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PREFACE

This book is an expanded version of the Weil lectures
which I delivered in April 1931 to the University of
North Carolina. Publication was a condition of their
delivery, and I have to thank my friend, President
Graham, for the permission to delay their completion
for a period beyond my promise.

I am aware that my argument is a pessimistic one,
and that it is rooted in a sombre picture of our situation.
I do not think any explanation, beyond the argument
itself, is called for by its character. I shall be satisfied
if I can either persuade a few readers to realise how
near our feet lie to the abyss—the usual point at which
Englishmen are stimulated to consider principle—or,
alternatively, be showr by critics to have misunderstood
the position. I have arrived at my conclusions with
regret, and only after long and careful thought upon
the material they summarise. I should have been
happier if my conclusions had been in another direc-
tion ; but the obligation to follow the compulsion of the
facts is inescapable.

" I owe a deep debt to my colleagues, Mr. H. L. Beales
and Mr. K. B. Smellie, for constant illumination of the
themes I have ventured to discuss; and I should like
to register here my special obligations to Mr. and Mrs.
J. L. Hammond and Professor R. H. Tawney for the
insight their books have given me into the general
problem of discontent in a democracy. I hasten to add
that none of them has any responsibility for my dis-
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cussion of the themes upon which they have brought
so profound and sympathetic an understanding to bear.
The dedication is a slight acknowledgment of infinite
kindness, In the months I spent at Yale University in
1931 Dean Clark and his colleagues in the Law and
Graduate Schools made me realise how learning can

be made an avenue to friendship.
H. J. L.
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DEMOCRACY IN CRISIS

CHAPTER 1
THE iLLUSION OF SECURITY

I

Everyone knows the famous passage in which, a
generation before its advent, Chesterfield predicted the
coming of the Frenrh Revolution. “All the symptoms,”
he wrote on December 25, 1763, “which I ever met
with in history previous to great changes and revolu-
tions in government now exist and daily increase in
France.” Few of those who controlled its destinies were
able to see the significance of the portents he observed.
They were as blind to their own fate as the men who,
on the eve of the Puritan rebellion, comforted them-
selves with the assurance that England had never
known peace and loyalty so profound.r Yet, in the one
case, as in the other, all the symptoms were preset
which involve those final adjustments in institutional
-perspective which men later recognise as marking an
epoch in history.

We who have observed the revolutionary experiment
in Russia are perhaps not less inclined than our
predecessors to minimise its significance. The differencej
in economic conditions is vast. Our national character,

. our historical traditions, have made for a very different
1 Gooch, English Democratic Ideas (2nd edition), p. 87.
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evolution. Our administrative mechanism is not in
decay. Our middle class, for all the losses ithas suffered,
remains strong and conscious of its strength. No party
preaching a revolutionary gospel has attained that
degree of importance which enables it to make a
serious impact upon the mind of the electorate. No
important party of the left consciously admits that it
is willing to depart from the traditional lines of con-
stitutional method. The armed forces of the state have
shown no signs of serious disloyalty to the civil
government. Strike after strike—even, in the cgse of
Great Britain, a general strike—has been met and
broken without exceptional loss. The trade unions have
been for years upon the defensive ; and a rapid decline
in their membership has been one of the most marked
features of their recent history. If it is true that the
economic depression is both dangerous and widespread
—more dangerous and more widespread than any other
in the record—its causes are in process of removal. The
vicious system of reparations has been ended. The
cancellation of inter-allied debts is increasingly
recognised as inevitable. The evil post-war system of
economic nationalism has not improbably already
passed its zenith. The discovery of an adequate basis.
of international exchange proceeds more rapidly than
could have been hoped before the economic blizzard
of 1928. It took a generation for Europe to recover
from the grim effects of the Napoleonic wars. It is not,
therefore, unlikely that, after a similar period of crisis,
the world will discover .the foundations of a new
equilibrium,
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Nothing, cértainly, is gained by a denial of the
recuperative power inherent in any social system ; there
is, as Adam Smith insisted, a great deal of ruin in a
nation. Yet the careful observer, who is willing to look
below the surface, will not, I think, be blind to the
presence amongst us of those symptoms which, in the
past at least, have usually been the precursors of social
convulsion. We confront wide disparities of wealth and
power; and these are to-day so deeply resented that
the philosophy of social equality, half-silent since the
time of Matthew Arnold, has taken on a new lease of
life. The disinherited show signs of those half-conscious
but deeply felt protests which are the more moving to
their makers because they are unsuccessful; in this
aspect the British General Strike, those of Gastonia and
Heeren in the United States, have a significance the
more important the more carefully they are considered.
The repression of discontent has become everywhere
more thoroughgoing. The British Trades Disputes Act
of 1927 was the first legislation hostile to the trade
unions which this country has placed on the statute-
book since the Combination Acts of 1799. The use of
the injunction in American labour disputes, while
probably less important than either its advocates or its
opponents pretend,* has had the dangerous effect of
making organised labour in the United States regard
the Courts as simply one more instrument on the side
of capital in the eternal struggle for economic power.?

t D. McCracken, Strike Injunctions in the New South (1932), p. 131 f.
3 E. E. Cummins, Labour Problem in the United States (1932),
p. 616 f.
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The handling of Communists in both '‘Great Britajn
and America, the terrible treatment to wkich they have
been subjected above all in Poland, Hungary, and
Rumania, suggest a temper of hostility*to free dis-
cussion which has reached very grave proportions ; for
a régime which persecutes severely is always one that
is conscious of a threat to its foundations. Thie settlement
of differences by violence—no doubt a habit in part
intensified by the war—seems to have become a part of
our mental climate in a degree not paralleled since the
tragic events of 1848. Italy and Russia are orly the
final terms in a process of which the end has still to
come in other places.

The general temper of the world is on¢ of profound
and widespread disillusionment. Our generation seems
to have lost its scheme of values. Certainty has been
replaced by cynicism ; hope has given room to despair.
The movements of art, literature, and music seem to
deny the tradition which created the great achievements
of the past and to seek their inspiration in forms which
are a denial of its whole meaning; or, as with T. S.
Eliot in England and Willa Cather in America, they
seek refuge in a philosophy whose medieval note is
equally a denial of the experience inherent in the
discoveries of the last hundred years. The war dealt a
mortal blow at religious belief as a body of permanent
sanctions for behaviour ; and the churches seem to have
become rather a way of performing a time-honoured
ritual than a method of influencing the convictions of
men. The institutions which, a generation ago, were
hardly challenged—the public schools in England, the
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right of American business men to shape the ethos of
their civilisation—are now criticised with an angry
hostility which assumes that they are permanently on
the defensive. About the whole character of our desires
there is a temper of feverish haste, a recklessness, a
want of calm, which suggests an ignorance of the things
to be sought in life. The spirit which denies has
triumphed over the spirit which affirms.

