000 votes: it is anybody’s election so
far, Then just at the last moment a final voter arrives—and his solitary
vote decides which party shall have the seat, for that party will have
polled 12,001 votes to the other two parties’ 12,000 each. This is
admittedly an extreme case, but it illusirates how the dilermaa is
solved : it is not the great bulk of the votes that decide the election, for
they merely cancel each other out. It is the surplus votes that settle the
matter; and if those surplus votes run to a dozen, or a hundred, or a
thousand or more, insiead of one, that only makes the system less
obviously absurd. It does not make it sensible or jpst.

The essence of the present method, therefore, is to set off the voters
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against each other, three by three or two by two, according to the
number of candidates, untit most of the voters have neutralized each
other’s votes, and then allow the final surplus voters, however few in
number they may be, to claim the seat for the party to which they
belong, even if that party has received only a minority of the votes cast.
In the general election of 1929 there were, as already fnentioned, no
fewer than 315 such minority successes; that is, well over half of the
members of the House of Commons represented only a minority of
their constituents.

Any' system of single-member constituencies is therefore funda-
mentally incompatible with the equitable representation of political
opinion, and is incapable of determining the “will of the people” on
even the broadest and simplest of issues. We can now, therefore, add
one more definite condition to be fulfilled by the electoral system that
we seek: it must have constituencies returning at least three members
each. Even this, however, is not a sufficient guarantee of better results:
for a constituency returning three or more members might be, like the
present two-member divisions, little more than a multiplication of one
single-member division, simply repeating the latter’s failings on a larger
scale.

What condition, then, is still missing? To answer this question we
may remind ourselves that, though we have accepted the principle of
constituencies organized on a geographical basis, we have also accepted
the view that the primary object of parliamentary representation is to
give expression to the political opinions of the electorate. It is the people
who are to be represented and not the place. The present system says, in
effect, that any place having fifty thousand electors can have a member
to represent it, thereby stressing the geographical factor and ignoring
the political. We say, on the other hand, that, within the limits of what
is practicable, any like-minded group of electors approaching fifty
thousand in number in an electoral area is entitled to have a member to
represent it. So the missing condition is easily seen to be that the
method of voting must be such that within each constituency the seats
are allocated with due regard to the voting strength of the parties in
that constituency.

We have now laid down the essential practical conditions for the new
electoral system that we desire. But in studying these practical con-
ditions we must not lose sight of the aims that we have in view: let us
briefly recapitulate them.

We seek to replace the present single-member majority system of
election by some other system that will be less clumsy and less
capricious in its action, will give more scope to and make better usc of
the native shrewdness and good sense of the electorate, will reflect more
accurately the state of political feeling in the country, give a better-
balanced House of Commons, and promote a higher general standard
of integrity, ability, and zeal amongst candidates and members.  *

Our practical conditions are fulfilled in the method of the single
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transferable vote, and I suggest that this method, in conjunction with
the financial reforms proposed in the prcvxous chapter, will go a very,
long way towards enabling us to achieve the aims we have just restated.

I suggest, moreover, that there is no other known method o election
for which such claims can be made and substantiated,

Unlike the skcond ballot and the alternative vote, the single transfer-
able vote is not a device to bolster up the old outworn method of
election: it is a replacement of it by a new method, essentially modern
in its strength and flexibility and smoothness of working. Based on
proposals originally put forward by Thomas Hare in 1859 and advo-
cated powerfully but unsuccessfully by John Stuart Mill, it has been
developed and improved out of all knowledge since those early days.
In its modern form it has been applied in actual practice in various
countries and for various purposes; and it has stood that crucial test
with marked success.

Thanks largely to the patient and persistent missionary work of the
Proportional Representation Society, the general principles and methods
of the single transferable vote are now known to many people. Never-
theleds, as a matter of convenience and for the sake of those who may
be unfamiliar with the system or may have forgotten just how it works,
it will be as well to give 2 brief description and explanation of it.

To get the best results from the system the constituencies should be
of such a size that they return from three to seven members each, with
five as the optimum number. For reasons of both sentiment and con-
venience the boundaries of each constituency should normally be fixed
50 as to coincide as nearly as possible with a natural unit of population,
such as a city or a county, the number of members allotted to it being,
of course, dependent on the number of its electors. If we assume the
system applied to this country with the total number of members of the
House of Commons as at present, more or less, then cities and towns
such as Bradford, Bristol, Hull, Leeds, Leicester, Newcastle-upon-
Tyne, Nottingham, Portsmouth, Sheffield, Stoke-on-Trent, West Ham,
Cardiff, and Edinburgh would form natural constituencies by the mere
abolition of their present internal divisions. On this basis Sheffield
would return seven members, Leeds six, Bristol and Edinburgh five
each, and the others three or four as at present, though naturally
changes of population since the last redistribution of seats, and the
adjustments of external boundaries that inevitably take place from time
to time, might lead to some modifications. Larger cities, such as Bir-
mingham, Liverpool, Manchester, and Glasgow, would need to be
divided according to their size into two or three constituencies, follow-
ing as far as possible natural internal boundaries. London would have
to be divided into perhaps ten or twelve constituencies. Towns too
small to jhstify the minimum number of three members would have to
be combined to give constituencies of the necessary size. This” could
often’be done without much difficulty. Birkenheac® and Wallasey, for
example, are contiguous and would form a natural unit of the requisite
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population. In the industrial areas of the North and Midlands many of

the present county constituencies are almost wholly urban and might
* well unite with adjoining boroughs to give reasonably homogeneous

constitugncies of the required size. .

In the counties, similarly, there would be many natural units readily
formed by the mere removal of internal divisions. Coritwall, Cumber-
fand, Hertfordshire, Norfolk, Shropshire, Sussex, Glamorgan. and
Lanarkshire are examples of the counties that would form ready-made
natural constituencies. The more populous counties, like Yorkshire,
Lancashire, and Middlesex, would, of course, have to be divided into
two or more constituencies, while the less populous would form units
with neighbouring counties; for example, Huntingdonshire with Cam-
bridgeshire. Special arrangements might be necessary in such excep-
tionally sparsely populated areas as the Highlands of Scotland, but in
general the formation of the mew constituencies would present no
problems that could not readily be solved with the aid of intelligence,
goodwill, and a little patience.

