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PREFACE

WHEN THE UNIVERSITY of North Carolina did me the
great honor of inviting me to give the Weil Lectures,
it was suggested that “citizenship” would make an
appropriate and timely topic. 1 thought that the
topic could be most usefully treated, in the short com-
pass of three lectures, by my discussing what seemed
to me the more urgent problems of citizenship in three
countries which, if I do not know them well, I know
better than I know any others. I also thought it
might be profitable to concentrate, in the case of each
country, on one set of problems. I have therefore not
repeated in each lecture the enumeration of the prob-
lems that surround the theory and practice of citi-
zenship in any modern society. Some problems I
have ignored altogether; others, like juvenile delin-
quency, I have briefly alluded to; others I have il-
lustrated almost entirely from one country. I have
assumed a common body of democratic doctrine and
a smaller body of common democratic practice. I
have dwelt on the historical background, since one of
the problems facing these societies is the survival of
vigorous historical traditions that are not fully rele-
vant to the present day. And if I have not stressed
it, I hope that the common truth will not be forgotten
that the peoples of England, France, and the United
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States are members of a new society which has not yet
found an adequate theory or an adequate practice
of living together. In that, they are like all other
human beings. Since these lectures were delivered,
much has happened that might call for expansion
if not alteration, especially in the field of French
relations with Algeria and the Community. But
nothing has happened to alter the general picture I
attempted to give and I have avoided the tempta-
tions of hindsight.
D. W. Brogan

December, 1959
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CITIZENSHIP IN ENGLAND

IT 1s PrROPER to begin these lectures with some at-
tempt at definition. We naturally take the concept
of “citizenship” for granted; we are not much con-
cerned, normally, with precision in the description of
eithér rights or duties involved in the concept, we
claim our rights, and we do some, even many, of our
duties without any reflection. But it is well to
stress, at the beginning, the notions I have of what
the rights and duties of a citizen are, not only because
that is academically decorous, but because in this age
and this world, the traditional concept is under at-
tack or, at the very best, is tampered with and
travestied, to the bewilderment not only of new-
comers to the concept of citizenship but of inheritors
of the concept, who often seem to treasure it more
than they understand what it implies.

The newcomers? Yes. For a great part of the
world, the notion of citizenship is novel, has few roots
in indigenous institutions, and calls for new habits of
mind and behavior for which past social experience
provides little preparation. We can only begin to
understand our own inheritance, and what it gives
and demands, if we begin by accepting the proposi-
tion that the concept of citizenship is not one uni-
versally given by human experience, if we accept the
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fact that great civilizations have got on without it,
and if we accept as a possibility that the technological
world creating a technically unified human society
may be the enemy, not the friend, of the idea of
citizenship.

It will be easier to make this last point if I return
now to the problem of definition. A citizen is not
merely a political or social animal. The innocent
eighteenth-century idea of the noble savage, of the
possibility of human existence and human rights out-
side organized society, need not detain us. We know
that what we call, often with too much disdain, a
“savage” society is an extremely complicated set of
social obligations and social claims. It could be said
that part of the progress of civilization up till recent
times was the freeing of man in society from the
exorbitant, all-embracing claims of society, progress
“from status to contract,” to quote Sir Henry Maine.
Many of the phenomena that I shall discuss in these
lectures have their counterparts in New Guinea or the
Congo, had their counterparts in the cultures of
Creeks and Iroquois.

But in these societies, the idea of citizenship is
either absent or present in an extremely rudimentary
form. Whatis thisidea? It seems to me to have two
aspects. The first—possibly the most important,
certainly the most novel—aspect is the assumption
that every citizen has the right to be consulted on the
conduct of the political society and the duty of having
something to contribute to the general consultation.
The second aspect is the converse of the first. The
citizen who has a right to be consulted is bound by
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the results of the consultation. His duties flow from
his rights.

