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PREFACE

THE democratic ideal, like all visions capable of ex-
citing the enthusiasm of men, has in the past taken
shape by successfully overcoming the challenge of
rival and inferior aspirations. It lives by being con-
stantly restated in terms of the forces to which it is
opposed. If it be an ideal worthy of human devo-
tion, the present challenge of Nazism becomes not a
threat to the survival of an old creed, but rather a
new opportunity for democrats to restate the ideal in
terms relevant to our times. It is doubtful whether
the eternal truth that exists in the democratic ideal
can ever be perfectly distilled and formulated as a
dogma for all time. Perhaps even to attempt such
a task is a mistake. This little essay attempts some-
thing less ambitious but possibly, at the present time,
more useful. It is an analysis of the chief charac-
teristics of that democratic conception of society
which has emerged in a particular set of circum-
stances : in the conditions of France and England
during the last two and a half centuries. The formu-
lation of the ideal in terms of social and political
organisation, and the precise emphasis which happens
to be placed upon particular aspects of it, are neces-
sarily determined by such conditions of time and
place. It is these particularities which ought most
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to concern us to-day. The historical approach is
at present more useful than the philosophical.
Though this book was in type before the over-
throw of the Third Republic in France, and most
references to France have therefore been left in the
present tense, no change of interpretation has been
made necessary by the events of July 1940.

It is more important than ever to reach certain
historical judgments ; to decide the extent to which
the democratic ideal in Europe is the common dis-
covery and the joint heritage of France and England ;
to discover how much the ideal is interwoven with
the national life of these two countries, and with
their very achievement of national independence
and unity. The former unity of purpose of the two
peoples can survive the political breakdown of
France only if we realise that this unity was the
climax, and not merely the beginning, of a long
process of interaction and ““ growing together,” of
common subjection to the same political and
economic forces, of simultaneous aspiration for the
same ideals, however divergent the route.

I wish to thank Miss Margaret Dallas, whose
knowledge of France and whose patient help have
been so valuable to me these past few months : and

Dr. Ernest Barker for his helpful criticisms.
D.T.

Cambridge, July 1940.



THE DEMOCRATIC IDEAL IN
FRANCE AND ENGLAND

CHAPTER 1

TaHE DeMocraTic IDEAL

Quel est le but poursuivi par les Frangais dans la démocratie ?
Clest essentiellement, me semble-t-il, d’affranchir I'individu,
intellectuellement par le laicisme, politiquement par la résistance
@ Ja tyrannie. (ANDRE SIEGFRIED.)

§1
TuE democratic ideal, as it has been evqlved and
expressed in Europe during the last two hundred and
fifty years, is the child of France and Britain. To the
cohabitation of these parents it owes its birth, and in
the environment provided by them it has reached
maturity.

The democratic ideal, as a strong driving-force of
political and social change, first became important in
France and England in the eighteenth century.
Mt. Leonard Woolf has described the emergence and
evolution of the ideal in that period.! “ Democracy,”

1 After the Deluge, Vol. I (1931).
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he decides, “begins in the heads of men living
in the seventeenth century and the eighteenth
century. Its origins may be traced to an attitude
of mind to and a consciousness of individuality. . . .
It implied certain beliefs with regard to happiness,
equality, and liberty, and their relevance or im-
portance in human society.” This ideal came into
sharp conflict with the existing political and social
structure in both countries. Its growth was in-
fluenced partly by these internal conflicts in both
countries, and partly by the long series of wars
between France and Britain in the eighteenth century.

Relations between France and England at this time
present us with a strange paradox. Between the
English Revolution of 1688 and the Battle of
Waterloo in 1815, England fought seven wars, of
which the shortest lasted seven years and the longest
twelve. Of these seven wars, five were from the
first wars against France, and the other two ended
as wars against France. In short, England was at
peace with France for only half this whole period ;
and even when they were nominally at peace, actual
hostilities were often going on between their forces
in India and in Canada.l ‘

Yet this petiod of persistent warfare between the
two countries was also a time of great social and
cultural community between them. Their literary

1 (f. Sit John Seeley’s The Expansion of England, Lectute 11,
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and intellectual life became closely intertwined. The
salons of Paris lionised Gibbon and Hume. The
English Constitution became, through the influence
of Voltaire, Montesquieu and de Lolme, the envy
and model for the reformers of France. French
culture and refinement were the envy and model for
England, no less than for the rest of Europe. The
integrity of European culture seems scarcely ruffled,
let alone broken, by this second ‘“ Hundred Years’
War.” For Gibbon, French was ‘the familiar
language of my conversation and my studies, in which
it was easier for me to write than in my mother-
tongue.” It was in this atmosphere of liberal,
cosmopolitan culture that the democtratic ideal took
shape.

It eventually took shape in two great revolutionary
movements—the American Revolution of 1776
against the ancien régime of England, and the French
Revolution of 1789 against the ancien régime in France,
It is not sufficiently realised that one is the counter-
part of the other. The main force of the democratic
movement struck France internally, and took the
revolutionary form of Jacobinism. It struck
England externally, and took the equally revolu-
tionary form of American Independence. Its
strongest internal expressions were the Wilkes riots
in Middlesex, and the growth of the subsequent
Radical movement which agitated for complete

B2
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patliamentary reform. This original difference has
coloured the whole subsequent development and
application of the ideal in the two countries. At-
tempt will be made to explain some of these
characteristic differences in this short essay.

The philosophy of the ideal itself need not be
elaborated here. Mr. Leonard Woolf has analysed
its growth psychologically, in the work already
mentioned. Professor Laski has given an economic
interpretation of it in his Rise of European Liberalism.
The Master of Balliol has analysed it philosophically
in his essay on The Essentials of Democracy. Suffice
to indicate here a few of its main characteristics.!

Lord Acton struck the authentic note of the demo-
cratic approach to politics when he wrote: “ All
power corrupts; absolute power corrupts abso-
lutely.” This approach is composed of scepticism
and optimism ; scepticism as to the reliability of all
men when in positions of power, combined with an
optimistic belief in the shrewdness and the political
usefulness of the judgments of ordinary men. It
recognises both the frailty and the goodness of
human nature. Dictatorship is based on the oppo-
site approach; upon trust in the goodness of
governments, and contempt for the judgments of
ordinary men. Democratic government is, in short,

1 T have given my own interpretation more fully in Per-
sonality in Politics (1939).
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the artificial organisation of human communities,
with the aim of protecting the ordinary citizen
against violence and other injustice. There is a
sense in which dictatorship is “ natural” and
democracy “ artificial ” : in the sense that cholera,
cyclones and floods are natural phenomena, ex-
pressions of the inherent violence of nature, against
which men can protect themselves only by constant
watchfulness, ingenuity and organisation.

For democratic government to flourish in any
community, at least two conditions are necessary.
There must be a popular vision of the most desirable
sort of society—a society which shall give the
greatest degree of freedom and happiness to the
ordinary citizen. And there must be within the
community a certain balance between the forces of
cohesion and the forces of individualism. The
argument may be made clearer if each of these
conditions is considered in turn.

§2
It is neither illusive nor irrelevant to speak of * the
democratic vision.” It is to-day—as in the last
century—a vision and a conception shared by many
thousands of people in many parts of the world,
though coloured and diversified by conditions of
time and place. And it can be postulated that unless




6 THE DEMOCRATIC IDEAL

a majority of people in a community have this vision,
and unless it finds concrete expression, however
imperfectly, in the constitutional machinery, political
habits and social life of their State, then it is a vision
which can be dispersed and lost. Nor does a State
lose its claim to be thought of as a democratic State
merely because it imperfectly realises and only par-
tially embodies this vision. The vision of a com-
munity of free and happy citizens, protected by their
political system against arbitary violence, is to some
extent an ideal conception, and therefore doomed to
be defectively expressed in practice. What matters
is the survival of the vision, its ability to inspire
influential sections of the community, and.-the sincere
effort of these people to reduce it to actuality. It is
necessary to insist upon this, because many sinister
attempts have been made, in recent years, to dis-
credit an inconvenient State by denying its claim to
be called a democracy. Czechoslovakia and Finland
are the more obvious victims of this propaganda.
Many of the troubles of our times are caused by the
ascendancy of nations where people who shared this
vision have been suppressed ot destroyed. In these
States the vision of a very different kind of com-
munity-life is strenuously encouraged and vigorously
expressed in the political arrangements of dictator-
ship. Wherever, for diverse historical reasons, the
democratic vision has not taken firm hold of the
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minds of men, the premature setting up of political
democracy has served only to discredit the vision
itself : and this has happened in many of the countries
of post-war Europe, including Germany.

