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PREFACE TO THE SECOND EDITION

THE General Election of 1945 and other happenings since this book
was first published have necessitated a substantial expansion in this
new edition. It is hoped that the new matter, and its arrangement in
a separate Part IV, will commend themselves to the reader. I regret
that the appearance of the new edition has been so long delayed; but
{(apart from the many difficulties with which publishers and printers
have in these days to contend) the labour entailed in making such an
analysis is extremely heavy, and a writer, who has to depend on his
own unaided efforts cannot hope to bring it to as speedy a conclusion
as he would wish—especially when the work has to be done in some-
what scanty leisure.

No pains have been spared to maintain a high standard of accuracy,
and it is hoped #pat if any errors have crept in they will prove to be of
a minor charactef,

I desire to acknowledge the kindness of the many members of par-
liament who were good enough to answer the questionnaire I sent
them, and the help I received from Pilot Press Ltd. ‘in sending it out.

Finally I should like to take this opportunity of expressing my
warm appreciation of the generous reception accorded to the book by
critics, members of parliament, and the general public. The many
interesting letters and papers that 1 have received from correspondents
all over the world have given me much pleasure and proved very
helpful.

.1. F. S. ROSS

SOUTHPORT,
July, 1947

PREFACE TO THE FIRST EDITION

THis 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 parliamentary representation occupies a key Jposition
in our scheme of democratic government, and I believe that it is v1tqlly
important to remedy the serious defects from which that representation
now suffers. Nevertheless, I disclaim any intention of suggesting that She
reforins I propose would bring about a political millennium or ‘prov1de
a panacea for all the ills of our democratic institutions. My aims a_nd
beliefs are far more modest but, I hope, not less worthy of consideration
on that account. )

1 am under no illusion that the work is free from flaws and minor
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iv PREFACE TO FIRST EDITION

inaccuracies, 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 whxch my
data have been compiled. It only remains for me to thank the friends
and correspondents 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. S. Middleton, Mr. G. R.
Shepherd, Mr. lan Harvey, and Mr. J. H. Humphreys. My spzcial
thanks are due to Mr. Douglas Jerrold for salutary criticisms of the
book in manuscript. It should hardly be necéssary to add that none of
these gentlemen has any responsibility whatever for the conclusions
reached or the opinions expressed in the book. Finallg, my thanks are
due to the University of London for a grant from its+ Publication Fund
in aid of publication.

J. F. S. ROSS

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

H. G. WELLS: The Work, Wealth, and Happiness of Mankind.

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

SIR 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 JENNINGS: Parliamentary Reform.

“There is every year less and less personal independen'ce among members of
Parliament: every year they are more and more disposedto vote strictly as their
party whips direct.” v

Lorp HucH CeciL: Conservatism.

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

A. L. LoweLL: The Government of England.

“The thesis is universally admitted that the legislatures 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. Laski: Democracy 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?”

RaMsaY Muir: How Britain is Governed.

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

For Top Executives Only (BUSINESS BOURSE, 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 1
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 ang 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
to 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 changes) as adult suffrage, voting by ballot, re-
distribution of seats, limitation of glection expenses, payment of mem-

* See, for instance, S. R. Daniels, The Case for Electoral Reform (1938),
section 1.



8 PARLIAMENTARY REPRESENTATION

bers, and modifications of procedure, such as the closure. Good or
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: anything 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 spzcially 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, as a
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 whar standards are
candidates selected? What is the criterion of “goodness” as a candidate?

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

* H. J. Laski, Democracy in Crisis (1933), chapter II.
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imply that the better-known criticisms of parliament are unfounded.
Some of 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 suggest, then, that the whole question of parliamentary representa-
tion requires reconsideration, and that it should be approached from a
new angle—namely, that of a study of the actual personnel of the House
of Commons. I suggest that we need first and foremost to ascertain the
facts of representation. Instead of starting with philosophical theories
we should first look, with our eyes open. at these 6021 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 kinds?
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 survivors of the medi@val 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 material (tecchnological) problems, has hardly been applied at all in
the sphere of human relations. .

It is, indeed, widely recognized that the exploitation of the material
resources of the world has outstripped its moral and political develop-
ment, so that we have bishops suggesting that scientists and inver}tors
should cease their activities for a period of years. But such suggestions,
apart from their obvious practical futility, miss the point. altogether.
The trouble is not that material progress has been too rapid, but that

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

Mankind (1932), pages 573-4.
+ Excluding the “'six counties” members.
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social and political progress has been too slow. The remedy does not lie
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 science 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 scientific 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
materialism and an indifference, or even hostility, to the finer but less
tangible 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 exactness is better than vague-
ness, that clear thinking is better than muddle-headedness, that truth,
however unpalatable, is better than falsehood, 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.