In a primitive or, if you like, normal but non-
European society, the concept of duty is deeply im-
bedded. These societies make and have made what
seem to us exorbitant claims on their members. They
demand and get, or got, loyalty to the death. So-
cieties of this type have had long and brilliant lives.
They have answered one of the great problems of
political philosophy: how to get the members of that
society to prefer, at times, the good of the society (or
what is asserted to be its good) to the immediate
human desire to stay alive or not to starve. But the
loyal service given to a society, usually but not al-
ways embodied in a single person—and that person
usually if not always believed to embody divine
authority—is not the embodiment of citizenship. It
may produce the same material goods, wealth, order,
victory, the splendid worship of the God or gods, the
maintenance of the tribal tradition. But these end
products, equalled in societies based on citizenship
though not necessarily surpassed in them, are not the
results of “good citizenship.” They are the results of
loyalty, of service, of something we may call even in
its primitive forms patriotism. The social life that is
the ground and the result of these political habits may
support many or most civilized values. But we are
committed to another concept, to another way of
creating the conditions for what we believe to be the
good life here on earth. “Fear God and honor the
King” was an adequate political creed for early
Christians in an absolute state where the relics of a
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state based on citizenship were merely relics. But it
is not enough for us, although some of the trends of
modern society may be gently preparing us for a day
when we shall be content with a modern equivalent of
the Pauline counsel and when the forms of a govern-
ment by citizens will conceal but not alter the
realities of government by technocrats.

The basic difference lies in the Western rejection
of the assumption that the will of the king or chief is
law, is absolute, is to be obeyed without question
(although an extremity of cruelty, aggression, or
incompetence may provoke revolt). Respect is, due
to the traditions of the people and still more to its
God or gods, but the right of the king is to command,
the duty of the people is to obey. Such was the mon-
archy in China, in India, and in Israel. There can be
Solomon; there can be Ahab. There can be wise
ministers like Joseph and brave prophets like Nathan,
but there is no place for the citizen.

In a society based on citizenship, the ruler, rather,
the holder of political office, not only expounds the
law and enforces it but is visibly and immediately
subject to it. He is surrounded, if political authority
is embodied in one man, by councillors not all of
whom are arbitrarily chosen by him, councillors with
their own irreducible minimum of rights and duties
who in turn are chosen by or must win, not merely
command, the “will of the people,” “the citizens.”
And these citizens have not only the right to be con-
sulted but the duty to give counsel. They are part of,
not under, the governing body. In obeying the laws
and the officers of the laws, they are obeying some-
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hing they have inherited, something they own,
omething they have chosen.

I have neither the time nor the knowledge to
levelop this theme further. I am aware of some of
he objections that can be made to my too brief, too
chematic exposition. I am aware that it is possible
0 argue that the Aztec state of Montezuma’s time
vas really a republic. I am aware that there were
ind are genuine consultation and some of the rights
ind duties of citizenship in the villages of India. I
um aware that in some so-called republics, the great
najority of the inhabitants were not citizens, in
incient Sparta and in eighteenth-century Poland, for
instance. But there were citizens in Sparta and in
Poland and there were none, in my sense, in ancient
Persia or in Manchu China.

I think it is worthwile to stress this point, for
what we are to consider in these lectures is the present
position of the citizen and the duties and rights of
citizenship in three political societies which do in fact
draw their ideas of citizenship (including their ac-
ceptance of the ideal of citizenship) from a common
ancestry, that of the Graeco-Roman city state modi-
fied by Hebraeo-Christian ethical biases or dogmas.
It is this idea of citizenship that is loose in the world
today, so powerful that it is imitated—and counter-
feited—in societies where the idea has no deep his-
torical roots, and it is this idea of citizenship that is
threatened, questioned, more in practice than as yet
in theory, in the three nations I propose to discuss.

Before I move on to that discussion, I should like
to affirm my belief that many of the problems are
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common to all human societies that have entered the
new technological world—and all human societies
have done that or are doing it. But we are concerned
with the Western world from which that . concept
comes and where it has known its greatest success and
has found its most complicated form. The whole
world is now moving into the orbit of our culture and
it uses, abuses, understands, and misunderstands our
ideas; this, if it is a matter of pride, is also a matter of
deep responsibility.