It will be seen that in general the new constituencies would have a
unity, a significance, that does not attach to the present single-member
divisions, Bradford, Portsmouth, Norfolk, Edinburgh—these have 2
corporate existence, a tradition, an individuality that does not bclong
to North Bradford, Central Portsmouth, South-West Norfolk, or East
Edinburgh. The new system would bring about the restoration, in an
improved form, of an old unity that was only destroyed by the
deliberate introduction of the present single-member system as recently
as 1884.%

We turn now from the new constituencies to the method of voting,
The elector would receive his ballot paper at the polling station much as
he does now, but instead of finding on it two, three, or four names, as
he commonly does at present, would see on it anything from, say, five
to twelve or more names. How many candidates there would be would
depend in part, of course, on the size of the constituency, but it would
also beraffected by other considerations to which we shall refer a little
later.

Taking his paper to the polling booth, the elector votes by simply
placing a figure 1 against the name of the candidate whom he would
most like to see successful, a figure 2 against his next choice, a figure
3 against his third choice, and so on. He can go on in this way until he
has indicated his order of preference for all the candidates—or he can
stop short at any point he chooses. He is quite free to please himself
how many or how few preferences he will indicate. When he has carried
out this very simple task the voter’s job is done. He places his paper in
the ballot box and walks out of the polling station. The whole process
takes hardly any longer than that at present in use: it could scarcely be
easier br more straightforward.

The counting of the votes is 2 more complicated business, but it is

* See footnote on page 142.
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governed throughout by exact rules and is quite free from ambiguity or
uncertainty. The first step is to sort all the voting papers according to
the first preferences marked on them. Next each candidate’s first-®
prefergnce votes are counted, and the sum of these gives the grand
total of valid votes recorded. The quota has next to be determined:

this is done t& dividing the grand total of votes by a number which is
onc more than the number of members to be elected. The quota is the

~whole number next above the result of this division. Suppose, for
example, that the total number of valid votes recorded is 184,562 in a
constituency returning five members. The total vote divided by 6 gives
30,760-3, and the quota is therefore 30,761.

Now, any candidate whose total number of first-preference votes is
equal to, or exceeds, the quota is immediately declared elected. Not
more than five candidates (in a five-member constituency) could pos-
sibly be elected in this way: for, deducting their five quotas from the
grand total, there is less than a quota left for all the rest of the candi-
dates together. In the numerical example given, five times 30,761
amounts to 153,805, and consequently therc could not be more than
30,757 first-preference votes left over for any remaining candidate or
candidates, and that is less than a quota.

In practice votes are not as evenly distributed as this, and it is un-
likely that more than two or three of the candidates will be elected on
this first count. Those who are so elected will be likely to have received
first preferences amounting to considerably more than the necessary
quota: that is, they will have received considerably more votes than
they need for their success. Their surplus votes are accordingly trans-
ferred to the candidates who have not yet secured election. Moreover—
and this is important—each successful candidate’s surplus votes are
transferred proportionately to the second preferences shown on the
whole of his papers (except that the second preferences shown for any
other candidate already elected are ignored and the third preferences on
those papers taken instead).

In the numerical example given, let us suppose that the candidate
who leads the poll on the first count has 42,186 first-preference votes—
that is, 11,425 more than the quota which he needs to secure election.
Now suppose that on his 42,186 voting papers there are 9,284 second
preferences for a particular not-yet-elected candidate. Then this latter
candidate receives, as an addition to his first-preference poll, a number
of votes amounting to 2:?;6 of the surplus 11,425 not required by the
top candidate: that is, he reccives an addition of 2,514 votes. The other
not-yet-clected candidates similarly receive their respective proportions
of the top candidate’s surplus. In the same way the surplus votes of
cach other elected candidate are distributed to the not-yet-elected can-
didates. When all the surplus votes of all the candidates elected on the
first count have been so distributed, it will probably be found that these
addittonal votes have sufficed to bring one or meore of the remaining
candidates up to the quota. Any such candidate is now declared elected.
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If all the seats are filled on this second count, that completes the
election. 1t will probably be found, however, that there are still one or
* more places to be filled. In that event the next step is to eliminate the
candidate who is now at the bottom of the poll: the whole of his votes
are transferred to the other not-yet-elected candidates in accordance
with the next available preferences shown on his papers (“Next avail-
able” means “next excluding candidates already elected.”) If this does
not suffice to fill the remaining seat or seats, the process is repeated by
the exclusion of the candidate now at the bottom of the poll, and the
transfer of his votes as a whole in accordance with the next available
preferences shown on his papers. Eventually in this way all the seats
are filled.

To the reader who meets it for the first time this vote-counting pro-
cess may seem cumbersome and confusing. He can be reassured : every
step is taken strictly in accordance with predetermined regulations, and
the whole business, although lengthier than the count for a simpic
majority, is not really cumbersome at all.*

CHAPTER XXIV
ELECTORAL REFORM: FURTHER DISCUSSION

IN the preceding chapter we have surveyed the practical conditions
that should be fulfilled by the new electoral method that we seek as a
substitute for the present single-member majority system, and have
reached the conclusion that the only known method that complies with
these conditions and does not depart unnecessarily from traditional
ways is that of the single transferable vote. We have seen how this
method operates, including both the process of voting and the process
of counting the votes. We have now to consider rather more definitcly
how far the single transferable vote system does really fulfil our re-
quirements as a whole, and then to notice and answer some of the more
usual objections that are raised against the system by hostile critics.
Let us accordingly first see how far the new system meets our require-
ments, direct and indirect.

So far as the practical conditions that we laid down early in the pre-
ceding chapter arc concerned it certainly does so. In the first place, the
organization of the constituencies is indisputably on a geographical
basis. In the second place, the system is adapted, as the present system
is not, to the representation of the electors on the basis of their political
opinions: for the minimum of three seats to a constituency allows each

* Readers who desire a more detailed explanation of the system, or who
would like information on a number of points not dealt with in this brief account,
may be referred to The Case for Electoral Reform, by S. R. Daniels (1938). in
which they will find o particularly lucid and interesting account of it.*Much

information is also to be found in the reports and pamphlets published from
time to time by the Proportional Representation Society.
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party the opportunity of representation, and the provisions for the

transfer of surplus votes ensure that this opportunity shall be genuine.

Both systems have the geographical basis: but the present system, by®
reasoneof its structure, is inherently unsuitable for the represegtation of

opinion.

If we turn tom these practical conditions to the aims that underlie
them, we still find in the single transferable vote system the fulfilment
of our requirements. Let us briefly review the aims we have set before
us and see how the old and new systems compare with respect to them.