Nor is this all. The foundations of our civilisation are
being subjected to a criticism more thoroughgoing
than at any period since Rousseau burst upon an
astonished eighteenth century. None of our prophets
can compete with him in stature; but most of them
resemble him in their fierce rejection of the existing
order and in their romantic anxiety for the principles
of a new equilibrium. Mr. Wells among the older
generation, Mr. Aldous Huxley among the new, Mr.
Sinclair Lewis and Mr. dos Passos in post-war America,
may not be certain what they want; the one thing of
which they are certain is that the thing which is will
not do. Whether in poetry, fiction, or philosophy, the
only effective literature is that either of despair or of
protest ; exactly as in eighteenth-century France, it was
only the literature of dissent from the established order
which made a decisive impact on men’s minds. Fifty
years ago the statesman of eminence was an object of
universal respect; now he is in danger of becoming
an object of universal scepticism. We know that the
Victorian dogma is in process of erosion. Philosophies
compete with passion to take its place. But there is
nowhere either the serenity or the self-confidence which

B
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persuades men to choose some alternativé as an object
of worship.

The Western way of life is in the melting-pot.
Science, whether in physics or in biology, Has dissolved
into metaphysics; and, on one side, if it has become,
as with Eddington and Jeans, part of the half.conscious
technique of reaction, it seems so void of purpose as to
represent nothing so much as the omnipresent anarchy
of values. It is able to offer material comfort; it seems
unable to discover the formulae of spiritual satisfaction.
And it is part of this scepticism of foundations that the
ancient East—so long content with passive acquiescence
in the ascendancy of the West—should now have issued
definitive challenge to those who seck to preserve the
conditions of tutelage. In the nincteenth century we
could dominate India and China because we believed
ourselves to be the torch-bearers of civilisation. Now,
when they challenge our mission, we have no answer
but the clamant and dubious inristence upon our power
to force their acceptance of our exploitation. And it is
not the smallest part of the Far Eastern tragedy that
Japan, which might have learned to be the bridge of
accommodation between the East and the West, seems
to have taken nothing from its Victorian experience
but the shabby lesson of economic imperialism. It has
found the secret of efficiency in London and Berlin, in
Paris and New York. But it seems to have no great end
to which to devote its efficiency.

This search by the intelligentsia for new canons of
behaviour is, once more, like nothmg so much as the
last period of the ancient French régime. It seems to its
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opponents an'invitation to confusion just as the earlier
effort did to the reactionaries of Burke’s school. To
the demand for experiment they answer with a like
insistence upon a tradition which is dead. To the
insistent desire for new values they reply with the same
angry emphasis that it is dangerous to go back to the
foundationsof the state. A century or so ago religion
could offer to the multitude the comfort of consolation
in the hereafter for the inadequacies of this life; in our
time, scientific discovery has extinguished the lights of
heavey, and it is in the conditions of immediate
relevance that release must be found. A century ago—
despite warnings like those of Carlyle—men saw the
prospect of relicf in the new industrial power; now,
despite its enormous benefits, it is clear that, divorced
from principle, the merely physical power to shape
nature to our purposes is meaningless unless power is
informed by a consciousness of ends.

Nowhere, perhaps, is,the unsatisfactory character of
our standards more clearly shown than in the field of
industrial relationships. The victory of individualism,
the triumph of the acquisitive society, has been almost
entirely a Pyrrhic one. It has shown us, in marvellously
ingenious fashion, the secret of the arts of production;
it has given us no clue to the problem of justice in
distribution. The history, indeed, of modern production
might nat be unfairly described as a frantic search by
governments to repair the holes cut in the social dykes
by the owners of economic power. They have fulfilled,
in ample degree, the grave prediction made by
Tocqueville a hundred years ago. “Not only are the
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rich not compactly united among tHemselves,” he
wrote,! “but there is no real bond between them and
the poor. Their relative position is not a permanent
one; they are constantly drawn together*or separated
by their interests. The workman is generally dependent
on the master, but not on any particular master; these
two men meet in the factory, but know not each other
elsewhere ; and while they come into contact on one
point, they stand very far apart on all others. The
manufacturer asks nothing of the workman but his
labour; the workman expects nothing from him but
his wages. The one contracts no obligation to protect,
nor the other to defend ; and they are not permanently
connected either by habit or by duty. . . . Between
the workman and the master there are frequent rela-
tions, but no real partnership.”

That is the inevitable consequence of an industrial
system of which the basis is the belief that the mere
conflict of private interests will produce a well-ordered
commonwealth. The modern business man was so
wholly devoid of any sense of obligation to the people
who worked for him ; he was so convinced that his own
attainment of profit was of itself a justification for his
habits ; that he was indignant at, or bewildered by, any
criticism which went to the roots of the system. He had
no real sense of the state. He regarded it either as an
organisation to promote the conditions under which
his profits had maximum security—a purely police
conception; or, where it was driven to mitigate the
terms he imposed, he insisted that its paternalistic

t Democracy in America, Vol. 11, Part II, Bk. II, Chap. 20.
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interference was sapping the foundations of civic
responsibility. In the United States the record of his
political activities is a sorry one; he reduced its
legislatures tb the position of a dubious instrument of
his zeal for gain. City government and state government
were the spoils alternately lost and won by groups
devoid of any principle save the degree of corruption
they represented. In Great Britain the development of
a social service state was an insurance against revolt
by the disinherited; but after the war, at any rate,
there was no clear division of doctrine between the
older parties. They represented nothing more than the
effort of business men to salvage what was possible
from the rapid decay of individualism. Despite their
profession of profound differences, once they were
challenged seriously by the Labour Party, their union
presented no real difficulty to their leaders.

The observer will find it difficult not to interpret the
evolution of the last generation as showing a demons-
trable loss of confidence in their own system by the
business men who profited by it. They began with an
ample and luxurious faith in laissez-faire. Cobden and
Bright, Nassau Senior, Cairnes, and Fawcett all
preached a gospel which warned the state, for the sake
of its own well-being, to hold off its hands from the
industrial area. In America, even more amply, the
same doctrine was taught ; and if Bismarck introduced
paternalistic measures in Germany, it was less from
conviction of their inherent rightness than from a
suspicion that this was the best way to beat the socialists
at their own game. But the results of laissez-faire were
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too hideous even for its own protagonists to defend.
It was clear, even in its heyday, that libesty of contract
was without meaning in the presence of individual and
unequal bargaining power. Even moderate Liberals,
like T. H. Green, were driven by the spectacle of social
misery to outline a theory of the positive state in which
the government interfered, without seeking to disturb
the foundations of the old order, at least to remove the
hindrances to the good life. From the doctrine which
taught that all men are the best judges of their own
welfare, public necessity had moved, by the turneof the
century, to a doctrine which defined an area of be-
haviour, of increasing extent, in which. the individual
choices of men were no longer paramount The mini-
mum wage, the regulation of hours, legislation about
health, unemployment, education, maternity and child
welfare, housing and public utilities, were all sympto-
matic of this very different temper.

Their root was less a doctrine of equality than a
desire to mitigate the worse consequences of un-
hampered industrialism. They did not disturb the
essential thesis that the ownership of economic power
must remain in private hands. They were the necessary
concessions of the capitalist system to the outcry against
its more naked consequences. To that extent, of course,
they represented a loss of the optimistic faith of early
Victorianism in its power to produce contentment by
individual enterprise. There was never any boundary
at which, on principle, the concessions could cease.
And as the state became-increasingly based on a wider
franchise, political parties were more and more driven
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to promise these concessions in order to win the
suffrages of the poor. Taxation, after the war, mounted
to heights which would have been unthinkable in the
Gladstoniarn. epoch. The Chancellor of the Exchequer
was like nothing so much as an unwilling Robin Hood
proclaiming a doctrine of ransom to the poor while he
insisted to the rich that this was a necessary insurance
if the rights of property were to be capable of effective
defence. And the rich, especially in the atmosphere of
the Russian Revolution, were far too uneasy about
their own security to deny the wisdom of what, in their
hearts, they felt to be the methods of organised banditry.