Whatis 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 consideration of human
affairs, injurious to the study of human needs and aspirations, inimical
to the best interests of mankind, is either to misapprehend that approach
or to take a very cynical view of the human spirit.
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Magna est veritas et prevalebit: but if truth is to prevail it must first
be discovered, and that discovery, in political affairs as in other things,
will not 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 idlest 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 utter inability of governments and politicians to deal with
them, or even to realize their nature and significance, on the other, is
terrifying. One Iﬁgy concede that there are few people harder worked or
more burdened with responsibility than premiers, foreign secretaries,
and others who have to face the day-to-day tangles of events and policy
at home and abroad. There 1s no need to belittle their efforts or under-
estimate the toil they put in; but there is every need to draw attention
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
cut 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 chance; 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 once, 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-
foldswe shall not even begin to straighten out the appalling mess.

* The names of H. G. Wells, Sidney and Beatrice Webb, Eleanor Rathbone,
Harold Macmillan, and others will ocour to the reader: also those of such bodies
as P.E.P. and the New Fabian Research Bureau. These, however, are not the
people and bodies that rule 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-so; 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, not on their personal hunches, traditions, or
enthusiasms. 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. ;l'hqre 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 industry is full of factors of genuine research importance.”

Yet 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 some-
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 experienced 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 better civilization.

It may be that some critics will assert that the whole of this is beside
the point: that the matters discussed in this book are merely matters of

* For Top Executives Only, Bt_xsiness 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 Laski, “that the difficulties of the modern State are
such as to be at all seriously remediable by reforms of electoral
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 machinery 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 1 believe does,
seriously increase tgem.

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 things: 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 seck 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 should 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 numbér of other outstanding problems is both unreasonable and un-
helpful. Progress towards a better state of affairs would be indefinitely
postponed if we were to take up such,an intransigent att}tudq all round;
for, pushed to its logical conclusion, such an attitude implies that no

* H.J. Laski, 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.

I 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 postponed. 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 better 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 II is an attempt to determine, in the
light of the ascertained facts, what is wrong and why; while Part III
suggests what can best be done to set it right.

The method followed in the preparation of Part I was as follows.*
A number of quarto 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 uniformly 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

* 1 gratefully acknowledge my indebtedness in this to Sidney and Beatrice
Webb, Methods of Social Study (1932), chapter 1V, The Art of Note-taking. The
analysis of the facts, laborious enough even with this apparatus, would have
been almost impractica'ble without it—at least in my circumstances.
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made of the works of reference to which acknowledgement is made in
Appendix I. Great care was taken in the compilation of these sheets,
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 quahﬁcanons a strange perversity in a public representa-
tive. At anyrate, in these cases—fortunately comparatlvcly rarc—hardly
one of the reference works in question has succeeded in getting out
of these secretive people even the essential particulars. In other cases
the member conqerned seems to have supplied each book of reference
with different mformation, 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 yet 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 books 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 a little difficult to ascertain,
but they are incapable of exact delimitation. At what stage between the
writing of, say, a single letter to The Times and the making of a hvmg,
year after year, by the writing of books does a man become “an
author”? Who shall say?

These are just illustrations, but.they serve to indicate the basic fact
that the different kinds of information are subject to different kinds and
degrees of error. Interpretation comes in more in some cases than 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 this 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 be 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 offcred 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 be 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 I 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 oroadly
critical study of the results and of the causes which underlie them;
while Part III embodies suggestions for reform. Every endeavour has
been made to present the facts in Part 1 with scrupulous impartiality
and exactness so far as the nature of the data allows. In Parts II and
111, again, I have tried to make my criticisms as objective as possible,
but here it is obviously harder to preserve strict impartiality,

It is my hope that even those who disagree strongly with some (or all)
of my criticisms and suggestions in Parts II and III 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.

I desire particularly to stress this point because, while I believe the
views expressed in Parts Il and III to be both sound and useful, 1
attach great importance to such a detailed and factual exposure of the
present realities of a problem as I have attempted in Part 1. As H. G.
Wells says, “The new world as a going concern must arise out of the
old as a going concern,”* and we capnot facilitate the process unless we
are aware of the facts about the old world.