Our first aim was to find a system less clumsy and capricious than
the one we now have. At present if one party in 2 division is appreciably
stronger than the others that party gets 2 monopoly of representation
and the others are virtually disfranchised: if, on the other hand, the
parties are nearly equal in strength the result of an election is deter-
mined by what is little more than a gamble, for the seat goes to the
party that can rake up even a solitary vote more than either of the
others separately, and it does not matter if the successful party is much
1n a fninority of the total votes cast.

With the single transferable vote, however, both the clumsiness and
the caprice are swept away. It is no longer possible for a minority to
defeat a majority, nor for one party to monopolize representation. '
Every candidate must secure a quota of votes for success, but if he gets
that quota he is sure of a seat. Every party that has any substantial
following in a constituency is bound to obtain some representation, The
fantastic results in the county of Cornwall, where in 1923 all five seats
went to the Liberals, in 1924 all five went to the Conservatives, and in
1929 all five reverted to the Liberals, are typical of the present erratic
system. They would be impossible with the single transferable vote,
which would almost certainly have given two scats each to the Con-
servative and Liberal parties throughout, the fifth seat going probably
to the Liberals in 1923, to the Conservatives or to Labour in 1924, and
to Labour in 1929. The political views of the electors of the county as a
whole changed only slightly: the violent changes in representation
were due to the clumsy irresponsibility of the voting system.

Our next aim was to give more scope to and make better use of the
native shrewdness and good sense of the electorate. As we have already
seen, the present system makes no use whatever of the elector in its
numerous uncontested elections, frequently offers him no candidate of
his own party in contested elections, gives him no choice on personal
grounds within his own party, and generally makes him feel that his
voie is completely futile in nine cases out of ten. In such conditions
there is little encouragement to the elector to take an intelligent interest
in the us® of his vote, or in politics generally. With the single transfer-
able vote, however, he could always go to the poll, since there weuld be
no uficontested elections. He would practically always find a candidate
of his own party to vote for, and as a general rule would find more than
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one—perhaps sometimes as many as half a dozen—such candidates to

.choose between on their personal merits and demerits. Moreover, he
knows that his vote is worth something: it may not do all he would
like, butét cannot be completely futile as it so often is now. Evén if he
should belong to some minority party too tiny to hope for a seat ilself,
he can still use his vote intelligently to help the return of the candidates
least objectionable to him politically and most desirable on grounds ol
integrity and ability. He has in every case a list of candidates to stud;
and discuss and compare, a variety of personnel and party to choose
between, that adds zest to the whole business and encourages interest
in political affairs in general.

How many candidates’ names would the elector be likely to find on
his ballot paper? That would vary considerably according to the size of
the constituency and the views taken by the various parties of their
chances of success. It is unlikely that the lists would be inordinately
lengthy, for, the gambling element being almost entirely eliminated, no
party could hope to sweep the board in a sensational coup, and there
would be no point in putting up more candidates than had any chance
of success. On the other hand, since the vote is transferable, there would
be no need to hesitate about putting up a sufficient number of candi-
dates to secure the most seats possible. Roughly it means that each
party may be expected to put forward enough candidates to take as
many seats as an optimistic estimate would give it and no more. As an
example, in Edinburgh under the new system one might expect to find
three or four Conservative candidates standing, two or three Labour, a
Liberal, and perhaps an Independent. That would make round about
eight candidates in all for the five seats, against the thirteen candidates
who stood under the present system in 1935. Each voter would have a
much wider choice than before—say eight candidates to choose from
instead of two or three—yet there would be fewer wasted candidatures,
since only about three candidates would be unsuccessful against eight
in 1935.

The third aim on our list was to secure a system that would reflect
more accurately the state of political feeling in the country. The preset.t
system by its very nature is unable to reflect accurately the state of
political opinion in even a single constituency; for it has only one scat
to offer to an electorate that comprises three or more parties. Each
result is therefore necessarily a distortion of the facts—in the case of
the minority successes a gross distortion—and the sum of a series of
distortions is not necessarily or even probably the truth. How far it is
from the truth in actual practice we have already shown. With the
single transferable vote, however, the multi-member constituencies
allow of a much closer approximation to the facts in each locality, and
the sum of all the results—though not mathematically precise-—gives a
very much truer picture of the state of political feeling in the country as
a whole. There woufd not be, nor should we expect, exact proportion-
ality of representation, but the final result of a general election could
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no longer completely falsify the wishes of the electorate as it sometimes
does now, and is liabl~ to do at any time under the present system.

The fourth and last aim on our list was to secure a better balanced
House of Commons and promote a higher general standard of iptegrity,
ability, and zeal amongst candidates and members. The fulfilment of
this aim depens very largely on the financial reforms discussed in the
previous chapter, but adoption of the single transferable vote would
gieatly help. It would abolish the party “pocket boroughs”, the safe
seats into which at present the respective parties can put practically
anyone they choose, and it would expose all candidates to the salutary
experience of a contest at every election. Hence party machines would
have to pay more attention to merit and less to wealth and influence in
choosing their candidates—or run the risk of alienating both their own
more critical members and the discriminating non-party voters,

Further, the removal of artificial financial and other restrictions on
candidature for and membership of the House of Commons will greatly
increase the number of potential candidates available both locally and
nationally. But the total number of candidates actually put forward by
a leading party will be less than under the present system, since, though
it will be likely to contest every constituency, it will be useless, and
indeed unwise, to contest every seat. Consequently, with more potential
candidates available and fewer actual candidates required, the process of
adopting candidates will be much more selective than it is at present,
and so in yet another way the standard of personal fitness required will
be raised.

We may claim, then, that the single transferable vote fulfils all the
requirements that we, starting from fundamental considerations, laid
down as necessary in any ncw electoral system. We can make this claim
with all the more assurance since the method has been tested pretty
thoroughly in practice by now and has stood up to that test most suc- -
cessfully.

Obijections have, of course, been raised against the single transferable
vote. A full discussion of these would take too long and be out of place
here, but it may be useful to mention some of the more usual and to
indicate briefly the answers to them.

1. That the system is artificial. If by this is meant that it is not a law
of nature, the answer is that in that sense the whole of civilization is
artificial. If it is meant that the system involves a departure from present
practice, the answer is that so does any reform. But intrinsically the
present system, notwithstanding its superficial simplicity, is far more
artificial as a means of determining the political opinion of the country
than is the single transferable vote.