That loss of sclf-confidence, thercfore, so typical of
the aristocracy in the last phase of the ancien régime, was
accompanied by a definite rise in welfare of the
oppressed classes. But because each concession, as it
came, was strongly opposed, its source seemed to be not
the recognition of a right justly granted, but a surrender
extorted by the power of those who profited by it.
Again, the analogy of 1789 is a striking one. Had the
abrogation of privilege come thirty years earlier, the
disparities of the older system would not have appeared
as a victory won against it. As it was, each surrender
only gave opportunity for new demands. What seemed
generosity to Voltairc and Montesquieu scemed con-
servatism to Marat and Robespicrre. Had President
Hoover established a system of unemployment insurance
in 1928, it would have seemed in the next years a wise
precaution against the fluctuations of the trade cycle;
to establish it in the presence of ten millions of
unemployed evokes not a gesture of gratitude but of
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indignation at its unstatesmanlike postpénement. The
inability, in a word, of capitalism to take measures
against its own mistakes has the two vital effects of
making all its preventive effort seem preeipitate and
ungenerous on the one hand, and, on the other, of
stimulating its critics to realise how much more
powerful was their case than they had imagined. For
their opponents yield to them in a panic the things
which, as it seemed but the day before, they had
declared with passion it was impossible to undertake.
And this leads, in most countries, to the accession
to power of the more moderate reformers. President
Wilson, in his first term of office, the Liberal Govern-
ment of 1906, the Labour Governments of 1924 and
1929, represent nothing so much as the effort to
discover middle terms between an old régime which is
dying and a new one which is seeking to be born. They
go through the old gestures; they are barely conscious
of the old objectives. They enhance the concessions,
they multiply the preventives against the patent vices
of the old system; but, like Turgot and Necker, they
do not dare deliberately to plan a new equilibrium
separated in principle from the foundations of the old.
Yet even such timidity is too much for their
opponents. The price of their measures is high; and it
opens up vistas of further expenditure to which, at least
on principle, it is difficult to set limits. If a public
educational system is satisfactory, it challenges the
position of those who educate their children by their
own exertions. If the level of unemployment insurance
represents anything like a decent standard of life, it



THE ILLUSION OF SECURITY 25

acts as a stirnulus towards demands for higher wages
among those who earn their daily bread. A policy of
social reform raises no difficult questions.in a period of
expanding trade; concessions may then be offered
without altering the way of life of those who are the
masters of the engines of economic power. But a policy
of expensive social reform in a period of declining trade
raises grave problems for that class. It tends to drive
investments abroad. Itinterferes with capital accumula-
tion. It involves taxation upon a scale which makes the
old standards of personal expenditure difficult to
maintain. Not least, it multiplies the number of
competitors for a place in the sun where the shrinkage
of markets has of itself limited that area. Social reform
becomes a technique of equalisation immediately a
society has reached the period of diminishing returns.
A cry for economy is raised. It becomes clear that the
rights of property—by which is meant the mainten-
ance of inequality—are in danger. The reformers are
pushed aside, and the stern reactionaries take their
place.

But they take the place of the reformers at a period
of exceptional trial. The masses have become accus-
tomed to a system of habits built upon the expectation
of continuing concession. They are not prepared for
their drastic amendment, still less for their revocation.
In a representative democracy, where the power of
numbers i$ against the rich, a policy of economy seems
like a deliberately organised weighting of the scales
against the poor. It may succeed as a temporary
ineasure, amid the drama of crisis; it cannot succeed



26 DEMOCRACY IN CRISIS

as a permanent policy. Its acceptance depends upon
the clear proof that it is intended only asean expedient
which is to be the prelude to further generosity.
Otherwise, it is rapidly and deeply resented. The
reformers can point out that the sacrifices demanded
have no reference to principles of distributive justice.
They simply mean the maintenance of in¢quality for
its own sake. They can show pretty easily how hardly
they bear upon the masses, and they can awaken
widespread indignation against their incidence. A
reactionary government, which proposes to remain
reactionary over any long period, has no alternative
but to suspend the classic principles of representative
government. For, otherwise, it cannot rely upon that
continuity of popular support upon which the success
of its measures depends. It has to govern by force in
defiance of public opinion; and to do so, it cannot
submit itself to the hazards of a popular verdict. Its law
of life is simply its own will, and it has to adapt the
forms of state to the conditions upon which its triumph
depends. In the long run, the price of that decision is
revolution. That was the history of France and of
Russia; it was also, despite complications of detail,
the essential history of modern Italy. There seems
no good rcason to supposc that it is not a universal
rule.

And there is a special reason which gives it peculiar
force in our own epoch. The central fact of the age is
international economic interdependence. The standard
of life of each people depends upon its ability to sell
abroad. But because each nation seeks the conditions
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of self-suﬂicfency, the free movement of goods is
hampered at every turn. We seem on the horns of a
dilemma. Economic nationalism is fatal to the general
standard or life, since it destroys that interchange of
goods and services which is the condition of world
prosperity. On the other hand, above all in an age of
machine-technology, the wider the area of free trade
the more difficult it is for the more advanced industrial
peoples, with a relatively high standard of life, to
compete with the more backward pcoples with a large
supply of cheap labour at their disposal. The Lancashire
cotton manufacturer cannot compete with his Japanese
rival when the labour costs of each are so gravely
different. The result is the development of a protest
against the conditions of differentiation which, in the
long run, necessarily issues in economic war. National
capitalisms use the machinery of the state to fight for
the markets upon which their standards of lifc depend ;
hence the developmert of an imperialist exploitation
of the backward peoples. But this, in its turn, not only
brings competing imperialisms into collision, by an
incscapable logic it develops a nationalist outlook ii.
the subject peoples involved. The history of the Turkish
and Spanish empires, which governed their subject-
peoples badly, does not differ in this regard from those
of Great Britain and America, which, on the whole,
governed their subject-pcoples well. In a capitalist
society, the modern scale of production involves a
constant expansion of markets ; this begets imperialism;
and imperialism, in its turn, is the inevitable parent of
a new nationalism which immediately organises a
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protective system to secure the market of its own
capitalists from foreign invasion.r

As always, the only way in which we can deal with
the dilemma is to evade its necessity. For*a world of
separate national states living by their access to markets
must arm themselves to be certain that the:access is
available ; and if they are challenged they must fight.
But we who have learned in unforgettable terms the
price of conflict cannot but realise the incompatibility
between its onset and the continued existence of
civilisation. World-war means universal revolution,
and the decencies of life could not sirvive the chaos and
anarchy involved in that prospect. We are driven,
accordingly, to escape the dilemma by discovering the
formulae of an international society.

What does this involve? Above all, the abrogation of
the sovereign national state, and the transference to
international control of all those economic functions,
currency, tariffs, migration, foreign investment, and the
conditions of labour, of which the incidence is inter-
national in the modern world. There is a faint beginning
of such a system in the League of Nations and its
subject bodies. But no one can seriously consider the
first decade of the League’s history without realising
that the danger of the vested interests it confronts is
greater than the promise that it will triumph over them.
All the powers of prejudice and ignorance are at the
disposal of the vested interests which stand in the way
of its purposes; to give effect to them means an
adjustment in terms of reason greater than any the

1 Cf. my Natiorialism and the Future of Civilisation (1932).
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world has so far known. An international society
postulates ar international consciousness. The way to
its attainment lies through the reorganisation of the
very found.utions of our present order.