It is my belief that in practical discussions (such
as I hope this is), example tells better than verbal
definition. And I turn from the assertion of the
unique Western character of the idea of citizenship,
of the combination of rights and duties based on
mutual consent of the members of a political society,
to its exemplification in the past and present state of
England. First of all, I must justify my use of the
word “England” in this country where the words
“Britain” and “British” have nearly driven out
the older terms “England” and “English.” I do not
deny—with my Irish and Scottish background it
would be absurd to deny—that it is often useful to
say “British” instead of “English.” But it is often
misleading, too. For what I am concerned with is a
historical phenomenon of great importance of a
markedly individual character which is English in its
origins, not British, and has remained English even
since the creation of a British state in 1707. And itis
perhaps not necessary to underline the fact that
despite the great contribution of Scotch, Irish, and
Scotch-Irish, jointly and severally, to the history of
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North Carolina, most of your political, legal, and
social institutions are English in origin. When I
mean British, I shall say British, but the social and
politica] system that I wish to describe is that of the
English state.

A second point, not altogether trivial but not as
serious as the first (where the use of the wrong ad-
jective may provoke the “praefervidum ingenium
Scotorum”), is the ambiguity of the word “citizen”
as applied to a member of the British body politic.
Legally, I am not a citizen but a subject. Or, rather,
I am both, for if I am a subject at home, I am, so my
passport tells me, a British citizen abroad. But the
normal and ancient and respectable term is “subject.”
And that fact underlines something important about
the character of citizenship in England. Itis a status
based not so much on a general doctrine of the rela-
tion of the member of a political society to the
government as on a series of claims made over a long
historical period against a government based on
indefeasible rights given by divine authority, by the
right of conquest, or by a vague and undefined “law
of the land,” to a hereditary monarch. Again, to
indulge in what I hope will be judged to be necessary
historical shorthand, the rights of the subject and of
the citizen have accumulated over centuries; they
have not been defined and asserted in a body of
doctrine at one time. It has been a matter, as Tenny-
son put it complacently but not unjustly, of “Free-
dom slowly broadening down from precedent to
precedent.” I am aware that this is too simple a
story. Iam aware that there were general theories of
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the rights and duties of kings in the Middle Ages, that
the English king was never anything like an absolute
monarch, even when he had ceased to be a tribal
chief or was undoubtedly a conqueror or the heir of a
conqueror. I am aware that England was part of
Christendom so that she shared with France, Italy,
Germany, and other Christian lands political in-
stitutions and principles that allowed for a high
degree of consent among the subjects of Christian
kings and indeed organized various violent and semi-
violent ways of dissent. No medieval monarch could
say, like a Chinese emperor, “tremble and obey.”
And if lawyers asserted in the famous Latin formula
that “the will of the prince has the force of law,” they
also cited more republican maxims. But it is worth
noting that for various reasons, mainly geographical,
England had a different and privileged history and
that, very early made a unified state, she was one
marked by the imprint of her own peculiar legal
system. Not all of these things were an advantage.
Many obsolete institutions survived to work mischief.
England, smug in her own ways, escaped the benefi-
cial effects of having her legal system refreshed by
Roman law, a refreshment that produced the best
legal system in the world in her neighbor, Scotland.
But whatever the balance of advantage (and I am
convinced that it was on the English side), the Eng-
lish idea of citizenship has been and in many ways still
is an idea of a not necessarily symmetrical system of
rights and duties that is the birthright of the English-
man or, as Milton complacently put it, of “God’s
Englishman.” (It is a foreign illusion that the Eng-
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lish think God is an Englishman; they merely
know that He has chosen and approves of them—as
indeed they know that He should.)