2. That the system is complicated and could not be understood by
the electof. This objection displays a singular contempt for the intelli-
gence of the electorate, and a generation that tackles successfully the
intricdcies of cross-word puzzles and football poolcoupons may well
smile at it. Voters so mentally deficient as to be unable to vote for
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perhaps eight or a dozen candidates in the order of their preference are
not fit to vote at all. As a matter of fact, experience shows that electors
do not find the anticipated difficulties. In the Irish Free State general
election,of 1933, conducted on the single transferable vote system, the
percentage of papers rendered invalid from all causes was only just over
1 per cent for the whole country, though there was a héavy poll.* The
counting of the votes is, of course, more complex than under the present
system, but it presents no difficulty whatever to a competent staff and is
completely free from uncertainty or ambiguity.

3. That the change-over from the present system would cause con-
fusion. This has been seriously put forward; otherwise'it would seem
too childish to need an answer. Naturally any change-over from one
system to another, in any sphere, causes a certain amount of incon-
venience for the moment, and may possibly involve an occasional mis-
take or misunderstanding. But there is no reason to think that this
would be serious: much bigger changes in the organization of our
communal life have been carried through quite easily and with little
confusion.

4. That elections would be much more expensive to candidates.*There
might be something in this, though it is doubtful whether the effect
would be as serious as objectors claim: but in any case the objection
would lose its force if the financial reforms already suggested were put
into action.

5. That candidates would lose personal touch with the electors. This
argument is out of date. Such personal touch with electors as there was,
say, before 1918 disappeared to a great extent with the repeated exten-
sions of the suffrage, and with the final adoption of adult suffrage there
is next to nothing left of it. With electorates ranging from a minimum
of over 27,000 voters (Barnard Castle) up to nearly 170,000 voters
(Romford) in a single division, how can any candidate, even now, make
personal contact with more than a very small fraction of them?

6. That a multiplicity of smail parties would result. This appears to
be a mere assertion unsupported by any valid evidence or sound argu-
ment. True, the state of parties in France and elsewhere on the Conti-
nent (before 1939) is sometimes adduced as evidence: unfortunately for
those who put it forward, these countries do not use and never have used
the single transferable vote. The various “list” systems of election em-
ployed in some of them are utterly different from the single transferable
vote. The fact that the general term “proportional représentation” has
been applied to both does not excuse the essential dishonesty of attack-
ing one system for the alleged failings of totally different systems, More-
over, the complex of parties and groups abroad originated chiefly in
religious, racial, and other causes that have nothing to do with voting
systems. In many cases the small parties there have (or hadf a history
that antedates their present (or recent) electoral arrangements. It must
not be forgotten, either, that we in this country are never free fot long

* S. R. Daniels, op. cit., page 55,
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from small parties. At the present time the following, at least, are repre-
sented in the House of Commons in addition to the main Conservative,
Liberal, and Labour parties: Liberal National, National Labour, Inde-
pendentsLabour, Communist, and Co-operative. Each of these has its
own separate party organization.

7. That the ouse of Commons would be inundated with cranks and
faddists. The objectors who put this forward must have a poor opinion
of their fellow-electors. It is, again, mere assertion unsupported by any
trustworthy evidence. Even under the present system an occasional
member who might be dubbed a crank gets elected—a prohibitionist,
for example—not to mention various independents who display eccen-
tricities that set them apart from their fellow-independents. This would,
no doubt, still happen occasionally, but there is no reason to suppose
that it would be widespread. As Daniels has pointed out,* it takes con-
siderably more votes to elect 2 member under the single transferable
vote system than it does under the present system; where, then, would
the crank find his chance?

8. That it would increase the power of the party machines. This
objectibn is frankly ludicrous: the very reverse is likely to be the case,
as will be gathered from our preceding discussions. If it would in fact
“increase the power of the professional organizer in politics™, as Laski
asserts,f then we may ask why the organizations of the two biggest
parties in this country are opposed to it? As a matter of fact, Laski’s
assertion is probably based, whether correctly or no, on the'continental
“list” systems, but as he applies it to proportional representation in
general he must be answered on that basis. Moreover, as Laski himsell
points out, legislatures even under the present systems “are so driven by
the pressure of party control that the private member has, for the most
pard, been reduced to the status of a voting machine™.}

9. That by-elections could not be held. Undoubtedly the present
method of holding by-clections would not be available. There are,
however, a number of methods by which the difficulty could be over-
come. Moreover, the present supposed importance of by-elections as a
kind of “political barometer” would be considerably decreased under a
system not subject to the violent and irresponsible fluctuations that are
inherent in the present electoral system.

10. That it would lead to weak government and, in particular, to
minority or coalition government. Of all the arguments put forward
against proportional representation as a general principle, and the;efore
against the single transferable vote, probably the one most deserving of
serious consideration is that of the difficulty of obtaining a clear party
majority and consequently—in the opinion of the critics—a strong
government. Let us therefore examine it carefully. )

The argumment implies, perhaps, rather more than its propounders

* §, R. Daniels, op. cit., page 63.
’ + H.J. Laski, A Grammar of Politics {1931), pdee 815,
t H. J. Laski, Democracy in Ciisis (1933), page 77.
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realize. It may be analysed into components as follows: (a) It is seldom
that any party has a clear majority of votes in the country. (b) Therefore
any system of proportional representation—i.e., any system that allo-
cates seats in accordance with votes—will normally not give any party
a clear majority of seats in the House of Commons. (¢) The present
system generally gives a clear majority of seats to some wne party, even
if that party has only a minority of votes in the couniry. (d) The
present system therefore avoids minority and coalition governments,
(e) It is essential, or at Jeast extremely desirable, that government should
be by a clear party majority in the House of Commons and not by a
minority in that House nor by a coalition of parties. (f) Therefore the
present sysiem is preferable to any system of proportional represen-
tation,

Ve can accept (q), for, as we have shown in Chapter X, in only one
of the seven mter-war general elections (1931) did any party secure a
majority of votes in the country. The acceptance of (b) follows logically
on that of {a). We can also accept {¢) as fairly correct, for the present
voting system gave a clear majority of seats in the House to the Con-
servative party in every mter-war election eacept those of 1933 and
1929, So far, then, we have found noihing to dispute in the argument.
From this point onwards, bowever, we are unable to accept it as either
logical or 1n accordance with the facts. The next component (d) is a
non sequitur, and 1t is in fact contradicted by experience. Under the
present single-member majority system we have had, in the twenty-four
years from December 1918 to December 1942, the different types of
government as follows:

Years Months
Coalition goiernment 15 2

Minonty government ' ' 3 0
Straight majortty party government . 5 10
Total . . e 24 0
e————

We have had, therefore, less than six years of straight majority party
government, and over eighteen years of what the critics call “weak”
government—that is, minority and coalition government—in the last
twenty-four years; and that is under the present system of voling.
Whatever the evils of minority and coalition government may be. it
simply will not do to use them as an argument against changing over to
the single transferable vote, for the present method of voting is clearly
no barrier at all against those forms of government. Consequently,
component {d) above being proved untrue, component (f) falls to the
ground and the whole argument collapses.