H. G. Wells, The Open Conspiracy (1928), page 31.



PART 1
THE PERSONNEL OF PARLIAMENT

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 age 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 abje iq see how the ages of members compare with those
of the electorate, and what truth 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 follow, should be used
chiefly for reference, and that in general the reader should pay more
attentien to the text and diagrams than to the tables. It is necessary to
give this tabular matter—it is the basis and proof of the contentions set
forth—but most people find long arrays of figures more than a little
wearisome, and the free use of diagrams makes it possible to follow the
argument without close study of the tables. )

17
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TABLE 1.—AGE ON FIRST ELECTION: NEW MEMBERS AT EACH
GENERAL ELECTION

5-Year Number of Members

Age-
Range* | 1918 | 1922 | 1923 | 1924 | 1929 | 1931 | 1935 | Total

21-26 1 2 5

26-31 10 14 12 15 12 38
31-36 18 22 18 13 15 31
36-41 31 34 19 15 19 26
41-46 33 35 36 27 26 18
46-51 52 33 30 22 19 36
51-56 45 46 22 20 20 26,

| | puaRESBoon
N
S
S

56-61 | 28 25 8 12 14 1z 106
61-66 | 22 17 5 3 6 4 61
66-71 9 3 - 1 1 5 19
71-76 1 - - | - 1 - 2

Total...| 250 231 155 133 136 198 74 1,177

* Age-range 21-26 includes all ages from 21 years 0 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.
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It will be seen that 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 age. The entries increase rapidly 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.

Table 1 gives the actual numbers in each age-group for each election,
and Fig. 1 displays the general effect for the seven elections considered
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together; but.a 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 election separately and for all seven
together, in Table 2. The figures in this table, by the way, have not been
calf:ulated 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
5% months, and that, after that, the average age fell fairly steadily until
at the last two elections it was only 42 years 04 month: a drop of
6 years 5 months in the average age of entry compared with 1918.

The high age ®f 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 throwing 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 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 for Labour the
46-51 group runs the 41-46 group very close. Yet the average age for
Conservatives is lower than the averige age for either of the other two
parties. The explanation of this paradoxical state of affairs is to be
found in the fact that, while there is a substantia] inflow of Conserva-
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TABLE 2.—AVERAGE AGE OF NEW MEMBERS ON FIRST ELECTION

*
General Election Averaﬁ; efngbe er;),f New

Years Months

1918 48 54
1922 46 94
1923 43 9
1924 43 104
1929 44 8%
1931 42 04
1935 42 04
All seven elections 45 Af .

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

49
" 48
3
N 47
R 4
'g., S (N SRS P [ S electidns_together |
y
S 4
S
N

42

1918 ' 19221 192311924 19291 193 | 1925

- GENEFRAL ELECTION

F1G. 2.—Average age of new members on first election.

tives at all ages between 26 and 46, relatively few Liberals enter before
31 and relatively few Labour members before 36.
It will be noticed, too, that whereas both the Conservative and
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Labour entries 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.

e
TABLE 3.—AGE®ON FIRST ELECTION: ALL MEMBERS, 1918 1O 1936

5-Year i Number of Members
Age-* ; 1 ‘ ——
Range Cons. ‘ Lib. r Lab. ‘I Ind. Total
o I |
| ! . !
2126 32 10 2 = 4
26-31 116 29 11 L= 1156
3136, 130 58 26 ! 6 | 220 |
3641 | 132 57 65 | 2 2%
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 — 2
7176 — 1 ; 1 - 2
76-81 - 1 o= = 1
R R ] ]
Total ...| 967 { 39| 39 19 l 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 (¢) the comparatively small 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 less extent Liberal, candidates and its partial disappearance at
a later age. R

* The actual disproportion is, of course, much greater (the ratio is roughly
11:3:1) owing to the larger 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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Fig. 3.—Age on first election.

at each year of age. The graphs have all been smoothed, but even so
are somewhat irregular. This is only to be expected in view of the small
magnitude, from a statistical point of view, of the numbers under con-
sideration. Nevertheless, the graphs show marked differences from each
other. It is interesting to observe that at most ages 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 consider-
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 entriecs—at 33-34,

THOUSAND ELECTED

NUVIBER FER

20 25 30 35 4o 45 so 5 60 65 70'717
AGE IN YEARS ON FIRST ELECTION
Fic. 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 of 1,000 members, to facilitate comparison. It seems clear from
this last graph that the years from 41 to 49 are the most popular for
entry, and that within these limits there is very little difference in popu-
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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

W
g g
;

N
n
1

= &~
> T

NUMBER FER THOUSAND ELECTED
N . B
1 1

o

/J\,

25 30 35

T T T T

40 45 S0 55 60 &5 Jo 75

AGE IN YEARS ON FIRST ELECTION

F16. 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 ELECTION OF ALL MEMBERS,