For an international society, if it is to be effective,
has to plan international life; and this means a
disturbance of vested interests upon a scale unpre-
cedented in history. It can be effected in one of two
ways : by voluntary abdication on the part of the vested
interests involved, or by their surrender after defeat in
conflict. Of these alternatives, the remorseless con-
sequence of the second is a long period of suffering in
which the accidents of violence will be the master of
human destiny. The first depends upon the relation,
above all, within the Great Powers, of economic to
political authority. It is a question of whether those
who dominate the economic life of the state are prepared
to abdicate their privileges as the price to be paid for
the evolution of those international institutions which
are now a primary necessity of our position. Obviously
enough, the questions involved do not permit of any
simple or single answer.

We are dominated by a communal psychology which
thinks essentially in terms of the national state ; can we
rapidly transfer our thinking to the new plane an
international society implies? Those who remember the
paralysis of the League before the Sino-Japanese
dispute of 1931, the lessons of the Disarmament
Conference, the contrast between the practices of states
and the resolutions of the Wnrld Economic Conference
in 1927, will not be tempted to give an optimistic reply.
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There is profit for the few to be made out of the present
way of life; can they adjust themselves to that trans-
valuation of values implied in a system which, by its
primary assumptions, pays no regard to thz individual
title to profit? Are our national institutions so organised
that, should the will of the masses be on the side of a
new social order, their will has the chance of prevailing
against a powerful and obdurate minority? Whatever,
let us note, be the forms of the modern state, the
character of its society is increasingly democratic; its
privileges now belong to a wealth whose power is
indifferent to birth. But is there any reason to suppose
that democratic societics have found their appropriate
institutions? Is it not the fact that the basic principles
of the democratic state are more rigidly criticised than
at any previous time? Are we not driven to re-examine
the basis of our institutional habits if we are to find
the formulae of a new world?

II

Anyone who begins to consider the problems of our
age in such terms as these will find it difficult not to
conclude that the period whose character was defined
by the French Revolution is now drawing to a close.
Roughly speaking, the main feature of that period was
its search for the conditions of individual liberty. It
finally threw off the yoke of aristocratic privilege and
replaced it by a faith in the right of the ordinary man
to attain by his own effort whatever position in society
he found open to him. That position was a function of
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the property that he could amass; and to maximise
individual opportunity, therefore, the functions of the
state were restricted within the smallest limits. The
demand for individual liberty, moreover, synchronised
with the Industrial Revolution. Its achievements were
so large, its miracles so obvious, that its gospel of
lgissez-faire triumphed casily over all competing faiths.
Doubt, as with Carlyle and Ruskin, there might be;
passionate hostility, as with the early Socialist move-
ment. But no one who considers the confident optimism
of Victorian England can fail to see how little doubt
and hostility really counted in the scale.

In the world-movement, the outstanding result was
to make Great Britain the predominant state. Its word
counted as that of no other people. Its habits were the
model which all strove to imitate. Its political institu-
tions were held to contain the sccret of combining
liberty with order. Its avoidance, in the face of 1789,
1830, 1848, of revolution proved it to possess a governing
class which knew how to base its power on popular
consent ; even in the height of Chartism there was no
moment when its supremacy was seriously challenged.
It is small wonder that, when the twenticth century
dawned, parliamentary democracy seemed, to most
observers, the way of life in which national salvation
could be discovered.

Parliamentary democracy, as the Victorians con-
ceived it, had obvious and outstanding merits. It had
the great virtue of immediate intelligibility. Parties
appealed to the electorate fcr support, and the one
which won a majority at the polls carried on the
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government of the day until its mandate was exhausted.
The opposition spent its time in revealiag the defects
of the goverriment programme. It sought to discover
ways and means of persuading the voter that its
accession to power would confer upon him greater
benefit than its rival was prepared .to offer. In the
intellectual battle which ensued, .the electorate was
educated by its opportunity to consider the rival
arguments put forward. The system offered the chance
of transferring all disputes from the plane of violence
to that of reason. Neither party sought the fcrcible
seizure of political authority. E~ch was prepared to
agree that success at the polls gave an unquestionable
title to office. From the reign of Queen Anne, the
dynastic question apart, no party in England had
seriously considered the possibility of revolutionary
effort.

It is a remarkable tradition, upon which it is difficult
to dwell without complacency. The organisation of the
electorate into parties; the great drama of the day-to-
day struggle in Parliament, with office as the prize of
victory; the opportunity afforded to able men of a
splendid career built upon the proof, sternly tested in
Parliament, of character and ability ; the majestic and
orderly progress which resulted from the effort of
parties to discover national need as the path to victory;
the clear-cut division between them which made the
confusion of coalition abhorrent to both sides; the
willingness of the governing class to take the new
leaders, as they arose, within the charmed circle so
that novi homines like the Chamberlains stood upon a
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footing hardly less secure than that of an ancient family
like the Cecils, once they had arrived; the self-
confidence which could allow the amplest criticism of
the system’s ‘oundations so that the most revolutionary
exiles—Engels, Marx, Kropotkin—could live unham-
pered in its midst; the achievement of a civil service
almost free:from the evil of patronage, remarkably
neutral, magnificently efficient, and capable of avoiding
the excesses of continental bureaucracy—these are
virtues which no one, regarding alternative experience,
has the right to consider with any feelings save those
of admiration.

What was the reason for the success of parliamentary
democracy? In the main, it may be suggested, it was
due to two principal causes. The period of its con-
solidation was one of continuous and remarkable
economic expansion ; it became associated, accordingly,
in men’s minds with outstanding material progress.
The standard of life increased for every class ; and most
of the important questions which were debated—the
franchise, education, public health, the regulation of
women’s and children’s labour, the place of churches
in the state—admitted of a fairly simple solution. More
important, perhaps, was the fact that the two main
parties in Parliament were agreed about the funda-
mentals of political action. After the triumph of free
trade, there was hardly a measure carried to the
statute-book by one government which could not
equally have been put there by its rivals. If the Liberals
carried free trade, the Tories gave the trade unions
tHeir charter of emancipation. If the Liberals were

c
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responsible for the Reform Act of 1852, the Tories
carried that of 1867; and 1884 was a compromise
between them. Each shares in the credit for the reform
of local government. Each laid a great fourdation-stone
in the structure of national education. Neither in
foreign nor in imperial policy would it be easy to find
differences between them of a thoroughgoing char-
acter; even over Ireland the distinction between them,
as the ultimate solution made clear, was one of degree
rather than of kind.

Broadly, that is to say, the two parties were in unity
over the kind of state they wanted. There was little
difference in their social composition. If the Tory
members were slightly more aristocratic than their
rivals, Liberal cabinets tended to contain a somewhat
more emphatic representation of the aristocracy. The
Miners’ Federation might contribute a small number
of working-men members, like MacDonald and Burt,
to the ranks of liberalism ; but the Tories could claim
that their greatest leader, Disraeli, understood the
social problems of the time with an insight to which
Gladstone could never pretend. Both parties were in
substantial agreement upon the vital importance of
liberal individualism, especially in the industrial realm ;
both refused to see the state as more than a supple-
mentary corrective of the more startling deficiencies o
individual execution. Both, that is to say, were confident
that the establishment of liberty of contract made if
unnecessary to examine that principle in the contex
of equality. They could afford their differences o.
opinion because, as in the relationships of a family
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these were based upon those substantial identities of
outlook which make compromise possible at all pivotal
points.