Popular vision of the desirably * democratic”
society is usually based upon experience of alterna-
tive and less desirable forms of government. The
democratic ideal is conditioned by the forces against
which it protests. And this helps to give it that
permanent posture of protest which is a feature of all
democratic principles—that scepticism and watch-
fulness which are in its very fibre. This feature
stands out clearly in both the French and the British
versions of the ideal.

The basis of the democratic ideal in France is the
French Revolution of 1789, with its threefold slogan,
“ Liberty, Equality, Fraternity.” In impetus, it was
an essentially middle-class protest against the whole
structure of the amcien régime in France, with its
framework of political despotism, its gross economic
inequalities, its texture of privileged social classes.

In attacking the structure of social privilege, the
Revolution was led to attack also the Catholic Church
in France. Mr. Belloc, in a sentence, has explained
why. “ Within memory of all men living, the
Church had become mote and more official, the
masses of the great towns had wholly lost touch
with it, the intelligence of the country was in the
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main drawn to the Deist or even to the purely
sceptical propaganda, the powerful Huguenot body
was ready prepared for an alliance with any foe of
Catholicism, and in the eyes of the impoverished
town populace—notably in Paris, which had long
abandoned the practice of religion—the human
organisation of the Church, the hierarchy, the priest-
hood, and the few but very wealthy religious orders
which still lingered on in dwindling numbers, were
but a portion of the privileged world which the
populace hated and was prepared to destroy.” !

So, whether of logical and theological necessity,
or merely by historical accident, the Revolution and
the democratic ideals it stood for came to be asso-
ciated with hostility to the doctrines and the organisa-
tion of the Roman Catholic Church. Democratic
thought in France in the nineteenth century came to
be in conscious and constant resistance to religious
thought. The democratic ideal in France tended to
become more and more secular and rationalistic,
savouring still of the Philosophes of the eighteenth
century.

Above all, it remained anti-clerical. The decree
of 1790 which established the Civil Constitution of
the Clergy exacted from the clergy a Civic Oath,
promising to maintain the new régime which had
already confiscated large amounts of Church pro-

1 Hilaire Belloc : The French Revolution, p. 231.
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perty. The Papacy denounced this Constitution,
and the quarrel began. The Reign of Terror brought
active attacks on Christianity itself, under the leadet-
ship of Robespierre and the Left wing of the
Jacobins. And so Jacobinism, of which modern
French Radicalism claims to be the direct heirt,
became irrevocably identified with anti-clerical, and
even with anti-religious, movements.

The basic difference between the democratic ideal
in France and in England is suggested by the fact
that this assimilation of the Church, which France
attempted at the end of the eighteenth century, had
been achieved in England as eatly as the sixteenth
century. The background of all comparisons be-
tween France and England in modern history is the
fact that the Reformation triumphed in England but
failed in France. The title of “ Defender of the
Faith ” went to Henry VIII, but the work of defend-
ing the Faith fell to the French Kings. Whereas the
English Monarchy came to be popularly associated
internally with the Protestant religion and externally
with national independence, the French Monarchy
came to be identified with the Catholic religion at
home and dynastic aggrandisement abroad : which is
why the English Monarchy has survived, whilst the
French Monarchy fell with the whole ancien régime.
The difference is shown not only constitutionally,
but also socially and economically. For whereas the
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dissolution of the monasteries in England created
a large vested interest in favour of the Anglican
Church settlement, the dissolution of the monasteries
in France created a large vested interest in preserving
the secular State.

The democratic ideal in England preceded in time
the democratic ideal in France. The English demo-
cratic dream has its roots ultimately in the mystical
and equalitarian ideals of the seventeenth-century
Puritans. It derives its accent of protest from
Protestantism. It has its roots in Noncenformity
—a powetful movement which easily came to lose
its capital letter. The sixteenth-century Wars of
Religion in France produced only the “ politique ”
monarchy of a Henry IV and a Richelieu. The
seventeenth-century Wars of Religion in England
produced the Protestant State. As Dr. Gooch
points out, “ The great movement of Independency
in religion, which was to Calvinism what Calvinism
was to Catholicism, only grew up in the interval
between the civil wars of France and the civil wars
of England.” 1 This was the first important and
distinctively democratic movement. Extreme Pro-
testantism taught that just as all men are equal in the
eyes of God, so all men should be equal before the
law: that is, freedom of conscience should be

1 G. P. Gooch and H. ]. Laski: English Democratic Ideas in
the Seventeenth Century, p. 17.
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allowed, and politically all men, by reason of their
manhood, should enjoy equality of freedom and
self-expression. In the quaint words of Colonel
Rainboro, the seventeenth-century Leveller, ““ Really,
I think the poorest he that is in England hath a life
to live as the richest he.”

Thus was started in England that set of indi-
vidualistic, nonconformist tendencies which coloured
all politics as well as all religion. It was a movement
which could work inside the structure of the Nation-
State. It had not the same power of appeal to an
external authority and a non-national power that
Catholicism had in France. It was a movement,
therefore, which had to learn to live inside the frame-
work of a single State, which had to be ready to adapt
itself and to tolerate differences which it was at first
reluctant to admit. In turn, it made the State and
the established Church adapt themselves so as to
comprise and tolerate Nonconformity. The even-
tual result was toleration. But it was toleration
without secularisation. It was based on differences
of religion, and not on indifference to religion. Also,
the forces of national cohesion were very strong.
There was enough common ground between
Anglican Churchman and Protestant Dissenter, in
the realm of economics and politics, to preserve
national unity. In France, the gulf between
Huguenot and Catholic was so wide, not only in
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religious belief but also socially and economically,
that the final compromise was not toleration, but
separatist privilege—the setting up of territorial
enclaves of Huguenot communities (for example, at
La Rochelle) which were granted special immunities
and political rights by the State. National unity was
destroyed. And when efforts to restore unity wete
made—such as the repeal by Louis XIV of the Edict
of Nantes—the result was persecution and “ liquida-
tion.” ‘Thenceforth, toleration could come to
France not by practical compromise and a process of
growing together, but only by the more devious
way of secularism, rationalism and Jacobinism.

And so this difference of historical process at last
helped to widen the difference between the French
and English versions of democracy. The English
democrats of the seventeenth century asserted the
equality of all men before God. The French
democrats of the eighteenth century were more con-
cerned to assert the equality of all men before the tax-
gatherer. England came to cherish freedom first
and equality afterwards; Frenchmen to cherish
equality first and freedom afterwards. Both are
individualistic. But there is the contrast between
Independency and independence.

A corresponding contrast appears in the purely
economic side of the Church settlements in the two
countries. The spoils of the monasteries went
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mostly to the wealthy landed gentry in England,
but mostly to the peasant proprietors in France.
Socially this strengthened the squitearchy and
hierarchy in England. It reinforced the power of
the peasants in France. The Frenchman regards
paternalism as no substitute for patrimony. The
Englishman is less discriminating. And this differ-
ence of outlook is largely the result of historical
tendencies such as I have described. National
character is shaped by national experience: the
national vision of democracy detives from both.

§3

It was said above that if the first condition for the
flourishing of democracy is this communal vision
of the most desirable kind of society, the second is
a certain balance between the forces of cohesion in
the community and the forces of individualism.
The first is psychological, the second is sociological.
It is not enough for the ideal community to exist in
the minds of men. If it is to be progressively
realised, the community in which they actually live
must be a homogeneous community. In modern
histoty, it has been found that the prerequisite of
democracy is national unity.

National unity in both France and England is,
above all, the product of centuties of warfare between
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them. Nothing has consolidated each country into
a single Nation-State so much as the hostility of the
other. The peoples of France and Britain owe to
each other, more than to any other people, their
ptesent national independence and unity of purpose.
Each, in resisting the other or in imitating the other,
has found itself.

England and France were the first two countries
in Europe to generate a spirit of nationalism and
to become Nation-States. And the chief historical
reason is that William the Norman conquered
England in 1066, and that Frenchmen, undet joan
of Arc, had to unite to expel his English successors
from French soil some three centuries later. The
first event gave feudal England a strong centralised
monarchy, under which she grew into a political and
social unit, conscious of her unity. The second
event, in Professor Trevelyan’s words, “ evoked a
national tradition and sentiment in France which has
never since looked back.” The political institutions
of the Nation-State were developed and consolidated
in sixteenth-century England by her Tudor monarchs,
and in seventeenth-century France by Richelieu,
Mazarin and Louis XIV. In both countries the
State may be said to have preceded and moulded
national spirit. Whilst the ghosts of the medieval
institutions of Holy Roman Empire and Papacy con-
tinued to haunt Central Europe, and the policies of
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big dynastic Empites continued to dominate Eastern
Europe, the States of Western Europe were rapidly
developing, inside the strong political framework
of their national monarchies, a consciousness of
unity, a habit of political independence, and a pro-
found spirit of nationalism. This difference of
historical development has brought about certain
permanent and very important differences between
Western Europe and both Central and Eastern
Europe.