And to avoid the lively and vigilant critics that
any academic audience provides, I remind you and
myself that a great deal of very bad history has gone
into the creation of the English idea of the citizen. I
know that the Magna Carta of the seventeenth-cen-
tury lawyers is not the Magna Carta of King John or
of Cardinal Langton or still less of the barons of
Runnymede. Iknow that King Alfred did not estab-
lish trial by jury nor Simon de Montfort create, full-
blown, the House of Commons. But these legends,
false as they are in fact and certainly in emphasis, are
important in that they have bred in the English mind
a prejudice in favor of an institution because it is
there, because it is old. Its beneficent qualities may
have been worn away by time or occulted by craft or
let lapse by neglect, but you can always—or you
could always—go back to the good old laws of the
good old times. Freedom was not a thing in the
future but a thing once possessed by all Englishmen,
if occasionally lost or diminished. The rights of the
subject could never be lost merely by lapse. If the
legal maxim had it that time could not run against
the rights of the crown, the political maxim was
equally insistent that time could not run against the
rights of Englishmen. And if the Englishman was
called a subject, not a citizen, that did not make him
in his own eyes less secure in his rights and dignity or
less ready to do the duty that flowed from those rights
and that dignity. As much as Pericles or St. Paul, he



12 Citizenship Today

could boast that he was a citizen of no mean city—
even if his expression of the status was feudal, not
republican, in form.

It is possible to suggest that there was a dark side,
that there is a dark side, to this complacent in-
heritance of rights and duties. It is not only that old
institutions may survive their usefulness, that a whole
series of good customs may corrupt a state. Itis not
only that traditional duties may cease to be relevant
and not be replaced by others more necessary for the
good of the kingdom and the subject. Itis even pos-
sible to doubt if the history of England is one great
success story. It is possible to draw up a balance
sheet showing a high price being charged for both
“progress” and the preservation of old rights. The
Reformation had a high price; so had the overthrow
of the old feudal monarchy under Charles I—and the
prevention of the creation of a new, efficient mon-
archy. So had the failure of Cromwell to create an
efficient, modern, middle-class state. But such book-
keeping is irrelevant to my theme except when it casts
a light on some problems of contemporary England,
when the habits and institutions of the seventeenth
century may turn out to be a nuisance today. What
we have to accept is that in England, historical habit,
more than legal or political doctrine, conditions the
practice of citizenship, explains the claims made and
not made, the duties accepted and not accepted.
When I come to France and the United States I shall
have to deal with countries in which, no doubt, habit
plays a great part. Habit keeps society together in
every stage of history. But in England habit is
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consciously more sacred than it is in either the United
States or France, and there is in the national temper a
great deal of that conservatism, described in the
maxim of academic politics laid down, ironically, by
F. M. Cornford: “Nothing should ever be done for the
first time.” So things continue to be done because
they were done; things are not done because they
were not done. Or, to be more accurate, the fact that
things are not being done, even if they were done for
centuries, the fact that something new is being done
—these evasions of national conservatism are con-
cealed from the Englishman. He wishes them to be
concealed; and it is not too paradoxical to say that
you can do anything new in England, even things
extravagantly novel, if you pretend that really some-
thing very like this was done under Ethelred the Un-
ready. Perhaps this pageant which barely conceals
the realities deceives no one but American tourists,
but that the pageant should still go on tells us a good
deal about the English attitude (not the Scottish, not
the Irish) to the problem of adjusting the national
life, the rights and duties of subjects, to the age of the
H bomb.

Are there any practical consequences, other than
the multiplication of machinery, the addition of real
to formal offices, that flow from the traditional
character of English citizenship? There is one that
will not be a novelty to Americans but is a novelty to
French citizens, who find the practice, if not the
theory, hard to digest. That is the survival into our
times of the medieval institution of the privileged
corporation affected, to use a more modern term, with
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a public character and so liable to public regulation,
but normally autonomous, normally doing its own
business in its own way and offering privileges to and
imposing duties on its members in a way that a
rigorous jurist might say involved a delegation from
the sovereign power, but which the man in the street
would rightly see simply as a corporate body of
Englishmen exercising rights that, maybe, they got in
the past from the crown but now hold by something
like indefeasible right of possession. Besides the legal
corporations of this type (of which the Oxford and
Cambridge colleges are the instances that naturally
come to my mind), there are the thousands of so-
cieties for all kinds of purposes that embody, for their
purpose, a group of subjects who, for that purpose,
act as citizens who have a right to create their own
bodies politic.