This happy condition continued until the emergence
of new issues neither of the historic parties had foreseen.
After the ’eighties of the last century the industrial
supremacy of Great Britain was no longer unchallenge-
able ; and demands began to be made by the working-
class which neither party was prepared to admit into
its programme. The rise of Fabian socialism, the birth
of thes Independent Labour Party, the increasing
absorption of the trade unions in political issues, meant
the end of the Victorian compromise. A new outlook
was being born, of which the principles were incom-
‘patible with the laissez-faire state. Before the war the
surplus wealth at the disposal of British capitalism was
still great enough to enable the older parties to fight
for the support of their new, but weak, rival by the
offer of social legislatien. They tacitly abandoned
laissez-faire for the social service state in order to evade
discussion of the central issue of economic power. They
adopted, and began to pay the price for, socialistic
measures without attempting to face that problem of
the ownership and control of economic power which is
the root problem of equality.

Nothing shows the change better than the difference
in the levels of taxation between the Victorian and the
Edwardian epochs. In 1874 Mr. Gladstone could
consider the abolition of the income-tax as the basis of
his electoral campaign. Forty years later, income-tax,
super-tax, and death duties were not only at a figure
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which would have horrified the Victorian financier,
their products were expended upon objects which never
came within his purview. The state was no longer
conceived as an umpire in what Sir Henry Maine
called “the beneficent private war which makes one
man strive to climb on the shoulders of another and
remain there through the law of the survival of the
fittest.”t The state had become an instrument for
transferring income from the rich to the poor in the
hope of making life adequate for these ; it was a method
of redressing the worst inequalities which resultcd from
the “beneficent private war.” The survival of the fittest
had been replaced by mutual aid. The gospel of
“ransom’ was being preached with a vengeance.

Yet anyone who analyses the defence of the new-
policy will find it suffused with an apologetic temper.
The positive state has arrived, but it is permitted entry
upon the condition that it does not become too positive.
It must not touch the essenticl outlines of the historic
structure; the basic sources of power must still be
entrusted to private hands. The socialist dream of a
community in which the motive of private profit is
replaced by that of public service is still regarded, by
Liberal and Conservative alike, as inadmissible. And,
in this aspect, the experience of the war is exceedingly
suggestive. For four years its necessities made the state
everything and the individual nothing. Enormous
expenditure could be undertaken, wide schemes of
reconstruction could be planned, in the belief, born
of the national unity born of struggle for survival, that

t Popular Government (2nd edition), p. 50.
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all things could be made new after the war. The
railways were “o be nationalised ; there was to be a new
partnership between capital and labour; vast educa-
tional schemes were to give to the children of the masses
a new equality of opportunity. The “comradeship of
the trenches” was to bring a new England into being.
Ideal and reality proved very different. After the
brief post-war boom, Great Britain settled into that
steady industrial depression of which a decade has not
seen the end. Great strikes, culminating in the General
Strike .of 1926, were the order of the day. There was
no nationalisation of the railways, and most of the
schemes of reconstruction were pigeon-holed. The
Liberal Party suffered a great eclipse; its supporters
- showed a growing tendency to ally themselves with
either Labour or the Tories. The latter adopted a
despairing policy of economic nationalism. Labour,
brought twice to office within five years, though in each
case without a majoritv, went in for large-scale and
costly measures of social reform of a type which,
though evading any fundamental issues, pressed heavily
on the side of taxation, upon hard-driven business
men. The price of its expedients was intensified by the
return to the gold standard (which hit the export
trades) and the short-term loan policy of the City of
London which fastened British credit to the perilous
structure of continental finance. When the May report
of 1931 revealed the dubious position of the British
Budget, with the inevitable consequence of further
heavy taxation, the Labour Government was confronted
with a demand for economies which would, had they
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been accepted, have cut the ground from under their
social philosophy. They were driven frem power, and
their rivals, headed by their own late leaders, took their
place as a Coalition Government. Amid circumstances
of financial panic the coalition obtained, at the general
election of 1931, the largest majority in the history of
parliamentary democracy. , )
The crisis of 1931 is worth reflecting upon for a
number of reasons. ! It drove Liberals and Conservatives
into an alliance which has, in its essentials, all the
appearance of permanence ; for at least half the J.iberal
+members of Parliament accepted the necessity of tariff
reform—hitherto their main line of division—and all
accepted the government’s policy on international and
imperial relations. On all domestic issues the Coalition
Government moved drastically to the right; economy
at the expense of the social services—the recognition, in
a word, that the policy of concessions had gone too
far—was the pivot of its policy. The Labour Party,
simultaneously, moved with equal fervour to the left.
For the first time in its history it was driven to recognise
that compromise with capitalism was impossible. It
adopted a policy of which the central purpose was a
direct assault upon the foundations of economic power.
National ownership and control of the banks, the land,
power, transport, the mines, investment, and industries
like cotton and iron and steel under government
control, these were put in the forefront of its pro-
gramme. It proposed to use the normal mechanics of

* See my Constitution and the Crisis (1932) for a full discussion of its
meaning.
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the constitution for its purposes; it was not, at least
consciously, i any sense a revolutionary party. But the
experience of 1931 led it deliberately to abandon its
beliefin “the inevitability of gradualness.” It announced
that the transference to the state of the key economic
positions must immediately follow upon its next con-
quest of the electorate. It is worth noting, moreover,
that within the ranks both of the Coalition and its
opponents there were dissident groups which found
their respective policies too tame to suit the circum-
stances of the time.

What is the meaning of this evolution? Two
considerations immediately suggest themselves. The
growth of socialism, the concessions in reform which
had to be made to that growth, challenged the
foundations of a capitalist society. The immediate,
though only half-conscious, result was that the division
between the capitalist parties was closed, and they
confronted Labour as cffectively a single entity. Men
who had been lifelong opponents on small issues now
found themselves in agreement on large ones. As soon,
that is, as the basis of the Victorian compromise was
challenged, it was the identity in fundamentals, and
not the differences in minutiae, between the makers of
that compromise which became significant. Meanwhile
its opponent had reached a doctrinal position in which
its accession to power would involve a denial of the
fundamental basis upon which the compromise had
been made. For the first time in British history since
the Puritan Rebellion parties confronted one another
with respective ways of life which looked to wholly
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antithetic ends. Between a capitalism which sought to
preserve the motive of private profit as the keystone of
the arch, and did not propose to allow the essential
sources of economic power to pass from pirivate owner-
ship, and a socialism which denied the validity of either
premise, it did not appear that there was the possibility
of a new compromise. Changes of governnient, in such
a perspective, would mean upon each occasion a
constitutional revolution, the strains and stresses of
which would, as Lord Balfour predicted with sombre-
ness,! test to the uttermost the flexibility of the English
political scheme.