It is sometimes said that in Western Europe the
tendency has been for the State to create the Nation,
in Eastern Europe for the Nation to create the State.
In fact, both processes have gone on together every-
where ; but there is some truth in the generalisation.
The long survival of the multi-national dynastic
Empires of Eastern Europe—Tsarist Russia, the
Ottoman Empire in Turkey, Austria-Hungary of the
Hapsburgs—made nationalism in Eastern Europe
a personal sentiment rather than a political fact. It
seems that no Nation is a complete community until
it becomes identified with a State. Where a strong
popular desire for this identification has been
frustrated, or for any reason unduly delayed,
nationalism has become a fanatical movement—often
an obsession. Nationalism, in short, is a complex
and variable thing. It changes meaning with the
adjective that is put before it. It is a spirit which
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takes its colour and form and significance from the
other popular enthusiasms and political institutions
associated with it. It is apt to have a different
meaning and a different temper in each country.
Nationalist enthusiasm in France, Britain and the
United States of America has followed certain definite
lines of growth which are similar to each other,
but totally unlike those followed by the countries
of Central and Eastern Europe. The most striking
difference is that in these three countries the problem
of political independence and the problem of national
unification have appeared chronologically, and there-
fore logically, as two quite separate problems. In
Eastern Europe, it has been impossible to think of
them apart. English political independence—a
medieval product, as I have already suggested—was
decisively asserted in 1588, when the Elizabethan
seamen defeated the Spanish Armada. English
national unity was achieved by the Revolution Settle-
ment of 1688, which, though leaving the possibility
of Jacobite revolts, removed permanently the danger
of civil war. In France, the two problems were
likewise widely separated in time. Political inde-
pendence was claimed by Joan of Arc and achieved
by the seventeenth century; real national unity
became a conscious desire with the rise of Napoleon,
and was finally achieved only by the Third Republic
of 1875. American independence was won in 1783
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—national unity was assured only in 1865. In each
of these countries, political unity preceded national
unification by at least a century, and in each case
a civil war had to be fought, in the interval, in order
to produce national unity.

In Eastern Europe, on the other hand, the time-
sequence is reversed. A sense of national, racial,
and cultural community long preceded the fact of
political unity and independence. Freedom from
foreign control has been won and almost lost again
within living memory. Eastern nationalism is some-
thing in origin separate from the State, yet, because of
historical citcumstances, mote fanatical for the State.
Where political unity is the fact, and national unity
the aspiration, the State can be taken for granted.
Where national unity is the fact, and political unity
the aspiration, the State comes to be something
desired for its own sake.

In this way national sentiment in the West has
come to be associated with existing institutions and
familiar political systems; with the Parliamentary
Monarchy in England, the traditions of the Revolu-
tion and the institutions of the Third Republic in
France, with the written Federal Constitution in the
U.S.A. But nationalist enthusiasm in the East has
come to be associated with political movements and
parties ; with the army in Poland, Yugoslavia and
Turkey, with the Communist Party in Russia. Nor
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is this a merely formal difference. It means that
nationalism is a more restless, self-conscious,
volcanic force in Eastern than in Western Europe.
It has been the fate of Central Europe, standing
between these two tendencies, to share the character
of each. As in the East, a sense of national unity
preceded political independence and unification ; but
it was a vaguer, more diffuse sentiment, fostered by
Liberal patriots like Mazzini, Garibaldi and the
German Liberals of 1848. By 1870 Cavour and
Bismarck had utilised this enthusiasm to create a
single Government in both Italy and Germany.
And it was then, under the cohesive pressure of
these political organisations and with the stimulating
memories of triumphant wars fought in common,
that a more vivid sense of nationality was produced
amongst Italian and German citizens. It was
associated from the first with the army, because the
army was the symbol of national achievement. It
was further associated in Italy with the Monarchy of
Piedmont, in Germany with the powerful Imperial
office of Chancellor: which is one reason why
Mussolini has had to retain the Monarchy, and why
Hitler is Chancellor and not Emperor. But German
and Italian nationalism was more akin to the West
than to the East in that it produced, in both
countries, larger, more integrated States, and not
smaller, more “ Balkanic” States. It was com-
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prehensive in nature, and expansive rather than
exclusive in temper.

It is, then, not mere coincidence that the demo-
cratic ideal has flourished in Britain, France and the
United States of America, whilst it has scarcely sur-
vived in Eastern Europe, and has been completely
repudiated in Central Europe. Since the Great War,
nationalism in Italy and Germany has allied itself with
Fascism and Nazism—both movements for a closer
social integration, both embodied in disciplined and
highly organised political parties. There has been
a new alliance between the force of nationalism and
the institutions of dictatorship. It may well be that
this phase of development in Italy and Germany
corresponds to the petiod of civil wars in England,
France and the U.S.A. It may be that the suppressed
civil war, which is called dictatorship, is playing the
same r0le in Central Europe which open civil wars
played in the West—and that this phase marks the
interim period between the achievement of political
unity and the achievement of real national unity.

But the importance of this for the development of
the democratic ideal in France and Britain, is that in
defending themselves against these dictatorships, and
in resisting this newer and more restless spirit of
nationalism, they have also to defend the democratic
ideal itself. It is more important than ever before
that both peoples should realise how much the
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democtratic ideal is their own child : how much it is
the product of their common experiences, inseparable
from their own national development, and institu-
tions, and outlook. There is all the difference in the
world between a ‘ nationalism ” which expresses
itself in permanent institutions and the rule of law,
and a “ nationalism > which expresses itself in a
political movement, an “all-in” party, and the
caprice of a dictator. Nationalism in Germany and
Italy is as intensive as that of the East, as expansive
as that of the West. Linked to the ambitions of
dictators, it has become insatiable. In resisting this
spirit, we in Britain will be driven to restate our
own democratic ideals. Once again, these ideals
will be conditioned by the systems to which they
are opposed. And the ideas and institutions which
France and Britain created by mutual hostility and
imitation, the British Commonwealth is now left
to defend alone. It is a very real turning-point in
the history of Europe.

It may be repeated, therefore, that in modern
history it has been found that national unity is the
prerequisite of democracy; but it must be added
that this is true in a very particular sense. The
desire for national unity and the achievement of
national unity are not, in themselves, necessarily
congenial to the working of democracy and the
realisation of the democratic dream. The integrating
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forces of nationalism must be tempered by other
forces before they become congenial to democracy.
There must, in short, be a certain balance between
the forces of nationalism and the forces of indi-
vidualism. Democracy established itself in France,
Britain and the U.S.A. only because their national
development took a particular course, because
nationalism in these countries was of a particular
temper, and coincided with certain other movements
and beliefs which blended with it, modifying its
fanaticism and resisting its tendencies to ézatisme.
One of the many reasons why democracy has not
established itself in Germany, Italy and other
countries of Europe, is that the formative petiods of
nationalism in these countries have not been periods
when liberal or parliamentary ideals prevailed, nor
periods dominated by leaders who believed in these
ideals. The heyday of European Liberalism is the
period 1830-1848. Because the multi-national,
dynastic Empires were also despotic States, both
Nationalists and Liberals found themselves fighting
the same enemies—and therefore came to regard
themselves as fighting in the same cause. The
problems of political independence and national
unification were not separated ; and in this period,
most Patriots were also Liberals, and even Republi-
cans. But their efforts had failed by the middle of
the century, particularly in Italy and Germany. It
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is noteworthy that the corresponding democratic
movements of these years in the Western countries
also failed—Chartism in England and the Second
Republic in France. But in both these countries,
national independence and unification had already
been cleatly achieved, and the democratic ideal had
taken too firm a hold on the minds of men to be
permanently discredited by these failures. Neither
of these conditions existed in Italy or Germany.
Even so, there remained the need to conciliate
Liberal and democratic opinion in Italy and
Germany ; and so the new Constitutions which
these States adopted after 1870, when they had at last
achieved national independence and unity by force
of arms, paid considerable lip-service to democratic
forms and institutions. The new Italian Govern-
ment took the form of a Parliamentary Monarchy ;
the new German Empire had its Reichstag of
populatly elected representatives. But it is one
thing to set up parliamentary institutions; it is
quite another thing to use them as a means of
democratic government. It is fatally easy for them
either to cease to be democratic, or to cease to pro-
vide government. Italy and Germany never solved
the problem of making parliamentary institutions
serve both ends at once. The Italian and German
peoples had not—for a vast complex of historical
reasons—grasped the democratic vision: and their
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national unity had been too recently acquired to
enjoy that precise balance between the forces of
cohesion and the forces of disintegration which
makes democratic government a possibility.