It is not merely that they have a right; they have
a duty to form such societies. The Englishman who
is not a member of any society, who does not sub-
scribe to any society, who has no ideas or wishes at
all in the field of the maintenance of old rights or the
conquest of new ones, is not a true-born Englishman;
he is displaying an indifference to his duty as a sub-
ject (or citizen) that makes him, whether he votes or
not, less than a full and deserving member of the
commonwealth.

It should be noted that this tradition antedates
the coming of universal suffrage for men, not to speak
of women. Beneath and beside the limited body
politic, in the narrow sense, were the innumerable
societies, the dissenting churches, and, even in the
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eighteenth century, the London mob. The peasant or
the town worker who joined a Methodist meeting or a
radical society or even took part in a riot for “Wilkes
and Liberty” was exercising his right and doing his
duty. He might have no voice in the choice of
members of the House of Commons, but he was
learning and handing down what he had learned of
the nature of citizenship.

It would be absurd to pretend that such societies,
that such a training in citizenship, were confined to
England. You can find equivalents or near equiva-
lents in the Roman and Chinese empires. There
were Christian burial societies (they built the cata-
combs); there were secret societies (they were and
perhaps are a headache to Chinese governments of
very different types). In medieval and post-medieval
Europe there were hundreds of such societies in every
state. Alone among the great states, England kept
and rejuvenated the medieval concept of the autono-
mous society, and those societies stepped in where the
English state refused to tread. For (and it is a great
difference that puts American society on one side
with English habit and puts French society on an-
other with German, Italian, and Russian), the Eng-
lish state, if it freely called on its subjects to carry out
many of the functions of the state for nothing, also
refused to do many things that by the beginning of
the modern age in the eighteenth century were al-
ready visibly necessary. And so we have private
police forces, private fire brigades, bridge companies,
turnpike companies, hospitals, schools, great econom-
ic institutions like Lloyds or the London Clearing
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House, growing up in the midst of medieval survivals
like the City of London or the Oxford colleges, beside
new chartered institutions like the Bank of England,
the Royal Society, the Royal Academy. When a
need arose, it was assumed, often but not always
rightly, that a private group of citizens would meet
the need, that the state could and should wait until it
was manifest that the need was not being met before
it acted. That often meant a generation or two of
muddle, dirt, and neglect. Again, we are not con-
cerned with drawing up a balance sheet but with
stressing the truth that, for the average Englishman,
the duties of citizenship, at any rate until very
modern times, involved doing many things in col-
laboration with private citizens, possibly with the
express permission of the state, possibly without it,
possibly against the will of the state. Nevertheless,
the duties and rights of the subject were never ex-
hausted by his political rights and duties, even if we
extend those rights and duties to include the right and
duty of serving as a juryman or as a parish constable
or member of the posse comitatus. 1 shall try a little
later to show that these traditional ways of the
English polity are not adequate for today and have
ceased to be adequate for a generation past, at least.
But what I am here concerned to stress is the im-
portance of the political education that the English
people received. They had rights and duties other
than those that the king imposed on some of them.
No man was incapable of, or excused from, the duties
of citizenship, and there was a continous chain of such
duties from the peasant or craftsman to the great
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lord summoned to give counsel to the “King in
Parliament.” And it is one of the problems of today
whether that chain of service, of duty or obligation,
is still holding and how dangerously weak some of its
links may be.*

But it is time to turn from the special historical
character of the English state and of the English idea
of citizenship and to examine its relevance and
efficacy today. That it was a success can be ad-
mitted. It saved England from violent revolution;
it did not inhibit progress. (The industrial revolution
that. has been gathering speed ever since and con-
quering the world was a British—not merely an
English—achievement, beginning in the Glasgow of
Professor Adam Smith and James Watt and in the
Birmingham of Watt and Boulton. It produced the
highest level of living in Europe and a degree of
national unity triumphantly tested in the solitary,
finest hour of 1940.)