And, in this context, it is worth while to consider for
a moment the similar evolution in other countries.
America apart, it is notable that in European countries
parliamentary democracy has had nothing like the
success which attended it in the home of its origin. In
Germany, in the pre-war period, it never attained that
elementary stability which dep=nds on the domination
of the army by the civil power. The Reichstag of the
old empire was rather a competitor for authority than
a participator in it. The Chancellor could not govern
without some measure of reliance upon the legislative
assembly, but his power was always, especially in
foreign affairs, largely independent of it. Even more
important, the socialists, who were always the effective
source of opposition to the government, never-attained
a fully recognised status in the community; it was
always realised that their attainment of office would

t Introduction to his edition of Bagehot’s English Constitution
(1927), p. xxili.
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mark a revolution in the tempo of affairs. In the post-war
period, all the conditions of internal stability which
are required to lay the foundations of parliamentarism
were absent. No party could attain an effective majority
in the Reichstag. A mass of groups lived together in
more or less uneasy coherence, none being able, as a
government, to live by its principles, and all administra-
tions being dependent upon their power to rule by
emergency decree. The differences between German
parties were of so ultimate a character that, on essential
mattess, each was prepared to fight rather than give
way. Parliamentary government, in a word, was in-
capable of solving the problems of post-war Germany.
In Italy, if the character of the evolution is different,
the results are the same. Between the major groups in
the Italian pre-war parliament differences of essential
principle were not evident to the outside observer.
Governments differed from one another in persons;
they did not differ in purposes. The disillusion of the
war led to a socialist revolt against the bourgeois
régime. Premature in time, and badly organised, it led
to the counter-revolution from which the Fascist state
emerged. This, in its essence, was a simple denial of all
the principles of parliamentary government. The real
centre of power was neither in the electorate nor in the
legislative assembly; it resided in the Fascist Party,
which was in fact a naked dictatorship basing itself in
part upon the support of the Italian industrials, in part
upon its ability to pay its way by obtaining loans from
abroad. It displayed, despite its proud boast of a new
theory of the state, all the characteristic features of a
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Renaissance tyranny—a foundation in Caesarism, a
spirited foreign policy to draw attention .rom domestic
grievance, vast expenditures upon public works, drastic
public safety laws which ignored all the usual principles
of criminal justice, the violent stifling, even to the point
of murder, of all organised opposition, a rigorous
censorship of the Press. It is difficult to discover any
underlying principle in the Fascist régime except the
dubious one of raison d’état, and its ideology depended
upon the momentary temper of its dictator. Behind
him, in an uneasy alliance of which the effective terms
were unrevealed, stood Italian capital. But nothing
can be predicted of the Italian system except its obvious
impermanence. Like all dictatorships which rest upon
a person instead of a principle, it has been unable to
discover the secret of stable continuity; and only a
brilliant and successful foreign policy can save it from
ultimate attack from within.

The parliamentary history of France has a character
all its own. Until the Third Republic, no régime after
1815 lasted for more than twenty-five years. If the
system was built upon a narrow franchise, it resulted
in revolution; if built upon a wide one, it emerged
into dictatorship. The chiefevents of the Third Republic
do not suggest the arrival at stability. Constitutionalism
barely survived the Dreyfus case and the Separation.
When those crises had been passed, preoccupation with
the coming war with Germany enabled every govern-
ment to postpone serious consideration of the social
question. The French Chamber has never had a
government with a coherent majority ; but the groups
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into which it has been divided have at least been able
to join handr in their opposition to socialism. And in
the post-war period what has emerged in France is the
intensity of this opposition. The French governmental
parties, whether of the Right or of the Left, have had
at bottom no other preoccupation than the con-
solidation eof their gains from the Treaty of Versailles.
To that end they have pursued a policy in which
ultimate European conflict is inherent; to that end,
also, they have postponed all necessary reforms. The
growing feature of French life is the scepticism of the
parliamentary system. No one can say that any other
régime attracts adherents in any numbers. One can
say that a socialist majority in France would raise
ultimate issues about the form of state. One can say
also that another war would bring the edifice of
parliamentarism crashing to the ground. The French
people, in the technical sense of that word, wants
peace; it would not continue to entrust its destiny to
a system dominated by interests unable to maintain it.
I shall discuss later the crisis in the French institu-
tional scheme. Here it is enough to note that it exists
and that it goes to the root of things. When we turn to
America, now the classic home of large-scale capitalism,
the parlous condition of representative democracy is
not less evident. America, like Great Britain, has lived
for effective purposes, under a two-party system for
over a huhdred years; dissident major groups have
arisen, like the Progressive Party in 1912, but they have
always been ultimately absorbed into the historic
organisations. The Socialists, no doubt, have maintained
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a separate existence for a long period, but, in the
peculiar economic conditions of America, they have
exerted no real influence on events. The essence of the
American party conflict has been an absence of any
real distinction between the rival claimants for power.
On the whole, the Republicans have been more
directly associated with Wall Street, federal centralisa-
tion, a higher tariff; but these have been so much
matters of degree that they do not obscure the essential
fact of a real identity of interest between the parties.
Like Liberals and Conservatives in Great Britain. they
have been able to quarrel peacefully about minor
matters because they were in agreement upon the
fundamental way of American life. Internal develop-
ment for the benefit of big business; the export of
capital for the same advantage; the real sources of
power outside its formal holders—this has been the
permanent characteristic of American history since
1787. The nature of the evolution was largely concealed
because, until the filling-up of the West, the resources
of America seemed vast enough to prevent the emer-
gence of the European social problem. But, once the
last frontier had been crossed, it became the obvious
destiny of America to repeat the classic evolution of
European capitalism in a more intense form.

To repeat it, but with greater difficulties to confront.
America has been for so long a frontier civilisation that
its communal psychology, as Mr. Leonard Woolf has
happily termed it, has remained intensely individualist
even in an age where the primary assumptions of
individualism were obsolete. It has lived under a
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constitution so organised as to minimise the power of
popular will and to confront it with a body of safeguards
for the rights of private property which has made it
difficult to enact even the most elementary forms of
social legislation. Until quite recently, moreover, the
state, in its European substance, has hardly been
necessary in American life ; with the result that popular
interest has never been deeply concentrated upon its
processes. Now, when a state is necessary, the American
people lacks that sense of its urgency which can
galvanise it into rapid and effective action. It has been
so long tutored to believe that individual initiative is
alone healthy that it has no appreciation of the plane
which must be reached in order to make individual
initiative significant.

The defects of the American political scheme are, to
the outsider, little less than startling. The Congressional
system seems based upon principles so checked and
balanced against one another that they paralyse the
power to act. The states are historical entities; but
industrial development has largely deprived them of
effective reality as governmental units. City government,
for nearly a century, has been a dismal failure; cities
like Chicago, Philadelphia, New York, resemble, in
their internal governance, rather the British municipal
position before 1835 than the possibilities of modern
administrative technique. The public business, save in
periodic movements for reform, has been no one’s
business in an orderly and coherent way. There has
never, as in England, been a strong and widespread
trade union movement whose political philosophy
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canalised the will of the masses into political channels;
the average American was too certain tnat he would
climb out of his class to be willing to build organic
expression of its purposes. Opportunities were so great,
until a quite recent period, that the acceptance of the
business man as the highest type of.civilisation was
hardly questioned. Private profit was assumed to be
the foundation of public good, and the great figures of
American industry assumed, for the man in the street,
the proportions of national heroes.