In Central Europe there existed neither condition
which the democratic experiment demands for its
success. The extent to which these conditions did
exist in France and Britain, and the way in which
modern democratic government has grown up in
these countries in the last two generations, must
next be considered.



CHAPTER 1I

DemocraTICc Polrrics

1l y a moins de différence entre deus: députés dont 'un est révolution-
naire et Pautre ne lest pas, qi'entre deux révolutionnaires,
dont l'un est député et I'autre ne est pas.

(ROBERT DE JOUVENEL.)

§1

NotHING shows more cleatly than the relationships
between France and Britain in the last century, how
much the two countries ““belong together > his-
torically ; how parallel are their lines of develop-
ment, how apt they are to be subject to the same
currents of opinion and the same economic forces.

This may seem, at first, a perverse and even totally
false statement if one recalls that the last century
began with the great series of Revolutionary and
Napoleonic Wars between France and Britain : and
still more, when it is remembered that whereas
Victorian England was one of the most complacent,
solid and permanent States in Europe, nineteenth-
century France became a by-word for social
instability and political fickleness.
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Yet, beneath this superficial contrast, lies a deep
similarity of growth in economic life, in political
ideas and policies, which is of more permanent im-
portance than the differences.

It was suggested in the last chapter that his-
torically the British counterpart to the French
Revolution is the American Revolution of 1776.
Both events are the expression of that tide of demo-
cratic ideals and beliefs which swept through all three
countries in the second half of the eighteenth
century. Frenchmen of the time recognised this
affinity, and supported the American colonists in
their revolt not only from political and national
hostility to Britain, but also on ideological grounds—
from a desire to proclaim and exalt democratic ideals
in the world. In this policy, they were joined by
Englishmen who were also in protest against the
ancien régime in England. Lafayette went to
America and became an American hero. So did the
English Radical, Tom Paine. And after the Bastille
fell in July, 1789, it was Tom Paine who, having
rushed to Paris when he smelt trouble brewing,
received from Lafayette the key of the Bastille to
send to George Washington.  There was a real
continuity, even of personnel, between the two
Revolutions, and the leading revolutionaries them-
selves had no doubt whatever as to the affinities
between the two events,
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Whilst the English Radicals supported the demo-
cratic cause, both Whigs and Tories reacted violently
against the French Revolution, and they were
strongly reinforced by plain nationalist feeling when
it appeared that the revolutionaries intended to
spread the Revolution, and with it the domination
of France, to the rest of Europe. Tory reaction,
egged on by the eloquent if sometimes hysterical
voice of Edmund Burke, got the upper hand in
England. It delayed for a generation parliamentary
‘reform and other attempts to realise the democratic
ideal. But after the Bourbon Restoration in France
the two countries assumed a remarkably parallel
course of development.

By 1815, France had run the full circle of political
experiments—from the Bourbon Monarchy of the
ancien régime she had passed to the Republic of 1793,
and thence, by turbulent stages, to the Empire of
Bonaparte. She was now fated, between 1815 and
1870, to repeat in the same order this cycle of experi-
ments. She passed from the Bourbon Monarchy of
Louis XVIII and Charles X and the bourgeois
Monarchy of Louis Philippe to the Second Republic
of 1848, and thence to the Second Empire of
Napoleon III in 1852. The reactionary rule of
Chatles X in France cotresponds in nature, no less
than in time, to the rule of the Duke of Wellington
in Britain, The Revolution of 1830, which brought
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Louis Philippe to the throne and the upper middle
class to power, corresponds both in nature and in
time to the great Reform Bill of 1832. William IV
of England and Louis Philippe of France, each of
whom ascended his throne in 1830, were plain,
respectable, and rather dull little bourgeois kings,
who loved to walk about amongst their subjects with
umbrellas under their arms. Louis had to embrace
Lafayette on the balcony of the City Hall in Paris,
wave the tricolour flag of the Revolution, and admit
that he was King of the French not only “ by the
Grace of God,” but also by “the Will of the
Nation.” William IV, two years later, had to agree,
under the threat of civil war in the country, to
threaten to swamp the House of Lords with new
Peers if that body continued to obstruct the Reform
Bill which was to give the vote to the middle classes
and reorganise the whole basis of the British
Constitution.

In 1848 Louis Philippe, in turn, had to give way
before that curious union of Republican and Socialist
parties, Bonapartist sentiment and popular dis-
content, which set up the Second Republic. In
1848, the Whig Government of Britain was con-
fronted, likewise, with a similar movement of
political radicalism and working-class discontent, in
the shape of revived Chartism. Less than two
months after the barricades had been thrown up in
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Paris, the British Chartists met on Kennington
Common, and sent their petition to Patrliament in
cabs, demanding their famous “ Six Points ” of ten
years before—which were universal suffrage, secret
ballot, annual Parliaments, equal electoral districts,
payment of Members of Parliament, and abolition of
the property qualification for Members. The con-
trast between the two methods of political agitation
is no less striking than the similarity between their
aims and the simultaneity of the two movements.
Metternich had said that when France sneezed,
Europe blew its nose. It certainly seemed true
that when France sneezed, England fumbled for her
handkerchief.

It should be noted, in passing, that the intention
of the Chartist movement was not the liberal, parlia-
mentary kind of purpose which is so often imputed
to it. It was the expression not so much of dis-
satisfaction with Parliament as it had been reformed
in 1832, as with Parliaments of any kind. It is often
pointed out that a]l the Six Points of Chartism were
in the end achieved—with the minor exception of
annual Parliaments. But to the Chartist this was
perhaps the most vital point of all, for it would have
meant, in effect, direct government by the people,
instead of government by Parliament. A House of
Commons existing for only one year at a time would
have been a body different in function, and not
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merely in degree, from the present House. It would
have been under the direct control of the electorate ;
a mere delegation to carry out a certain policy, and
little more. The Charter, as Mr. R. H. Gretton has
pointed out, was not “a too early, but sound,
proposal for Parliamentary Reform ; it was an attack
on Parliamentarism altogether.” 1 In this sense, it
was every bit as revolutionary in purpose as the
Republican movement of the same time in France.
The real difference was not one of purpose, but of
method and political tactics.

§2

Meanwhile, in both countries, the great forces of
the Industrial Revolution were at work. More and
more human energy was being diverted from agri-
culture to industry and trade. The productivity of
human energy was being immensely increased by
scientific discoveries. ‘The new conditions of work
and the new social balance of wealth and power in
both countries made it necessary for politics and
institutions to adjust themselves to meet new
humdn and social needs. The old comfortable
doctrines of Jaissex-faire had to be abandoned, and
the State had to undertake the job of finding remedies
for new and more perplexing social problems. In

1 R. H. Gretton : The King’s Majesty, p. 158.
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France and Britain a whole series of socialistic
movements grew up—ranging from the humanitarian
Socialism of Fourier and Robert Owen, through the
moderate Socialism of Louis Blanc and Hyndman,
to the revolutionary Communism of Karl Marx.
these movements only the first and the second, more
moderate, ones could be readily grafted on to the
national traditions and the democratic ideals of the
two countries.

In the period between 1840 and 1870, the most
important single theme of politics in both States is
the attitude adopted by the wealthier middle classes,
already entrenched in power, to the spread of these
various socialist movements.