But what of today? It is necessary to insist that
long before the coming of the present welfare state,
inadequacy of the old, strictly limited, amateur
theory of government was visible. From the end of
the great French war, critics like the Benthamites and
others had been demanding that the state do more, al-
though what they wanted was still very little by

* When I was an undergraduate at Balliol College, Oxford, a very hotly con-
ducted by-election took place for the city’s parliamentary seat. I returned to
my rooms one morning and found there my elderly and dignified “scout”
(servant), who asked me if I was taking any interest or any part in the election.
I was in a hurry and replied, not quite truthfully, that I wasn’t. He looked at
me solemnly and said, “I believe, sir, that there were people in ancient Greece
called idiots.” I was properly rebuked.
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French and still less by Prussian standards. But a
regular police supplanted the old Dogberries; the old
medieval units of local government were replaced by
a more rational modern system. The state began to
teach. It began to provide housing, pensions, some
medical treatment. Possibly the main burden of the
social services was still borne by private societies.
There were private hospitals and a constellation of
private schools from Eton to modern equivalents of
Dotheboys Hall. Lifeboats run by a private society
rescued ships insured at Lloyds. The Bank of Eng-
land was a partly private corporation and the other
banks were totally private corporations. Friendly
societies organized relief from the catastrophies of
life and even when the state entered the field, it
shared, in the Act of 1911, responsibility with Odd-
fellows and Foresters.

But the trend was all one way. The camel had
entered the tent. Perhaps it was of only historical
interest that the grand jury, with so august a his-
tory, disappeared. But when the state, in the long
depression that began in 1920 and did not end until
the war of 1939, expanded the old idea of poor relief
into an acceptance of the duty to meet such un-
controllable catastrophes as the turning of the terms
of trade against Britain, the old idea of the adequacy
of private charity was abandoned. The “dole,” as it
was scornfully called, was not lavish; its administra-
tion was rigorous. But the fact that a man on the
dole was still allowed to vote, not marked off as being,
by the fact of being on relief, unworthy to be a
citizen, was significant of much.
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Building societies still did their traditional work,
but a higher and higher proportion of the population
was housed by local authorities and subsidized by the
central government or the local government or both.
There was a central road fund, and for most activities
local authorities depended on central subsidies for the
necessary funds. And there was a consequent change
in the idea of the rights and duties of a citizen. He
could now vote to subsidize his own house. Unwill-
ingly idle, he could protest by his vote against the
inadequacy of aid given him. Then, more and more,
the central and remote govenment decided how he
and everybody else should be treated.

It was not only that a profound reorganization of
local government areas in 1929 gave England a rel-
evant system of local authorities, more relevant to
modern conditions than that enjoyed by either
France or the United States, but that it gave more
and more powers to big authorities; it made the free-
dom of action of all local authorities conform to norms
laid down in London. Cities and counties could not
borrow without the permission of the central govern-
ment. In education, in all forms of local administra-
tion, the view was implicitly expressed that “Lon-
don knows best.” For the citizen proud of his
county, city, village, there was now the chilling
thought that none of these units was really autono-
mous any longer and that to get a final answer to
local questions he had to appeal to Caesar in faraway
Whitehall.

An inevitable consequence of this change has been
the mingling of local with national politics or, if you
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like, the supersession of local politics by national
politics. The local government system created in the
nineteenth century had only a nominal connection
with the old medieval system. Names might survive.
There is still a lord mayor of London, but for two
generations past he has been far less important than
the chairman of the London county council. The
system set up over a century ago, and continually
expanded since, had this in common with the old
medieval order: it assumed that citizens would serve
their own towns and counties without pay simply
because it was their duty as well as their right. -And
serving in this way did not take up an exorbitant
amount of time, except in case of the mayor of a
borough or lord lieutenant of a county who might
have to spend a good deal of money and a great deal
of time in social functions. Limited in their field of
action but nearly independent in what they did in the
field, the local government units could call on local
magnates, country gentlemen, businessmen, lawyers,
bankers, retired army officers, on all the “natural”
leaders of the hundreds of communities into which
the country had been divided by history as well as by
statute. It was not only that the rising tide of
democratic sentiment resented the innocent claim to
pre-eminence put forward by the “right people” but
that the job became more and more onerous, more
and more time-consuming.