Yet, as soon as crisis came, it was obvious tha: the
central American problem was no different from that
of the European. It was the problem of planning the
use of American resources for the total good of the
community when the power to control them for private
benefit was protected by the amplest constitutional
safeguards any people has ever devised. The problem
was rendered the more intense by the fact that long
prosperity had persuaded the average man that the
Constitution was as nearly sacrosanct as any such
instrument might be. The disproporticn in America
between the actual economic control and the formal
political power is almost fantastic ; what Senator Root
has called the ‘“‘invisible government” of America
exercised an authority not attained in any European
country. The intellectuals might criticise passionately ;
the trade unions might formulate programmes of
adjustment ; the liberals might insist upon the necessity
of creative experiment. Here and there a radical
group, like the Non-Partisan League in North Dakota,,
might attempt the conquest of political authority. The
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whole system was too firmly geared to the philosophy
of individualism for a more positive outlook to be
effective in any short space of time. There-is in America
a wider disillusionment with democracy, a greater
scepticism about popular institutions, than at any
period in its history.

One other point about America is worth making.
Only once before—in the Civil War—have its political
institutions been tested in a crisis. It was then discovered
that the abyss between the advocates and the opponents
of slayery was too profound to be bridged by com-
promise, and a bloody conflict was necessary to resolve
the issue. It is, worth remark that the antagonism of
interests to-day is not less momentous. Banking, power,
oil, transport, coal, all the essential services upon which
the public welfare depends are vested interests in
private hands ; and the divorce between ownership and
control is more complete than in any other country.
The legal formulae of the Supreme Court make an
assault upon the economic privileges of the few at the
best a dubious adventure. Yet the American democracy
is more remote from mastery in its own house than
those of any country upon the European continent. Is
it likely, without a drastic change in the American
Constitution, that such a mastery can be attained?
And what evidence is there, among the class which
controls the destiny of America, of a will to make the
necessary concessions? Is not the execution of Sacca
and Vanzetti, the long and indefensible imprisonment
of Mooney, the grim history of American strikes, the
root of the answer to that question?
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Nor is there comfort in other directions. In Poland,
Hungary, Rumania, Jugoslavia, the pretence of parlia-
mentary democracy has been abandoned. In Japan
the formal source of essential power is in-the hands of
a military oligarchy. After ten years of a monarchist
dictatorship, Spain has revived a parliamentary
régime ; but no one could claim that it .has yet dis-
covered the conditions of stability. The South American
republics continue their unenviable record of casual
revolution, of which the causes, rather than the occa-
sions, seem to be capable of interpretation. Ching is the
prey of bandits without principle where it is not the
battleground of revolutionaries without authority.
Turkey and Persia have changed from dictatorships on
the Eastern to dictatorships on the Western model.
Only the British Dominions, Holland, Belgium, and the
Scandinavian countries remain, with Switzerland, at
all firmly wedded to a parliamentary system. But the
evolution of Canada is not unlikely to follow that of the
United States ; while the economic position of Australia
makes the persistence of parliamentarism a matter upon
which doubt is permissible. A country mortgaged to
absentee creditors cannot easily maintain a high stan-
dard oflife forthe masses and continue to pay the intertst
on its debt abroad. If it defaults upon the debt, its
international position becomes dubious; if it meets its
obligations, a high standard of life becomes inaccessible
to all save a small, wealthy class. Is it likely that
universal suffrage will produce the conditions upon
which the security of capitalism depends? And is not
the continuance of parliamentary democracy in South
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Africa dependent, above all, upon the agreement of
British and Baer alike to unite in the exploitation of
black labour. Is not its basis, like that of Athens, rooted
in slavery, with the important difference that it does
not reproduce the gifts of Athens to the mind of the
world?

II1

What is the essence of the position thus revealed?
Political democracy developed in response to the
demand for the abrogation of privilege. In modern
European history its cause was the liberation of a
commercial middle class from domination by a land-
.holding aristocracy. To free itself, that middle class
formulated a body of liberal generalisations which
culminated in the widespread grant of universal
suffrage. Their underlying philosophy was the well-
known Benthamite argument, that since each man in a
political democracy was to count for one, and not more
than one, and since each was, on the whole, the best
judge of his own interest, universal suffrage would
permit the translation of the majority will into the
substance of legislation. Sinister interest, it was urged,
belonged only to a few; privilege could not resist the
onset of numbers. Representative democracy, on the
basis of equal and universal suffrage, would mean the
creation of a‘society in which the equal interest of men
in the results of the social process would be swiftly
recognised. The rule of democsacy was to be the rule
of reason. The party which best grasped the purpose
D
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of the electorate would win a majority in the legislature,
and it would use the normal, constiturional forms to
give effect to- that purpose.

The flaw in the argument was an obvious one. It
assumed the absolute validity of the form of the political
state regardless of the economic character of the society
it was supposed to represent. It did not see that each
economic régime gives birth to a political order which
represents the interests of those who dominate the
régime, who possess in it the essential instruments of
economic power. In a feudal society, broadly speaking,
sovereignty belonged to the owners of land ; custom was
registered, legislation was made, in their interest. In a
capitalist society, quite similarly, sovereignty belonged
to the owners of capital; and custom was registered,
legislation made, in their interest also. The simplest
test of this truth in any society is the analysis of the
working of the Courts. And if their decisions be
scrutinised, it will always be found that, in the last
analysis, they are inexplicable except upon the basis of
their effort to defend the sovereignty of the owners of
economic power. The framework of a legal system is
always geared to that end. Liberty means liberty
within the law, and the purpose of the law is the
protection of some given status quo. Its substance is
always the result of a struggle to widen an existing basis
of privilege. Those who share in this may on occasion
be tempted to the surrender of an occasiohal outwork ;
they have always defended to the last the possession of
the inner citadel. .

It is in the perspective of these general truths that
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the history of parliamentary democracy must be set.
It has been successful in the difficult task of enabling
the outworks of the capirtalist system to be surrendered
to its opponcnts ; it has at no point solved the central
problem of the inner citadel’s surrender. It has dis-
covered ways and means of graceful compromise,
wherever compromise has been possible; it has not
proved that it forms the natural road to a new
equilibrium when the differences between men are
ultimate. For we have to acknowledge the grim fact
that, at the parting of the ways, men in the possession
of actual sovereignty choose to fight rather than to
abdicate. In Great Britain, no doubt, the genius for
compromise has been peculiarly outstanding, though
. that is most largely due to the fact that the ultimate
issues have never been raised. In other European
countries this has not been the case, and a break with
the old legal order has invariably become imperative
in order to find the necessary conditions of a new
equilibrium. The power to compromise while com-
promise is still possible is perhaps the rarest quality in
history.