1918 10 1936

Party : Average Age *
‘ Years Months
Conservative o 43 7+
Liberal e 43 104
Labour i 46 113
Independentt | 44 9
All parties ... . 44 5 :
| v

* In computing these averages each member’s age has been taken to the
nearest month.
t Independent members are included for the sake of completeness, but their
average age has little significance in view of their heterogeneity and the smallness
of their numbers.
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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 comparison for the
son of the shopkeeper or farm labourer, 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
party. 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 Commons for the first
time dt the general elections from 1918 to 1935 inclusive, whereas
Table 4 includes 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 of their first election, and therefore includes many whose
début in parliament took place before the 1918 election.
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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 gwhich people first
become members of parliament, and pass to that of the ages of all the
members, new and old, who constitute the House of Commons at any
given time. This forms the subject of our next chapter.

CHAPTER III
THE AGES OF MEMBERS

2. AGE AT GENERAL FELECTION

So far we have considered only the ages at which members first enter
parliament. Now we have to look 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 “young” members (under 36) rose to 106—nearly three times
the figure for 1918—and though in 1935 the number fell to 75, it was
still, at that figure, higher than in any election except 1931. Moreover,
two factors 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
‘ A\ J
e ° Number of Members

5-Year
Age-

Range™ | 1918 | 1922 | 1923 | 1924 | 1929 | 1931 | 1935 | Total Average

21-26 2 3 6 7 4 2 5 29 4
26-31 11 17 21 30 17 52 18 166 24
31-36 23 38 34 35 37 52 52 | 271 39
36-41 64 58 61 61 47 64 61 416 59
41-46 73 82 | 101 89 88 67 64 | 564 81
46-51 107 96 98 99 | 101 87 77 | 665 95
51-56 107 | 114 | 109 | 111 94 93 93 | 1721 103
56-61 84 89 82 82 95 78 83 | 593 85
61-66 69 56 49 50 65 54 71 414 59
66-71 | 40 28 22 22 28 29 38 | 207 30
71-76 9 8 8 9 9 9 19 71 10
76-81 3 2 3 3 2 2 3 18 3

Total...| 592 | 591 | 594 | S98 | 587 | 589 | 584 (4,135 591

* Age-range 21-26 includes all ages from 21 years 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 to 81.

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 “young” and “elderly” grqups are much smaller and, again,
are roughly similar in size to each other; though in every election 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. It is instructive both
in respect of the general similarities that it shows and in respect of the
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F1G. 7.—Ages of members at general elections.

differences, particularly the chronological differences in the * young ”
group to which attention has already been called.

A different aspect of the age distribution of members is shown in
Fig. 10. Here curve (a), “Age proportions for M.P.s at general elec-
tions,” has been obtained by taking the figures in the “Total” column
of Table 5, reducing to a basis of 1,000 members (i.e., reducing propor-
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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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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 curve (a) to the
right through a distance representing four years; 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 election.
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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 /93! 1935 AVERAGE

AGES 66-81
AGES 51- 66 [

AGES 36-51
AGES 21-36

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

election, as shown by curve (a), 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.

It is not here argued that an age distribution of members of parlia-
ment corresponding to the age distribution of the whole adult popula-
tion would necessarily give a better House than the actual age distribu-
tion; attention is merely drawn to the fact that the House is not in any
sense a fair sample of the general adult population in respect of age.
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32 PARLIAMENTARY REPRESENTATION

So much for the actual distribution of ages. We now have to consider
the average age of all members at the commencement of a 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
73 months. At the succeeding elections this fell by steps of 143 months,
114 months, and 1 month to 49 years 41 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 fi.st 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 ELECTION

|
| General Election i

Average Age* of All
Members

{ Years Months

|
X 1918 : 51 73
! 1922 ' 50 5
| 1923 49 51
| 1924 49 41
; 1929 ) 50 74
| 1931 | 48 6
1935 ’ 51 0
All seven elections 50 1%

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

siderable transfer of seats from Conservative to Labour members, and,
second, the number of new members was quite abnormally small—little
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 the
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 elapses. Each newly elected House grows older, month by
month, until it reaches its maximwm age at its dissolution. The general
election, with its influx of new and on the whole younger members,
rejuvenates it; and th‘en 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 63 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—5 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