Then the range of local government was increas-
ingly determined by the temper of the central
government, as well as by positive legislation by
parliament and actual administration by “White-
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hall.” The parties, on the national scale, began to
want to act on the local scale. Possibly it was the
rise of the Labor party, challenging the middle- and
upper-class oligarchy of the two old parties, the Con-
servatives and the Liberals, that forced party dis-
cipline on local authorities. Perhaps it was the
inevitable result of the intrusion of the central
government into local affairs. In any event, the
change was made. In more and more city and county
councils, party divisions followed national party
alignments. This had a double result in changing the
character of the citizen’s duty and opportunities. He
no longer had the chance of voting for men entirely
on local issues. Occasionally, he could act the mug-
wump and refuse to vote the local ticket of the party
to which, nationally, he adhered. In some cities, if
not in many, this possibility of independent voting
imposed decorum on the local party machine. But
the cases were not numerous. Nor were the cases in
which a local man, with local appeal, could ignore the
national party labels and get elected on his own
merits in a city otherwise dominated by one of the
national parties. (Indeed, when he did this it might
be under the label of “Liberal,” since there was
hardly any national Liberal party to impose any
discipline.)

But a more serious result from the point of view of
the decline in the active participation of public-
spirited citizens in local politics was the sterility, in
too many cases, of such participation. For if party
discipline was strict (and it was more and more
strict), the chance of independent action was slight.
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If all issues were decided in the majority caucus, the
chance of making an independent contribution, even
if you were a member of the majority party, was
small, and if you were a member of the minority
party, it was nil. Can we wonder that local govern-
ment attracts fewer and fewer people of independent
views, of active careers, of energy and dignified am-
bition? The old training of electors—and elected—in
local citizenship is much harder to come by today.

Then, the increase in the powers of the central
government has eaten into the prestige and the in-
terest of local government in another way. Many of
the most important decisions are made in London.
It is natural to use what political power you have or
think you have where it will count most—not in the
local town or county hall but in the House of Com-
mons. So the local member of parliament is called on
by his voters to make claims, to utter protests, to
give advice in fields of government that are either
only partly in the competence of the central govern-
ment or still entirely in the competence of the local
government. Yet it is often to the member of parlia-
ment that the voter goes, even if all that he can do is
to refer the troubled political client to the appro-
priate local official or local councillor.

I't would be unjust to end on a note of contempt or
even boredom because local government is now so
party-ridden as well as so rigorously controlled by the
central government. English local government is in
general honest. There are few perquisites and little
graft. Government is efficient, if unenterprising, and
local pride is far from being extinct. But local
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government only attracts attention when there is a
scandal or a row. The English elector who does his
duty by voting at national elections stays away in
droves at local elections.

How can this decline in local interest, local service,
local activity in citizenship, be remedied? Possibly a
change in the electoral laws that would, by propor-
tional representation, make it easier for minorities to
get representation, that would lessen the chance of an
automatic, overwhelming party superiority being
established for good, would make service in the local
authorities more attractive than it is at present, when
party loyalty is more important than ability or
energy. Possibly if the central government were less
concerned to prevent local authorities from making
mistakes and by law and administration allowed them
more initiative, there might be a revival of local in-
terest in local government and with it a revival of the
education in citizenship that local government once
provided. Butitis hard to be optimistic, and one can
only say in the face of public lethargy that Britain (I
say Britain, for the case is as depressing in Scotland)
gets a better local government than its politically
lazy citizens deserve.

Politically lazy? Not in national politics. In
national elections, the number of voters is always
more than 80 per cent, and even in safe seats, where
the minority party cannot win, there is a creditable
turnout of the faithful few. Nor is it hard to get
candidates for parliament. The Englishman is still,
at any rate by American standards, a political animal.
His vote is both a privilege and a duty. Often
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doggedly partisan (most people never change their
party allegiance), unless we can assume that one
party is always right—an