To say this is not to assert that minority and coalition governments
have proved themselves “strong” or even satisfactory in the very long
mnirgs they have had in recent times. (It is nearly fourteen years since
the last straight majority party government went out of office.) What is
clear is that if mincrity and coalition governments are caused by the
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nature of the voting system, then it is the present system that is the
villain of the piece, and not the single transferable vote.

Moreover, there seems good reason to belicve that many of the draw-
backs and vices of coalition and minority governments as we have
experienced them in the last twenty-four years are due to the conditions
set up by the present voting system. Under the much healthier con-
ditions that would prevail with the single transferable vote it is probable
that these drawbacks and vices would largely disappear. This has been
well pointed out by Ramsay Muir,* and his words on the subject are
worth studying. The new system would bring about many changes, in-
cluding a different and almost certainly more civilized outlook on many
questions, and there is no reason to suppose that the evils inherent in
the present system would survive the extinction of that system.

It may be noted, by the way, that in the fifteen years and more of
coalition government that we have had since 1918 the coalitions have in
each case been formed from all the major parties (though not always
supported by the whole of each party). Consequently they gave us the
serious disadvantages that arise when the opposition is weak and lack-
ing in tohesion. If under a reformed electoral system coalitions were to
continue, it seems probable that they would normally be two-party
coalitions only, with the third party unitedly in opposition: a much
healthier state of affairs.

There is, moreover, another very serious drawback to the present
system that detracts from its value in producing “strong” government.
Indisputably the system tends not merely to misrepresent or exaggerate
the views of the electors, but also to give majorities in the House of
Commons—w hether for a single party, as in 1906, or for a coalition,
as in 1918 and 1931—that are disastrously large. The really strong
government is not the one with an immense numerical superiority over
a tiny and enfeebled opposition: that stands out pretty clearly as one
of the lessons of political history. Such an electoral “landslide” may
cause jubilation in the general run of members of the successful party
or parties at the time, but the more statesmanlike leaders of that party
or parties will regret and deplore it. They know that it is not in the
interests of good government, and in the long run probably not even in
the party interests. Bonar Law’s son writes of his father: “I can recall
the dismay with which e greeted the election returns of 1918 and the
disasters which he foresaw piling up in the wake of that swollen
majority”. Yet bloated majorities of this kind are typical of the present
system, and it was only thirteen years later that the even more disas-
trous “landslide” of 1931 took place. This aspect of the single-member
majority system is one that its supporters would do well to ponder.

I think, then, that a study of the way the present system actually
- works in practice, as distinct from theory, should convince any im-

partial person that it is not in fact a system that can be recommended or-

* Ramsay Muir, How Britain is Governed (1933), chapter V, section VL.
t Richard K. Law, M.P, in the Manchester Guardian, 14th "November 1942,
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defended on the ground that it produces “strong government”. To mis-
quote a well-known saying: “The way to get cured of an excessive ad-
“ miration for the single-member majority system is to go and look at it.”

If, inespite of all these arguments, there is still a hankering after
single-party majority government—which, be it noted, we have not had
in operation for the last dozen years—I suggest that itdcould be more
reliably and more honestly obtained by adopting the single transferable
vote in place of the present erratic and capricious system, and then
giving the Prime Minister of a minority government the right to co-opt
as members of parliament a limited number—say not more than fifty—
of the unsuccessful candidates at the previous general election. Since his
party would normally be the strongest party in the House, this addition
would usually give him a small actual majority, and in any case would
appreciably strengthen the forces at his command.

I do not recommend this expedient: it is a departure from the prin-
ciple of election and is open to many objections. But I maintain that if
we must procure support for the government, beyond what it is entitled
to by its real strength in the country, then this would be a saner and
infinitely more honest way of doing it than by the continuance %f the
present vicious system,

Some of the opposition to a change is undoubtedly due to a love of
the two-party system as a theory of government. The devotees of that
system, however, ignore two important facts: (a) that the actual history
of the supposed two-party system does not show it in nearly as favour-
able a light as does the theory; and (b) that whatever the merits of a
two-party system, they are beside the point if in fact we have more than
two parties.

As to (a): we have not had a two-party system in real force for very
many years. The Irish Nationalist party had a long history and a great
influence on the course of British politics. The Liberal Unionist party
was, at least in its early days, another separate force. Before these
parties had disappeared from Westminster the Labour party was on the
scene and making itself felt.

As to (b): there has long been a desire on the part of certain people,
particularly in the Labour party, o say that the Liberal party “ought”
to die out, and even to say that it is dead. But the facls show that
Liberalism, for good or ill, persistently declines to die. Even the tre-
mendous handicap imposed by the present voting system has not suc-
ceeded in killing it, as the big aggregate vote it has secured in clection
after election shows. In any case it is utterly wrong, for the sake ef a
theory, to attempt to stifle the views of millions of electors, and force
everybody into one or other of two parties. It is only a step from that to
the fascist and nazi practice of destroying all but one party.

One other argument in favour of the present system shotld perhaps
be méntioned. This argument is directed to rebut the criticisms of the
present system tht are made on the ground that a small turnbver of
votes between one election and the next may produce a big turnover of
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scats, The argument runs that the small size of the turnover of votes is
no measure of its true significance, for the marginal voters who really
determine the results of elections under the present system (the “hard *
core” of each party always voting loyally for that party) are rzally the
most intelligent part of the electorate, and are rightly given what are in
effect casting viptes.

It would take too long to analyse and rebut this argument in full
detail. But it seems to me that it is effectively demolished by two con-
siderations: () The marginal voters who change sides between one
election and another include not only the intelligent people of inde-
pendent and critical mind, but also the ignorant and ill-informed, who
are the natural prey of the political stunter, the victims of the dishonest
“slogan”—and who shall say that these are not more numerous than
the others? (b) The marginal voter has no opportunity to make his
supposed intelligent casting vote effective in the numerous “safe” seats.
Hence, even if there is a grain of truth in the argument, it is a very
ireffective one when weighed in the balance against the reasons for
getting rid of the present system.