In England, Chartism finally failed in 1848, and
the next twenty years brought the domination of
Liberal policies and Liberal economic practice. The
trades unions benefited from this period of free trade.
Britain had so great a lead in industrial development
that the advantages of expansion were shared by the
trades unions themselves, and political agitation for
working-class control of Government dropped into
the background so long as prosperity increased.
This was the great period of consolidation amongst
trades union organisations. +The famous Amal-
gamated Society of Engineers dates from 1851. By
1871 they had gained the passing of the Trade Union
Act, legalising workers’ organisations, but four years
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carlier the Conservative Party had forestalled political
agitation by extending the vote to industrial artisans.
In France, the story of Socialism was more violent
and erratic. “The Second Republic of 1848, with its
abortive experiments of National Workshops, soon
fell into the hands of the Republican Democrats led
by the poet Lamartine! The first great repulse of
Socialism came not with the election of the Bona-
partist President, who four years later made himself
Emperor, but with the defeat of the Paris socialists
by General Cavaignac, under the direction of the
Republican Government. Napoleon IIT tried to
replace political Socialism by various other schemes
for social improvement, which could be more easily
reconciled with bourgeois supremacy in politics and
the continuation of the Empire. In this he suc-
ceeded remarkably well. The Second Empire, as
a period of temporary reconciliation between class
interests, corresponds to the same years in England ;
and, as in England, it was rapid progress and material
prosperity which made such reconciliation possible.
“In France, this reconciliation was rudely shaken
by national defeat in the Franco-Prussian War.
The Empire was overthrown and was immediately
followed by the Commune of Paris. In this curious
and tragic interlude in the history of France, the
ideals of democracy and Socialism become intet-
mixed. One historian has suggested that the funda-
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mental issue between Paris and the rest of France
was almost between two different notions of demo-
cracy. Of Paris, Canon Brabant writes: * Since
1789 she had been the undisputed ruler of France ;
every street disturbance aimed at being a politicyg
movement. As a bitter Royalist said, she had sent
out revolutions by telegraph; in 1871, she was
suffering from a sense of inferiority. . . . So she
tried to assert her leadership in the approved manner
—a rising after the model of 1830 and 1848, but this
time it did not come off. The provinces, even those
most hostile to Royalism, made no response to the
old gestures ; their idea of democracy was no longer
that of the Convention and the Terror.”! Re-
pudiated by the rest of France, the capital then
adopted the red flag of Marxist Communism, and
civil war ensued between the Commune of Paris and
the National Assembly, the legal Government of
France. Paris was besieged by the French army and
the excesses committed by both sides left immense
bitterness. The defeat of the Commune meant the
immediate discrediting of the Communist ideal and
the triumph of the National Assembly. This
Assembly proceeded, in the course of the next four
yeats, to set up the Third Republic.

In England, the reconciliation of classes was less

1 F. H. Brabant: The Beginning of the Third Republic in
Franes, p. 147.
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rudely shaken. Unrest became Republican rather
than Socialist. “Encouraged by the triumph of
Republicanism in France, the smouldering move-
ment in England again became active.” It was widely
assumed, in the political thought of the nineteenth
century, that a Republic was the natural corollary of
democracy and that Queen Victotia would be one of
the last of British monarchs. 'When George IV
died, a “leader” in The Times had said, ¢ There
never was an individual less regretted by his fellow-
creatures than this deceased King.” And the
Reform Bill had been regarded as the first stage of a
revolution which would lead not only to democracy
but to 2 democratic Republic, for Monarchy seemed
incompatible with democracy! Now, in 1871, the
time seemed ripe to promote Republicanism, and in
this task many middle-class Radicals joined hands
with Socialists. The movement was led by Sir
Charles Dilke, John Morley, Frederic Harrison,
Joseph Cowen, and even Joseph Chamberlain on
the one hand; and by working-class leaders like
George Odger and the editors of Reynolds and the
Bee-Hiive on the other. By 1873 some fifty Republi-
can Clubs were set up in the country, and a Repub-
lican group of Members continued to sit in Parlia-
ment for the next twelve years. The movement
failed, chiefly because a wave of Imperialist en-
thusiasm swept over British politics in the last
c
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quarter of the century—encouraged, curiously
enough, by certain Radicals, including Joseph
Chamberlain; and the Crown became populatly
associated with this enthusiasm which Disraeli
capitalised on its behalf, whilst identifying the
Conservative Party with both. This external diver-
sion saved the Monarchy. And so, by a strange
paradox, whilst the National Assembly of France,
most of which was monarchist in sentiment, and
Thiers, who likewise wanted a constitutional
Monarchy, were in process of setting up a Republic,
the Radicals in England, many of whom were
Republicans, were encouraging forces destined to
save the Monarchy.

In the last analysis, both the Third Republic and
the British Monarchy survived as political systems
because under each system it was possible to find
a certain reconciliation of class differences and
economic interests. In both, a strong Socialist
movement was able to find expression in Parliament,
and was of a kind moderate enough to work through
democratic machinery. ” In France, the Republican
journalist Barberet founded a strong Syndicalist
movement, and Paul Brousse a political Labour
Party.” French Socialism remained roughly divided
into these two wings, the syndical and the political.’
The one eventually developed into the Confédération
Générale du Travail, founded in 1895, with the first
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article of its coagstitution declaring that * The
elements constituting the C.G.T. will remain
independent of all political schools.” The other
became the parliamentary Socialist Party, and in
1893 had over fifty Deputies elected to the Chamber.
Though from the first they were split into various
groups—the most distinguished being the Inde-
pendents, which included Jaurés, Millerand and
Viviani—the Socialists tended all to become more
and more moderate in their aims and democratic in
their methods, whilst the Syndicalists became more
extreme in aim and more violent in methods. “The
Syndicalists, confining themselves to economic
rather than political activity, turned to  direct
action,” to strikes, boycott, sabotage.” The
Socialists, under the influence of intellectual leader-
ship, confined themselves to discussion and patlia-
mentary procedure. In1914,there were 102 Socialist
Deputies, some Independents, and a large bloc of
Radical Socialists who sympathised with them.

It should be noted that this divergence of aim and
method was not due simply to difference of leader-
ship, but to a real difference of social appeal.! The
peasant proprietors, the most important single class
in France, would not support any movement which
seemed to question the rights of private property.

1 And also because Trades Unions had been prohibited from
political activities by the Law of 1884.

ca
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Syndicalism was essentially the creed of the industrial
workers, the wage-earners of the towns, for they it
was who most readily organised themselves into
trades unions. But the Socialist Party, dependent
upon electoral support, had to enlist provincial
support. It tended—as in 1894—to include in its
programme reforms which would benefit peasant
farmers, small merchants, and the lower middle
classes in general. Only so could it ever hope to
rival the great French Radical Party, which is
essentially the party of the little men, the middle
and lower middle class. Agrarian Socialism proved
to be very different in temper and in aim from
industrial Socialism. In so doing, the Socialist
Party lost the support of the C.G.T. as such, and
the division between economic action and political
action remained clear-cut, save in so far as the
Communist Party adopted the policy of sending
representatives of its own to Parliament.

’In England, the development of Socialism in its
relationship to Democracy was very different.” There
was no persistent distinction between economic and
political activity, and to-day the Trades Union Con-
gress is the chief support of the parliamentary Labour
Party. It is perhaps truer to say that the Labour
Party is the parliamentary voice of the T.UC. In
1900 the T.U.C. adopted a resolution which is in
striking contrast to the policy of the C.G.T. men-
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tioned above. It resolved to summon a conference
of trades-union, co-operative and socialist bodies,
which should “devise ways and means for the
securing of an increased number of Labour Members
to the next Parliament.”” The two streams, which
in France took different political channels in
1895, flowed together into the one channel in
England in 1900." A Labour Representation Com-
mittee was formed, and in 1906 it sent twenty-nine
Members to Parliament. The years of “ Labour
Unrest ” (1910-1914) mark the efforts of a syndi-
calist movement, comparable to the French, to split
away from the political movement and resort to
direct economic action. But the difference was that
this movement did not take the trades unions with
it, as did its counterpart in France. It resulted,
instead, in a positive alliance between the Labour
Party and the T.U.C. The chief reason is the virtual
alliance between the Labour and Liberal Parties in
Parliament between 1906 and 1913, which resulted
in the passing of a mass of reform measures.! These
measures, in effect, turned the trades unions into
great national institutions for social insurance. They
made trades unions an integral part of the working

1 Particularly the Trade Disputes Act, 1906; Workmen’s
Compensation Act, 1907; Old Age Pension Act, 1908;
Miners’ Eight Hours Act, 1908 ; Trade Boards Act, 1909 ;
National Insurance Act, 1911; Coal Mines Act, 1912 ; Trade
Union Act, 1913. .
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British Constitution. They now had everything to
lose from social revolution and economic insecurity.
It meant that the Labour Party was able to make
precisely the same kind of appeal to the organised
industrial workers in Britain, which the Socialist
Party was able to make to the peasant proprietors
and lower middle classes of France : the appeal of
improved social and economic conditions, to be
achieved by gradual, parliamentary and democratic
methods.!” And just as the peasants are the most
important single class in France, so the industrial
workers were fast becoming the most important
single class in Britain. “Thus, in both countries, real
social solidarity and cohesion were preserved : and
they were preserved within the established con-
stitution, and by democratic, constitutional methods.

§3

Passing from ideas and movements to political
machinery, the parallel growth of democratic insti-
tutions in France and Britain is made clearer if it is
realised that underneath the bewildering changes
of dynasty and constitution in nineteenth-century

)

! The “ Short Programme ” of the Labour Party, issued in
1937, declared “ A Labour Government will prove that, while
preserving freedom and respecting the rights of minorities, the
democratic system can work swiftly and effectively.” v
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France, there lay a profound continuity of develop-
ment and even of policy.