And if the character of the struggle involved in the
historic process be analysed, its root will be found
always to lie in the unending problem of equality.
Those who are denied access to privilege seek to destroy
privilege. It may present itself under the most various
forms—religious, social, economic, political. It may be
accepted for a period as part of an order of nature ; the
abolition of the prerogatives of the House of Lords was
hardly thinkable to the eighteenth century. But, sooner
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or later, those excluded from privilege resent their
exclusion, and it is then only a matter bf time before
they attack it. And unless they can be convinced that
the maintenance of the privilege is direcily associated
with their own good, the choice offered to the society
is always one between concession and violence.
Anyone who considers the natural history of parlia-
mentary democracy in these terms will have no
difficulty in realising the crisis that is before it. The
people was taught by the ideology of its early triumphs
that the conquest of political power meant tha. they
would be masters of the state. They found, indeed, that
having conquered it, the way lay open to acquisitions
unattainable under any other system. But they found,
also, that to have won formal political power was not
to have gained the mastery they sought. They realised
that the clue to authority lay in the possession of
economic control. When they sought to move by the
ordinary constitutional means to its conquest as well,
they found that the fight had to be begun all over
again. Not only was this the case, bnt the essential
weapons lay in their opponents’ hands. The Courts, the
Press, the educational system, the armed forces of the
state, even, in large degree, the bureaucracy, were
instruments operating towards their defeat. If they
maintained law and order, they maintained that subtle
atmosphere upon which the security of economic
privilege depended. If they sought its overthrow by
violence, in ordinary circumstances the organised power
of the state was on their opponents’ side. If they
became the government by the methods sanctioned in
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constitutional law, they found, first, that they could
not count upon its instruments of action, and, second,
that their opponents were not always prepared to
observe the :raditions they themselves respected. They
discovered, in a word, that agreements peacefully to
disagree could only be maintained when the subjects
of contention were, not deemed valuable enough, by
either side, to justify resort to violence.

This may be put in another way. The Industrial
Revolution brought the middle classes to power, and
they =volved a form of state—capitalist democracy—
which seemed most suited to their security. Capitalist
democracy worked admirably so long as the environ-
ment was stable cnough to maintain the self-confidence
of its governing class. But inherent in it was a new
struggle for power. It offered a share in political
authority to all citizens upon the unstated assumption
that the equality involved in the democratic ideal did
not seek extension to the economic sphere. The assump-
tion could not be maintained. For the object of political
power is always the abrogation of privilege ; and that
abrogation can only be postponed when the conquests
of the new régime are so great that it can offer a
constantly increasing standard of life to the masses.
That happened in the nineteenth century, and parlia-
mentary democracy then seemed to all but a few
prophets of woe to fulfil all the conditions of security
the new governing class demanded. That class, how-
ever, failed to foresee two things. It did not realise
how rapid would be the changes in environment due
to scientific discovery; how accelerated, therefore,
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would have to be the adaptability of the political
system to a new economic atmosphere. Nor did it
understand that the association of nationalism with
statehood, the domination of both by the vested
interests of the propertied class, would place technical
barriers in the way of capitalist expansion at the very
moment when this was most necessary. The system,
accordingly, faced the dilemma that at the very
moment, again, when its productive processes were at
their maximum power it could not solve the problem
of distributive justice; to maintain itself, it had to
lower the standard of life just when democratic
expectation looked to its dramatic expansion propor-
tionately to the increase in productive power. And
since that democratic expectation was accompanied by
the knowledge that political authority belonged to the
people, it was wholly natural that they should seek to
solve the dilemma for themselves. They hoped, in a
word, to solve the problem of political justice by
obtaining possession of the sources of productive power.

The disintegration of parliamentary democracy, if
this analysis is correct, is then due to the fact that the
leaders of the class who dominate it cannot meet the
demands made upon them. The new class which has
arisen to political authority, dissatisfied with the results
of the present state, seeks to reorganise it in its own
interest. The rise of a new class to political power is
always, sooner or later, synonymous with a social
revolution ; and the essential characteristic of a social
revolution is always the redistribution of economic
power. Here, it may be urged, is the centre of the
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malaise in representative democracy, the root of the
crisis it confronts. A new society is struggling to be
born within the womb of the old ; it finds the forms of
that old society resist its effort at emergence. It is, I
think, wholly natural that, if those forms should be
found too inflexible to permit the easy birth of the new
order, an attempt should be made to break them.
There is, I think, a quite special reason why, in a
crisis like our own, the dominant class should find it
peculiarly difficult itself to adapt its social forms to
new conditions. The type-person of this dominant class
has been the business man. He has been evolved in an
environment which has made a genius for getting
money the outstanding feature of his character. To the
money-motive, as the most satisfactory measure of life,
the business man has sacrificed everything. No doubt
he has his code, but it is vital to realise that his code
is not one recognised as adequate by any other class in
the community. For hi.n, all activities are referable to
the single standard of profit. For profit he buys and
sells. He recogrises no responsibility save the service of
profit. If legislation seeks to curb his activities, he will
denounce it without stint; and, as the history of
American statutes perhaps most notably makes clear,
there is hardly any step he is not prepared to take in
order to secure its abrogation. Specialisation in money-
making has, in fact, gone so far with the business man
that he is unable to understand the building of social
relationships in which its attainment is not a primary
end. By making money the end of all things, he has
separated himself from the power to co-ordinate the
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interests of society at any point where profit has to be
foregone. In those circumstances, where the business
man, as the master of society, ought to be engaged in
the task of unifying disharmonies, his pecaliar psycho-
logy makes it impossible for him to understand their
significance. Unless his opponents can be bought off,
the business man has no way, save conflict, of dealing
with them.

That this is no unfair account is proved, I would
submit, by the relation of the business man to politics.
It is, for instance, significant that in the whole Listory
of parliamentary democracy no great statesman in any
country has been a business man. Like Bonar Law in
England, Loucheur in France, they have often held
high, even the highest office ; but there is no evidence
of any who has attained the kind of influence over his
contemporaries that came to men like Washington,
Lincoln, Gladstone, Bismarck, or Cavour. The reason,
I suggest, is the simple one that public opinion has
never been able to accept the capitalist’s claim to be
the trustee of public interest. It has always seen him
for what he is, a specialist in money-making. It has
never really believed that he has a sense of responsibility
outside the narrow limits of his class. He has never
regarded the law as a body of principles above the
narrow interests with which he has been concerned ;
he has always been willing, by fair means or foul, to
secure its interpretation for his special purposes. No
doubt, in his own way, he has been thoroughly devoted
and conscientious; there is no reason to doubt the
sincerity of his identification of his private well-being
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with the public good. When, as in America, he has
bought judges, state governors, even the presidency
itself, he has done so in the belief that to make them
the pliable instruments of his purposes was the best
thing for the American people. He defended himself in
the only way he understood because he genuinely
believed in ‘his divine right to rule.

But the peculiar psychology of his special métier
prevented him from seeing how profound were its
limitations. If the justice of the Courts was the decisions
of histjustice, those who were denied equal participation
in its benefits were bound in the long run to suspect its
quality. If the statutes of the legislature were his
statutes, the fact that he was their author was bound
sooner or later to be perceived. The people of Germany
may not be profoundly versed in political science, but
it cannot be kept from them that the government of
von Papen has interests which are not coincident with
those of the German people. The little tradesman of
Lyons may be imprisoned in a narrow routine, but
even he can se¢ that the will of France and that of the
Comité des Forges are not the same thing. The average
trade unionist may be misled once by an attack upon
the pound, but an economy campaign which seeks to
reduce income-tax at the price of the schools and
housing and the unemployed soon opens his eyes. He
is bound to ask himself whether what he has been told
to regard as the rights of property do not conflict with
his own conception of social good, whether they are, in
fact, so inherent in the order of nature as he had been
taught to suppose. And once he distrusts the philosophy
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of the business man, he is bound to distrust the business
man himself. The more strongly the latter defends
himself, the more bitterly he will be opposed, for in
politics, as in nature, action and reacticn are equal.
Representative democracy in that situation has either
to accommodate itself to a world in which the wants
of the busines