Weashave now recorded and answered the chief objections that are
urged against the single transferable vote and in favour of the present
electoral system.* It seems to me, however, that the case for the pro-
posed change is overwhelming if the facts are studied fully and without
prejudice. It is not a matter of this or that minor point one way or the
other: it is the whole effect of the present system, as set out in detail in
Part T of this book and discussed in the later parts, that condemns it.
There is a natural reluctance on the part of timid and conservatively
minded people of all parties to face up to the need for big reforms: but
the need here is great and urgent, and I suggest that the hesitating may
be reassured by the indisputable success of the single transferable vote
over periods of years in Eire, in Tasmania, and elsewhere.

Finally I commend to the reader these words of Lord Lochee: “I
do not believe that the cause of good government is bound up with the
maintenance of a distorted representation, or that British statesman-
ship would be unable to cope with the problems which a better system
might bring in its train”.

CHAPTER XXV
SUBSIDIARY REFORMS

THE financial and electoral reforms put forward and discussed in the
preceding chapters should go most of the way towards providing the
improved parliamentary representation that we desire to see. The

* For further discussions see Ramsay Muir, op. cif., chapter V, sections IV and
V; S. R. Daniels, op. cit., chapters 8, 9, and 10; and the publications*f th
Proportional Representation Society, .

t Reporr of the Royal Commission on Systems of Elecbion (1910), Note by
Lord Lochee.
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financial proposals should do much to secure a wider choice of candi-
dates and give opportunities for many people now altogether excluded
to take their fair share of representation, while the change of electoral
system ghould complete those effects, make better use of the qualities of
the electors, and ensure that the House of Commons is better balanced,
more suitably equipped, and a more accurate reflection of the state of
political feeling and opinion in the country. Nevertheless there are
various other matters in which some change seems necessary or desir-
able, and some minor innovations that might help to secure the results
that we desire.

First let us consider a few points in connexion with the personal
qualifications of members. It is clear that we cannot by any direct
means ensure that every member shall possess the high degree of in-
tegrity and intelligence and the particular kind of temperament and
education that we have suggested in Chapter XX to be desirable. These
are maiters in which we must largely rely on indirect measures, and we
can hope that the changed conditions and methods, both financial and
electoral, that we have suggested would go a long way towards raising
the general standard. It would no doubt be a good thing if wescould
take more positive steps, but we must beware of any temptation to
suggest the imposition of restrictions or requirements that might in the
long run do more harm than good. Anything in the nature of an
examination test, no matter how carefully planned, would almost cer-
tainly fall into this category. If it were made of a simple character,
success in it would have very little significance, while if it required a
comparatively high standard of inteflectual ability and knowledge it
would almost certainly exclude some potential candidates of sterling
character and excellent practical ability. Whatever its superficial attrac-
tions might be at first sight, such an expedient could not be regarded as
acceptable. We must not deprive the plutocratic class of its present
privileges in order to endow with them a new academic governing class.

A more practicable step, and one far less open to adverse criticism,
would be to require every candidate to present verified credentials to
the electorate he seeks to represent in parliament. He should be obliged
to state his age, date of birth, and place of residence; to specify any
university degrees, diplomas, professional qualifications, and so on, that
he holds; to give the essential facts of his career, including his service
on county councils, borough councils, education committees, etc. (if
any), and his present occupation if he has one: and he should have to
have all these facts verified by some such independent body as the Civil
Service Commission, which would be quite impartial and trustworthy.

That should be compulsory: but he should also be given the oppor-
tunity of undergoing voluntarily a series of psyghological intelligence
and aptitude tests, such as those that have beert developed by the
Natidnal Institute of Industrial Psychology for the selection of indus-
trial and other pessonnel for particular occupations. These testy might
be specially devised and prepared for the purpose by the National
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Institute, which has the necessary expert staff and experience, but they
should be conducted by the Civil Service Commission or some similarly
authoritative and impartial body. They should, as I have said, be
optional, and there should be no question of passing or fajiling. But
where the tests were taken the results should be officially published,
together with,the verified particulars of age, career, etc., by the investi-
gating Commission. This would give the electors dependable informa-
tion about each candidate—now sometimes sadly lacking—and sbme
means of comparing the qualifications, experience, and personal char-
acteristics of those who sought their votes. Candidates who shirked the
psychological tests would have to put up with the inferences that the
electors might draw as to the reasons for their unwillingness to be
tested.

These proposals are, I believe, novel, and 1 have no doubt that some
candidates would find them unwelcome: for example, the rich non-
entity who at present is able to “buy” a seat, and the shadier type of
candidate with a plausible tongue and, like Chu Chin Chow, “a record
strangely clean”. But I suggest that anything that can be done to raise
the standard of integrity amongst candidates and members is well worth
while, and if this verification of credentials helped to exclude doubtful
people from parliament it would be doing a real service. The candidate
of better type, keen, intelligent, and upright, would have nothing to fear
from the process, even if he bad the misfortune to be comparatively
uneducated in the formal sense. I believe that once the scheme was
established and working and its implications realized it could do nothing
but good. Selection committees would be driven to paying less attention
to wealth and influence and blind party subservience, and more to the
qualities of mind and spirit and experience that are desirable and even,
essential in the potential member of parliament. Electors, with the
official records in front of them, would not only have better means,
than they now have of judging the comparative merits of the candidates
who came seeking their votes, but they would also have their interests
stirred, first and directly in the candidates and the contest, and second
and indirectly in the whole business of politics and public affairs.

Another suggestion for improving the qualifications of candidates
has been put forward by Professor Laski. “If members,” he says, “were,
before their candidature was legal, required to serve three years on a
local body, they would gain the ‘feel’ of institutions so necessary to
success. We should then have some evidence of a real wish on their
part to grasp the nature of public business; and we should, I think, do
not a little to revivify local life by making it the necessary avenue to a
career in the national assembly. We should not, thereby, exclude any
serious person from a political career, and it would not be difficult to
devise alternative qualifications (such as membership of the civil service)
for those to whom membership of a local body had been & priori
impossible.”* ’

* H. J. Laski, 4 Grammar of Politics (1931), page 340.
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As a matter of fact, there are already very many members of parlia-
ment who have had experience of service on a county, borough, or
istrict council, or on a local education committee. The suggested re-
qmrement however, might do some good, and could not do much harm
unless, as'might prove to be the case, it presented in particular i instances
an almost insuperable obstacle. A man or woman cangot obtain the
membership of a local body as of right, however meritorious and
capable he or she may be, and it would probably be necessary to accept
alternative qualifications on a rather wider basis than that suggested
by Laski.