In foreign policy the entente with England, which
was begun by the restored Bourbons, was continued
and developed by Louis Philippe : it was, for ex-
ample, a Franco-British fleet which helped to assert
Belgian independence from Holland in 1833. The
Spanish Succession question, though causing con-
siderable tension between them, did not lead to war
as it had done in the eighteenth century. Royal
visits were arranged between the two countries.
Indeed, so much was the July Monarchy identified
with British friendship, that the loss of that friend-
ship in 1846 cost Louis his throne within two years.
The short-lived Second Republic had every reason
to remain friendly with Britain. Just as Louis
Philippe, like Charles X before him, fled to England,
so the new French President, Louis Napoleon, came
from England. Both as President and as Emperor,
Louis Napoleon attached the greatest importance to
friendly relations with Britain. Again a series of
royal visits was arranged. If there was occasional
diplomatic friction, there was never war. And when
Napoleon, in turn, had to flee to Chislehurst, the
Third Republic continued his policy towards Britain,
and this culminated in the Anglo-French Entente
of 1904. In Franco-British relations, the nineteenth
century was as conspicuously and consistently a
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period of peace, as the eighteenth century had been
a period of war. Even Fashoda did not lead to war.

In economic matters, the policies of successive
French governments were equally consistent. The
development of industry and international trade
proceeded steadily, little affected by the political
upheavals. Each government in tutn encouraged
the adoption of new methods in agriculture and
industry. Each promoted international trade, the
building of railways, the general aim of material
progress and economic prosperity. France clung to
her essentially bourgeois ideals, however much she
might waver in her political allegiance. Even the
methods remain consistent. Napoleon’s Paris Exhi-
bitions of 1855 and 1867 have not only their model
in the Crystal Palace Exhibition of 1851, but also
their counterparts in the later Paris Exhibitions of
1878 and 1937. In social development, such as
progress towards a national system of education,
France pursued a course as steady as Great Britain
throughout the nineteenth century.

Nor is the constitutional development of nine-
teenth-century France so lacking in continuity as
her political eccentricities might suggest. “The Con-
stitutional Charter which Louis XVIII issued in
June, 1814, not only established the embryo
machinery of representative government on the
model of Britain, but also embodied nearly all the
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great principles first enunciated in the Revolutionary
Declaration of the Rights of Man.” The power of
making laws was given to the King and a Parliament
consisting of two houses—a House of Peers chosen
by the King, and a Chamber of Deputies elected on
a narrow franchise. No subsequent Constitution of
France abandoned the essential outlines of this
framework of government. Only the King could
propose laws, but the Chambers could petition the
King ; they had to meet every year, and they were
given the right to impeach royal ministers. The first
twelve articles of the Charter declared all men equal
before the law and in their eligibility for offices in
the government and the army ; taxation was to be
in proportion to wealth; personal and religious
liberty were guaranteed; limited freedom of the
ptess was promised. These rights and liberties were
infringed from time to time in the course of the next
sixty years. But they were never lost sight of as
desirable rights, and they could never be violated for
long with impunity. They were the living legacy of
the Revolution. When the second of the restored
Bourbons infringed them by the July Ordinances of
1830, he was promptly expelled; the Chambers
called Louis Philippe to the throne in his place ; and
the famous Charter then issued was both in form
and in content merely an amended version of the
Constitution of 1814. The chief amendments were
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the removal of any suggestion of Legitimist Divine
Right and royal power to suspend laws, and the
insertion of direct guarantees of freedom of the
press and the responsibility of ministers to the
Chambers. The franchise was extended from those
over thirty who paid three hundred francs in direct
taxation to those over twenty-five who paid two
hundred francs ; but it was still very restricted.
When France wearied of the bourgeois limitations
of Louis Philippe he was removed, and the Consti-
tution of the Second Republic marked a further
widening of the franchise. The pressure of the
democratic ideal—now rapidly blending with the
socialist ideal, as has already been described—was a
steady and triumphant force. All men over twenty-
one were given the vote. The Second Chamber was
abolished—but only to be set up again, in the form
of a Senate, by Louis Napoleon four years later.
The President was also to be elected by popular vote.
This excessive enthusiasm for popular election pro-
duced a deadlock between President and Assembly,
each of whom could claim to have a direct mandate
from the people whose “ sovereignty” was pro-
claimed in the preamble to the new Constitution.
But when the deadlock was broken by Napoleon’s
coup d’état in 1852, the reaction against the demo-
cratic ideal could not go too far. Even the period
of “ personal government * of Napoleon III saw the
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retention of universal suffrage and the Chamber of
Deputies, although their democtatic function was frus-
trated by “managed ” elections and by the removal of
real power to the Council of State and the Senate. As
the text of the Imperial Constitution truly stated, “ The
Empetor governs by means of the Ministers, the Council
of State, the Senate, and the Legislative Body.”
This retention of the forms of democratic govern-
ment, moreover, was important. The typical
Napoleonic device of getting endorsement for his
régime hy occasional plebiscites could not for long
satisfy a people so politically conscious as the French.
They had tasted the experience of trying to reduce
the democratic vision to practice, and were not
likely to remain indefinitely content with dictatorship.
As his foreign adventures and his internal mistakes
brought him into difficulties, Napoleon found that
organised Liberal opposition was able to express
itself in the Chamber. The period of “ personal
rule ” had to give way to the period of the “ Liberal
Empire.”” Bit by bit, the Napoleonic restrictions
on the powers of the Chamber, freedom of election
and freedom of the press were whittled down.
Parliamentary institutions recovered their vigour.
Popular enthusiasm for a more democratic régime
grew stronger. Thiers began to demand “ the in-
dispensable liberties.”” Behind him, too, sounded
the voice of organised labour. By the end of 1869,
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most of the legislative powers of the Chamber and
the Senate, as well as civil and political liberties in
the country, had been restored. And when the
Empire fell at Sedan, the National Assembly sum-
moned by the emergency Government of National
Defence was a direct reversion to the Assembly of
1848. It was the final triumph of Republicanism over
the Empire, of democracy over Bonapartism. For
this National Assembly proceeded, in slow time, to
build the Third Republic.

The Constitution of the Third Republic, as set
out in the great constitutional laws of 1873-1875 and
as later amended, was the product of the whole of
French political expetience in the nineteenth century.
It may be well, at this point, to state briefly the main
features of this Constitution.

The democratic institutions of modern France
have not, pethaps, broadened down from precedent
to precedent in the plodding, conservative way of
the English. But the Constitution of the Third
Republic, put together so cautiously and realistically
over a period of several years, was instinct with
memories of experiments which had been tried and
had failed. Unlike its predecessors, it has no
doctrinaite preamble asserting the Rights of Man.
It begins with the modest resolution of the National
Assembly on February 17, 1871, naming M. Thiets
“ Chief of the Executive Power of the French
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Republic.” Round this core, with its presupposition
of a future Republican constitution, grew the insti-
tutions of Parliament. In August, Thiers was given
the title of President of the French Republic. His
exact relationship to the Assembly was defined by
further resolutions from time to time, but it was 1875
befqre the Senate and the Chamber of Deputies were
set up, and their various powers allocated, by the
five great Constitutional Laws.

The Chamber of Deputies is a body of 618 men
who must be over twenty-five. They are elected on
a wide suffrage: all Frenchmen over twenty-one,
with a few technical exceptions, have the right to
vote. One Deputy is returned from each arrondisse-
ment with a population of 100,000 or less. The
Chamber is elected for a period of four years at a
time, and can be dissolved earlier, in a special
emergency, by the President with the consent of the
Senate. The Senate is a body of 314 men, who must
be over forty. They are elected on the same suffrage
as the Deputies, but by a method of indirect election.
Senators are chosen by departmental colleges of
electors composed of the deputies for the department
and representatives of the locally elected depart-
mental and communal councils. Senators are elected
for nine years at a time, but it is so arranged that
only a third of their number has to be replaced at
one time. Clearly, the Senate is intended to act as
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a check on the democratic tendency of the Chambet.
Legislation is the joint task of the two assemblies.
There is no provision for settling a deadlock between
them. The Senate acts as a revising and delaying
body, as does the British House of Lords, but it can
positively block legislation. Women suffrage has
been repeatedly accepted by the Chamber and turned
down by the Senate.

The President of the Republic, nominally the head
of the executive power, is chosen for a period of seven
years at a time by the Chamber and Senate sitting
together at Versailles, when they are said to constitute
the National Assembly. He must have a positive
majority of the votes of the Assembly. As head of the
executive, he presides over the Council of Ministers
who are heads of thevarious departments of State. In
practice he does so only occasionally, on important or
formal occasions. ThePresidentof theeffective Cabinet
Council is, in fact, the Prime Minister. The President
of the Republic has tended to assume more and more
the dignified role of Head of the State, especially in
relation to foreign Powers, and his chief téle is to
appear on State occasions. He is Head of the State,
rather than the head of the Government. The real ex-
ecutive powet, as in Britain, fell to the Prime Minister.!