. o ADULT POPULATION
| Average Age
b
Date ‘ Difference
House of Adult
! Commons Population
i
Yrs. Mths. Yrs. Mths. Yrs. Mths.
1918 Election . . o 51 7% 42 10+ 8 9
Dissolution 1922 ... 55 61 43 2% 12 4
1922 Election ... .y 50 5 43 2% 7 24
Dissolution 1923 RN | 6 43 34 8 2%
1923 Election ... s 49 5% 43 31 6 2
Dissolution 1924 ..., 50 31 43 41 6 11
1924 Election ... 49 41 43 41 6 0
Dissolution 1929 |53 114 43 94 10 2
1929 Election 50 7% 43 94 6 10
Dissolution 1931 |53 0} 4 0 9 0
1931 Election .. I 48 6 44 0 4 6
Dissolution 1935 !‘ 52 7 44 4 8 3
1935 Election .. . 51 0 44 4 6 8
December 1942 58 1 44 114 13 14

the average age of the whole adult community? 1 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
to 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 continuous and practically
uniform.t

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

* The new entrants at recent by-elections have mostly been unusually elderly
(possibly owing, in part at least, to the ““party truce”), and so have done 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 doubtful whether
either factor mentioned has yet had 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 House of Commons. Fig. 11 displays the differences set out in the
last column of Table 7. For simplicity, dissolutions have been taken 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 at 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 theswhole population of Great Britain at the 1921 census
was 30 years 6 mbnths, 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 suggest that the average age of members of parliament
is so high as to put the House of Commons 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 1V
PREVIOUS SERVICE OF MEMBERS

WHEN a 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 more
erratic and would not give a smooth eurve.

Looking at this graph, we see at once that a newly elected House
contains a remarkably large proportion of members with little or no
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TABLE 8.—PREVIOUS SERVICE AT GENERAL ELECTIONS

Previous Number of Members

Service* in - e

Years 1918 | 1922 | 1923 | 1924 | 1929 | 1931 | 1935 | Average
Nil 260 | 238 | 159 | 133 | 146 | 206 | 79 175
0-5 57 | 203 | 303 | 263 | 146 | 119 | 192 183
5-10 130 | 31 | 21 | 104 | 177 | 155 | 132 107
10-15 91 | 69| 63| 54| 69| 72| 126 78
15-20 26 | 34| 33 30| 35| 10| 38 29
20-25 17 | 13 9 71 19| 24 8 14
25-30 12 6 4 5 3] 10 18 8
30-35 4 5 7 4 3 30 4 4
35-40 2 1 1 — 2 2 3 2
40-45 1 1 1 1] — ] 1 1
45-50 - =] = = 1] — 1 —
Total 600 | 601 | 601 | 601 | 601 | 602 | 602 601

W e

* Group 0-5 includes all periods of service from 1 month to 5 years 0 month,
group 5-10 all periods from § years 1 month to 10 years 0 month, and so on.
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Fig. 12.—Average previous service at general elections.
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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 a new
House assembles after the election there are, on an average, 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

. L]
TABLE 9.—AVERAGE PREVIOUS SERVICE AT GENERAL ELECTIONS

Average Service* of All

General Election Members

T
{

Years Months |

|
|
s
1
|

: 1918 6 34 :
1922 5 1 |

1923 , 4 113 |

1924 | 4 1 |

1929 ! 6 2 ;

1931 | 5 11 1

1935 | 8 1 |

| i

All seven elections ! 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 parliament 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 in that respect to a House elected in October 1927 and
serving continuously from that date. o

Taking the seven general elections together, the average 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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FIG. 13.—Average previous service of members, 1218 to 1942.

experience until a new general election replaces many of its older
members by novices, and the maturing process recommences. This
sequence of maturing and replacement is shownas 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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§400 oLD MENMBERS
y
3 300
S
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% 100
NEW ME NBERS
o

1318 1922 923 /924 [929 93/ /935
GENERAL ELECTION

Fic. 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 elections
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 even 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 as one would expect. It has, however, to be remembered
that, with the present method of elegtion, very few members, 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
lgst 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 ke 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. Clearly if we did that the result might
give the average total service fifty years ago, but it would have no close
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 is 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 through 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 months—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 close an estimate as we gan hope to make.



CHAPTER V
THE EDUCATION OF MEMBERS

1. ScHoOL 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 mpa‘n§ 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 boarding-school, of traditional reputation
and somewhat expensive character, which places considerable stress on
classics and still more stress on games.

Actually there is no watertight definition of a “public school”. Even
the traditionally accepted nine “great” public schools—Eton, 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.t
There is really no common group of characteristics which they all pos-
sess to the exclusion of other schools.f 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, said
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 interesting to
note that in Scotland a “public school” is an elementary school.

t Eton has 1,156 boys and George Watson’s College 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 to the list, see Whin:ker’s Almanack.

41
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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 consideration 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 i