It seems probable, by the way, that the greatest benefit from the
operation of this regulation would not be found in its effects on parlia-
ment, useful though they might be, but in its effects on local councils.
These councils are ail too often handicapped in their work by the
parochial narrowness and ignorance of a considerable proportion of
their members. It may be that the application of the regulation would
not only directly bring into the ranks of the councils an increased
number of men and women of better education and wider outlook, but
would also indirectly effect further improvements by tending to Jaise
the general standard required of candidates for election to such bodies.

It is interesting to observe that Laski’s proposal would, if adopted,
have the effect of raising the lower age-limit for membership of the
House of Commons from twenty-one to about twenty-five. This would
not make very much difference to the House as a whole, since few
members enter before twenty-five now, but it would be a step in the
right direction. I should, however, much prefer to see that matter dealt
with more directly by requiring all candidates for parliament to have
reached the age of thirty at the time of nomination, as suggested in
Chapter XX. It is unnecessary here to repeat the arguments there put
forward in favour of this change, but I suggest that it is a step which
should certainly be taken, and quite as much for its indirect as for its
direct effects.

We turn from these questions of the personal qualifications of mem-
bers of parliament to the question of the franchise. With the lowering
of the age at which women were qualified to vote from thirty to twenty-
one in 1928 adult suffrage was at Jast achieved, and the franchise ques-
tions that had figured so prominently in programmes of reform for so
many years were pretty generally regarded as settled. So they were, no
doubt, so far as exrensions of the franchise were concerned, for prac-
tically every adult was now entitled to a vote, and I do not think that it
has yet been seriously proposed to give the vote to minors. But the
democratic principle of “one elector, one vote” is still contravened by
two survivals from the old days of property qualifications and plural
voting, These two anomalies are, of course, the university Jfranchise
and the occupation franchise. They differ from each other in one im-
portant respect: the university voters are organized into spec1a1 uni-
versity constituencies and exercise their additional votes only in those
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constituencies, whereas the occupation voters are not organized into
special constituencies, but use their extra votes in ordinary county and
borough divisions. This difference, of course, may be regarded as the
reflection of the differences in their historical origins. We need not
discuss that aspect here, but because of that difference of org‘anization
we must consider these two surviving “plural” franchises separately.

The continuance of the university franchise seems to be defended
chiefly on two grounds: first, that it gives to educated men and women
—who, scattered over the country, are too few in numbers to have
much influence locally on elections—a chance to return members to
parliament who can represent their particular point of view and make
a particular and useful contribution to parliamentary discussions; and,
second, that it provides opportunities for a limited number of highly
qualified men and women who have attained some eminence in other
walks of life but are not party politicians to enter the House of Com-
mons as Independent members. There is, I think, a certain amount of
truth in both contentions—we have already noticed that two distin-
guished Independent members at the present time (Eleanor Rathbone
and A. P. Herbert) sit for university divisions—but the history of the
university constituencies in general shows that they commonly return
members who are indistinguishable in fype from the ordinary party
members sitting for ordinary county and borough divisions. In these
circumstances the case for the continuance of the university franchise
and the universily seats is not, even under the present system, a par-
ticularly strong one. With the adoption of the single transferable vote,
and the better opportunities that that system would give to outstanding
non-party men and women to secure election, whatever justification it
now has would disappear, and we could see it abolished with little or
no regret.

But if the case for the retention of the university franchise is not very
strong, that for the retention of the occupation franchise appears to be
non-existent—except on the old undemocratic assumption that property
is of more importance than persons. Even on that assumption, however,
the franchise is illogical, indefensible, and ridiculous. If a person is in
occupation, for the purpose of business, profession, or trade, of land or
other premises situated in a constituency other than that in which he or
she resides of a yearly value (defined as the gross estimated rental) of
£10 or more, both the person and the wife or husband of the person are
entitled to votes in respect of that land or premises in addition to the
votes which they get in respect of their residence qualification.* But if
a farmer cultivating hundreds of acres, or a business man owning a
large store or running a huge cotton mill lives in the same constituency
as that in which his business land or premises is situated, neither he nor
his wife gets a vote in respect of that business qualification. A small
lock-up shop will give two votes if the occupier and his wife live in the
next constituency—possibly only a few yards awgy—but the biggest

* The Constitutional Year Book, 1933, page 295.
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business in the country will not give one vote if the occupier lives in the
same constituency. Could anything be more ludicrous? Whatever case
sthere might be from certain non-democratic points of view for a
property qualification for a vote, there is none at all for the present
business'premises occupation franchise. Clearly it ought to be abolished
out of hand.

With these suggestions for the simplification and umﬁcatlon of the
parliamentary franchise we may consider our scheme for the co-
ordinated and correlated reform of parliamentary representation as a
whole to be fairly rounded off. But, though they are of much less
general importance, there are certain anomalies in the qualifications for
membership of the House of-Commons, and in any comprehensive
reform legislation these should certainly be rectified. They have already
been pointed out near the end of Chapter XIII, and need not be re-
capitulated here,
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APPENDIX I

LIST OF PRINCIPAL AUTHORITIES CONSULTED IN THE
PREPARATION OF PART I

Whitaker’s Almanack.
Constitutional Year Book.

Debrett’s House of Commons,
Dod’s Parliamentary Companion.
The Times House of Commons 1933,
Who's Who.

Who Was Who.

Who’s Who in Engineering.
Universities Year Book.

Board of Education Annual Report.
Census of England and Wales.
Census of Scotland.

University Calendars, Professional Lists, Peerages, etc., were also
consulted.

APPENDIX 1I
CENSUS OCCUPATION-GROUPS

I. Fishermen.
IL. Agricultural Occupations.
III. Mining and Quarrying Qccupations.
IV.  Workers in the Treatment of Non-Metallic Mine and Quarry
Products.
V. Makers of Bricks, Pottery, and Glass.
VI. Workers in Chemical Processes: Makers of Paints, Oils, etc.
VII. Metal Workers (not Electro-Plate or Precious Metals).
VIII. Workers in Precious Metals and Electro-Plate.
IX. Electrical Apparatus Makers and Fitters (not elsewhere
enumerated) and Electricians.
X. Makers of Watches, Clocks, and Scientific Instruments.
XI. Workers in Skins and Leather and Makers of Leather and
Leather Substitute Goods (not Boots or Shoes).
XII. Textile Workers.
XIII. Makers of Textile Goods and Articles of Dress.
XIV. Makers of Food, Drinks, and Tobacco.
XV, Workers in Wood and Furniture.
XVI. Makers of and Workers in Paper and Cardboard; Book:
binders, etc.
235
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XVII. Printers and Photographers.
XVIII. Builders, Bricklayers, Stone and Slate Workers: Contractors.
¢ XIX. Painters and Decorators.
XX. Workers in Other Materials.
XXI. Wcrkers in Mixed or Undefined Materials (not elsewhere
enumerated). ]
XXII. Persons employed in Transport and Communications.
XXI1. Commercial, Finance, and Insurance Occupations (excluding
Clerks).
XX1V. Persons employed in Public Administration and Defence {ex-
cluding Professional Men, Clerical Staff, and Typists).
XXV. Professional Occupations (excluding Clerical Staff).
XXVI. Persons Professionally engaged in Entertainments and Sport.
XXVIL Persons engaged in Personal Service (including Institutions,
Clubs, Hotels, etc.).
XXVIIIL Clerks and Draughtsmen: Typists.
XXIX. Warchousemen, Storekeepers, and Packers.
XXX. Stationary Engine Drivers, Dynamo and Motor Attendants,
XXXI. Other and Undefined Workers.
XXXII. Retired or Not Gainfully Occupied.