1 The position of the Prime Minister is considered in
Chapter V. ‘The Constitution here described ceased to exist

on July 10, 1940.
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This constitutional machinery was cleatly designed
under three main influences. The model of the
Chamber is the British House of Commons; the
model of the Senate is partly the American Senate,
partly the English House of Lords. The President
is a curious amalgam of the American President, the
British constitutional monarch, and previous French
experience. He is elected but, because of the ex-
perience of Louis Napoleon, he is not elected by
popular vote: he is head of the executive, but
ministers are responsible not to him but to the
Chambers ; and all his acts have to be countersigned
by a minister. France had two models before her,
the King of England and the President of America :
the one standing above parties and not wielding
power directly, the other being both a symbol of
national unity and an active politician, wielding
great power through his free choice of ministers.
Under stress of circumstances they first set up a
President somewhat after the American model.! But
in time he became—under pressure of the recurrent
fear of a coup d’état—more like the English constitu-
tional monarch. And so the greatest single guiding
force was the example of British parliamentarism.

1 The Assembly—being predominantly monarchist in senti-
ment—hoped that a strong Presidency would facilitate tran-
sition to a monarchy. Thiers told it in 1871, ““ If you will not

cross the Channel with us, then you will have to cross the
Atlantic.”
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Whilst France was reaching her modern Constitu-
tion by these turbulent stages, Britain was pursuing
a steadier course towards parliamentary democracy.
The story of the extension of the franchise in Britain
can be told by the chronological series of Reform
Bills of 1832, 1867, 1884, 1918, 1928. Each, in turn,
extended the vote to new sections of the community.
The last two even gave the vote to women on equal
terms with men—a step which France has not yet
taken at all. This process of progressively taking
new classes into a partnership in power is the historic
method of British development. Just as the feudal
king had co-opted his greater nobles, and then in
turn had co-opted the lesser nobles, burgesses and
knights of the shire, so, when the greater nobles
were weakened, the Tudor monatchs had enlisted the
wealthy middle classes, whose help was necessaty in
government. In the course of the nineteenth century
the middle classes, now strongly entrenched in power,
co-opted the artisans and working classes. Because
of this widening process, Patliament was able to
remain the centre of power. Its power grew as it
became more representative of public opinion. And
the House of Commons, which alone could claim
this character of generality, naturally came to be the
decisive part of Parliament. The Parliament Act of
1911, one of the few * written ” parts of the British
Constitution, formally recognised this claim by
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destroying the Lords’ power over money bills, and
reducing their power over other legislation to the
right of delaying bills for two years. At the same
time, the Commons recognised themselves as more
directly answerable to the electorate by providing
for a General Election every five years instead of
every seven. Civil liberties—such as the rights of
free association, freedom of speech and the press—
wete established by a like process of extension.

§ 4

This brief survey of democratic politics in France
and Britain during the last century suggests four
general conclusions. First, that in spite of super-
ficial contrasts between the recent history of the two
countries, both have been subject not only to the
same forces and movements of opinion, but also to
simultaneous forces and movements of opinion.
Secondly, that the two nations have continued to
exert that mutual influence upon one another which
we have seen operating in earlier phases of their
development ; though now by sympathy and imita-
tion more often than by antipathy and war. Thirdly,
that although the political temperature-chart of
France has fluctuated more violently than the British
in recent times, yet the eventual average tendency is
in the same direction and on about the same level.
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Since 1814 the development of democratic institu-
tions in France has been progressive, but with
temporary setbacks. In Britain it has been accumu-
lative ; but it has been, in the long run, the same
process. Fourthly, this underlying likeness of
tendency and this parallel development must not be
allowed to blind us to certain very important
differences between them, not only in their visions of
democracy, but also in the actual mechanism and
working of démoctacy in the two countries.- Having
so far emphasised their often neglected likenesses, we
must go on to consider the contrasts in their prac-
tical applications of the prigciples of democratic
government. ‘These are the principles of ministerial
responsibility, the division of powers and the rule of
law. The meaning of these principles has changed
from time to time : but all three have been regarded
as inherent parts of the democratic ideal in both
countries. “All have been considered essential for
that protection of the ordinary citizen against arbi-
trary power and violence, which is the real aim of
democratic government. All have been completely
repudiated by the modern totalitarian States.



CHAPTER II1

RESPONSIBILITY OF MINISTERS

L radical, comme le radis simple, est rouge an debors, blanc au dedans,
et se place dans I'assiette au beurre. (ANON.)

§1
“In France,” writes the great Radical philosopher
Alain, “ there are a great many radical electors, a
certain number of radical deputies, and a very small
number of radical ministers; as for the service-
chiefs, they are all reactionaries. He who propetly
understands this has the key to our politics.” * “The
essence of radicalism in politics is distrust and con-
trol of ministers. ¢ Everything that limits and con-
trols power is democratic or, if you like, radical.”
All power corrupts.  The price of democracy is con-
stant, unremitting watchfulness. The elected mem-
ber of parliament, far away from his constituency and
his local committees, soon comes to be influenced
unduly by other deputies, by Paris society in which

1 Alain: Eléments d’une Doctrine radicale, 1925, p. 25. This
temark does much to explain the events of July 1940.
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he mingles, even by the impersonal corporate
traditions of patliament itself. Everything con-
spires to make him less responsive and less answer-
able to the sovereign people. “It is well known
that a deputy is always less radical in the Chamber
than he is to his constituents, and also that a minister
is always less radical, as a minister, than he was as an
¢ interpellateur.” ” Even democratic election means
that politics tends to fall into the hands of the am-
bitious, and the ambitious tend to be either vain or
unscrupulous. Local control must be vigorously
asserted, just as the control of parliament over
ministers must, in turn, be assured. This is the gist
of typical French radical thought. Itis in this sense
that modern French radicalism is the direct heir and
descendant of Jacobinism. Of the modern Radical
Party M. Thibaudet writes, ““ It is indeed the party of
the French Revolution. And the living and lively
tradition of France to-day is that of the French
Revolution. . . . All the tendencies and all the
groups of the French Revolution are still represented
amongst our Radicals, and confront one another in
their Congresses.” 1

This argument indicates cleatly one of the main
features of French democracy ; a characteristic which
can only be called its provincialism. There is a dis-
trust of Paris, with its aptness to assume control of

1 A. Thibaudet : Les Idées politiques de la France, p. 121.



RESPONSIBILITY OF MINISTERS 53

national politics.! ‘There is also the assumption—
which is, indeed, Girondin rather than Jacobin—
that the real unit of democracy must be the locality.
The Chamber of Deputies is still something of a
Chamber of Communes, rather than a House of
Commons : and the Senate is based directly on the
principle of municipal representation in the central
government. The deputy is often a mayor in his
constituency, or a member of the council of the
department. Certainly, it is regarded as part of his
duty to get any benefit possible for his locality,
whether in the form of public works, or merely in the
form of State jobs for his supporters. The names
of Herriot and Lyons are inseparable in French
politics—he has been Mayor of Lyons for over thirty
years, and has proved himself a great local adminis-
trator. 'The building of schools and the planning of
the Lyons Fair, model hospitals and model slaughter-
houses, above all, the long list of subsidies extracted
from the State : these are the achievements which
Lyons credits to its popular Mayor. And this is the
tendency everywhere in France. So many local
authorities have large numbers of Deputies and
Senators amongst their members, that meetings of
these bodies can only take place when Parliament is
not sitting.

1 It is said, “ On ne gouverne que contre Paris,” and “ La
politique de la France marche avec le brodequin départemental.”
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Btitish parliamentarism stands in sharp contrast to
this intense provincialism of French politics. The
theory of patliamentary representation, as first ex-
pounded by Edmund Burke, has remained the
accepted theory. Inaddressing his own constituents
at Bristol in 1774, Burke protested against the con-
temporary radical views of representation, which
involved definite instructions to members from their
constituents. ““ Certainly,” said Burke, “ it ought
to be the happiness and glory of a representative to
live in the strictest union, the closest correspondence,
and the most unreserved communication with his
constituents. ‘Their wishes ought to have great
weight with him ; their opinion high respect ; their
business unremitted attention. . . . But his un-
biassed opinion, his mature judgment, his enlightened
conscience, he ought not to sacrifice to you. . . . If
government were a matter of will upon any side,
yours, without question, ought to be superior. But
government and legislation are matters of reason and
judgment, and not of inclination ; and what sort of
reason is that, in which one set of men deliberate, and
another decide ; and where those who form the con-
clusion are perhaps three hundred miles distant from
those who hear the arguments ? . . . Parliament is
not a congress of ambassadors from different and
hostile interests ; which interests each must maintain,
as an agent and advocate, against other agents and
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advocates ; but Parliament is a deliberative assembly
of one nation, with one interest, that of the whole ;
where not local purposes, not local prejudices ought
to guide, but the general good, resulting from the
general reason of the whole. You choose 2 member
indeed ; but when you have chosen him, he is not
member of Bristol, but he is 2 member of Patliament.”