APPENDIX III
EXTRACTS FROM A MEMORANDUM BY MR. IAN HARVEY

A PLUTOCRATIC SYSTEM

|

Facts regarding the selection and adoption of

Candidates for Parliament in the Conservative
Interest.

1. The Method of Selecting a Candidate.

Anyone desiring to become a Candidate for Parliament in the Con-
servative interest must first of all be approved by the Executive Com-
mittee of the Party. This is altogether right and proper. Next, his name
is placed upon the Central Office list and whenever vacancies occur it
is forwarded to the Jocal selection committees concerned for their con-
sideration. It is here that the trouble starts. There are roughly three
categories of candidates:

Class ‘A’ : those who are willing to pay all their clection expenses
(anything between £400 and £1,200) and to subscribe between
£500 and £1,000 a year to the local Association.

Class 'B’: those who are willing to pay at least half their election
expenses and to subscribe between £250 and £400 a year to the
local Association, .

Class ‘C': those who are unable to pay anything towards their
election expengses and only able to subscribe £100 or less torthe
local Association.



APPENDICES i 237

According to present standards, ‘A’ class have always an excellent
chance of being adopted, ‘B’ class a reasonable one, and ‘C’ class hardly
any chances at all. These standards are set up not, as is usvally aliegew,
by Central Office, but by the local Associations themselves. .

2. Relative Positions of Conservative Central Office and the Local
Assoclations.

It is generally assumed that the selection of candidates is dictated by
Conservative Centrai Office. In actual fact, the final decision rests almost
entirely with the local Associations. Naturally, Central Office is pre-
pared to make recommendations and to give advice, but the ultimate
selection rests with the Selection Committee and with the General
Meeting of the local Association. In nearly every case the question of
finance is of primary importance because it is an undeniable fact that
nearly all the Conservative Associations in the country rely at the
present time on the subscription of their member to keep them going.
This state of affairs is completely wrong, as the whole point of an
association is to aid the member in his work and not to obstruct him by
placing a heavy financial toll upon his own resources. For this reason,
the personal qualifications and abilities of the candidate have to take
second place. Thus it often happens that Mr. C., whose father left him
an enormous fortune but omitted to leave him a similar heritage of
intelligence and ability, gains preference over Mr. A., who has proved
himself time and time again to be the very kind of man the Party needs
in Parliament, but has not sufficient resources to meet the demands of
the local Association.

3. The Problem of Poor Constituencies.

Immediately the proposition to reduce the financial demands made
on candidates is put forward, the problem of the poor constituencies is
raised. Money is needed to pay the agent’s salary. Money is needed to
keep up the local headquarters, and money is needed to finance local
Conservative activities. The Conservative supporters cannot afford to
make big subscriptions. Central Office has not sufficient funds, neither
has the area Council. Here is, indeed, a real problem which must be
carefully and sympathetically approached, and for which a solution
may be hard to find. The most obvious solution is to form a central
fund, of larger proportions than any fund formed so far, into which
contributions may be paid from the richer constituencies and those
where a member is unopposed. Here there is a difficulty and a danger.
The difficulty is that even in the rich constituencies it is hard enough to
get local people to subscribe to local enterprise, and to demand a sub-
scription towards keeping up a constituency elsewhere might not be
very appealing. The danger is that when an organization knows that it
can draw on a central fund for its running costs, there is less enthusiasm
for eanvassing and the vitality of the organization decreases. It should,
nevertheless, be an accepted practice that good candidates should be
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adopted by poor constituencies even if it means a reduction of local
activities and the closing of headquarters rather than bad candidates
who are rich enough to pay for an organization but who are unfit to
represent £he interests of our Party.

4. The Real Abuse.

The real abuse is that of the rich constituencies who .persist in de-
manding exorbitant sums from their members when, if a real organiza-
tion were in action, they could pay for them two or three times over.
Their name is legion. Henden is an example. Here are strongholds of
the Conservative Party where it ought to be possible to put men of
paramount ability without fear of their ever being removed from the
. parliamentary service of the Party at a critical time, even though a land-
slide were to occur. Here, in actual fact, the only real test of a candidate
is his pocket.

* * %* * *
5. The Opposition.

At this point it is relevant to consider the state of affairs im the
Socialist Party. Finances come largely from the co-operative movement
and the trade unions. Although there are disadvantages in this, all the
criticisms that can be made of such a system do not apply from a
Socialist point of view. From a purely party standpoint, therefore, they
are not criticisms. What is important, however, is that for only £25 or
less a man can become M.P. in the Socialist interest. Moreover, it is not
untrue or unfair to estimate that there is hardly a Socialist Member of
Parliament to-day who does not receive £1,000 a year.

6. Principle Involved.

The most serious aspect of this situation is not the actual incompe-
tence or the impoverishment of talent in the Conservative Party, but the
very grave threat to the whole principle and structure of democracy
which results out of this perverted system. The people choose one of
their number to legislate on their behalf. In a good democracy that one
is worthy to represent the many, He is a man fit for public service and a
man of ability. Conservatives never cease to boast that their Party is the
only one which can put true democracy into effect, and yet it is they
who restrict the representatives of the people by pernicious financial
demands. Thus electors can choose only that man submitted by the
Conservative Party, selected in most cases for his wealth, or they must
turn to some other party—and this they will undoubtedly do.

* * * *® *
1st January 1939. IAN HARVEY.
.
NoTe,—The asterisks denote omitted passages: these passages are,

in the main, concerped with matters of domestic interest to the €on-
servative party.
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