How far does this admirable theory of representa-
tion still apply to the British Parliament? On this
theory, we have abandoned the effort to keep that
effective local control over members which to the
French Radical is the essence of democratic govern-
ment. But have we thereby got the parliamentary
government that Burke desited? Have we even
given the individual member that independence of
judgment that Burke desired ? Is it not true that
the development of powerful, highly organised party
machines, occasioned by the steady increase of the
electorate, has in fact nullified both the control of
Parliament over the ministry, and the independence
of judgment of the individual member? It may
well be that Britain, following the lofty and seductive
theories of Burke, has lost the reality of democratic
government which France, with her more realistic
approach to politics, had somehow succeeded in
grasping. ‘This question cannot be decided with-
out first considering the most startling of all differ-
ences between French ~nd Reitich  anlitice ha
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contrast between the multifarious groups of France
and the highly organised political parties of Britain.
To consider constitutional forms and parliamentary
institutions is to study merely the statics of govern-
ment. The dynamics of government involve a
study of party systems, and of the social basis of
parties.,

§2

The splintered groups of France are not simply
the product of that local and provincial control
already mentioned—although the ascendancy of
local politics has no doubt helped to keep parties
disintegrated. The existence of so many parties in
France is above all the result of her turbulent history
during the nineteenth century. This was described
in the last chapter.

It is important, for example, that the many social
issues raised by the changes of the industrial revolu-
tion had to be faced by France whilst the quite
different political issues of monarchy and repub-
licanism were still unsettled. In Britain the general
structure of government was fixed by 1689, and the
future development of politics settled by 1832. The
economic reorganisation of society and the need to
adjust political machinery to these new needs struck
Britain as a distinct set of problems, which her well-
established instjtutions could absorb and assimilate
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without serious shock to themselves. In France,
these problems first became urgent in the middle half
of the nineteenth century, when the whole question
of the political régime was still in dispute. Consti-
tutional issues divided the Socialists, Socialism
divided the Republicans. Political parties con-
cerned with the two different sets of issues might
overlap : there was no reason why they should
coincide.  As has already been suggested, the Third
Republic survived chiefly because it was found that
a certain reconciliation of classes could be better
achieved under it than under any alternative Con-
stitution. Thiers remarked, “ The Republic divides
us least.” But it all meant that political parties
remained unconsolidated. It has been said that *“ To
be fairly judged the Third Republic must be regarded
as the hybrid product of two distinct revolutxons
going on at the same time.” 1

It would be of little use to try to analyse the precise
purpose of each of the twenty or more groups which
revolve so kaleidoscopically in the Chamber and the
Senate, for many of them have none. They change
not only from one election to another, but they come
and go even within the life of one Chamber. The
group labels are not the same in the Senate and in the
Chamber. The labels under which elections are
fought are often quite different from the labels

! W. L. Middleton : The French Political System, p. 16,
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adopted by groups in the Chamber. There are some
important parties in the country which are not repre-
sented at all in the Chamber. To the Englishman,
accustomed to the same party divisions existing at
once in the country, the Commons and even in the
Lords, there seems to be nothing but confusion.
Yet if one penetrates the confusing labels to the
underlying movements of opinion, a certain pattern
of politics can be discerned. The groups fall
roughly into the classification of Right, Centre and
Left.

It is sometimes said that France is socially con-
servative, but has a political bias towards the Left.
In so far as this generalisation is true, it is simply
another expression of the permanent influence of the
French Revolution on French life.  France is socially
conservative, because the large class of peasant pro-
prietors, rentiers and petits fonctionnaires are con-
servative in outlook, and want to preserve the social
and economic results of the Revolution. They form
the main support of the centre parties. In politics,
there is constant anxiety to preserve the Republic and
its institutions against attacks from the Right—and
the old anti-clericalism is ever apt to reappear. So
even conservative parties must pay lip-service to
the Revolution, as is seen by their choice of party
labels savouring of the Left, no matter what their
real policy may be: the Right calls itself “ Demo-
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cratic” or “ Republican ” or both. ‘There is what
M. Thibaudet! has called a sinistrisme in French
politics, which expresses the Revolutionary tradition.
M. Paul Guérin has described the position well.
“ Parliament expresses in its composition and in its
life the multitude of interests, complexity of religious
beliefs and diversity of the country and of individuals.
It all results in a much better balance than one might
expect. It is by its contradictions, by its very anti-
theses, that the system survives. For if the spirit of
French politics is mobile, its character remains con-
servative. . . . The régime is a paradox: con-
servative in pocket, revolutionary at heart, extremist
and idealist in its programmes, opportunist and
moderate in action, admiring great men but refusing
them power, captivated by eloquence and words, but
free to change its orators in one wild tussle, little pre-
occupied with essential problems, yet usually solving
them at the last moment, Republicanism 4 /z fran-
¢aise has nothing quite like it in the world.”” 2
French political life has two constant anxieties :
the threat to the Republic from the Right, and the
threat to property from the Left. This double
anxiety throws politics into a posture of defence, and
causes that almost rhythmic swing of the pendulum
which has been particularly noticeable since the

1 A. Thibaudet : La République des Professeurs (1927), passim.
% Paul Guérin : Le Probléme frangais (1939), p. 42 f.
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Great War. When it is felt that there is any danger
to national security, either from the semi-fascist
parties within or from Germany without, opinion
swings towards the Left. This happened in 1920,
1925 and 1936. When there is any threat to financial
stability, or a too rapid succession of socialistic
measures, then opinion swings back again towards
the Right. ‘This happened in 1922, 1926, 1932 and
1938. Nor does it suggest any false analogy that the
pendulum should always cover the centre more than
it covers either extreme, for the Centre parties repre-
sent the real, permanent, conservative desires of most
Frenchmen. There is a swing of opinion rather than
a cleavage of opinion.

These general characteristics of French politics
have direct bearing on the problem of ministerial
responsibility. ‘This constant movement of opinion,
this impatience and distrust of any Ministry which
tends to become too powetful or to behave too ex-
clusively, make it desirable that every Government
should be made as responsive as possible to Parlia-
ment. ‘This is secured in a very effective way by the
party system. Every Ministry has to be a coalition,
for no single group can ever hope to have a majority
of its own. Moreover, every Chamber is elected for
four years and is never, in practice, dissolved earlier.
It therefore has the Ministry at its mercy. If that
patticular coalition does not correspond to thebalance
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of opinion in the Chamber, then it can quickly be
adjusted so that it does. In a Chamber bound to
continue as a body until its mandate expires, it is
essential that this rapid redistribution of political
forces should be possible. Parties must retain great
freedom of action, and have no incentive to commit
themselves too precisely at elections. They must
keep their hands free to compromise and negotiate
with other groups once they get inside the Chamber,
or else no Ministry could ever be formed. There
grows up a real divorce between the action of the
party in the country and its action in the Chamber.
Mote rigid party-organisation is not desired. There
is a tacit general conspiracy to keep every Ministry
in direct and immediate dependence on the Chamber.
In securing this, the Chamber is fulfilling one of
the tasks entrusted to it by the Constitutional Law
of February 1875. Article Six of that Law laid down,
“ Ministers are collectively responsible to the
Chambers for the general policy of the Government,
and individually for their personal acts.” This col-
lective responsibility is secured by the custom that
the whole Ministry must resign if it loses the con-
fidence of the Chamber of Deputies, the test of this
being the loss of its majority. It is also secured by-
the custom since 1896 of resigning if defeated in the
Senate. The Senate overthrew the Bourgeois Cabinet
on its foreign policy, the Briand Cabinet on its
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internal policy, the Herriot Cabinet on its financial
policy, the Tardieu Cabinet on its general policy,
the Léon Blum Cabinets on their general and financial
policies. The precise power of the Senate over
Ministries remains in dispute ; it is generally agreed
that it is not as great as the Chamber’s.! Its
ambiguous power is tolerated partly because it uses
it prudently—standing for the principle that govern-
ment must be carried on—and partly because it is
comforting to have, in emergency, this second line
of defence against the irresponsibility of Ministers.

The personal responsibility of Ministers, which the
Constitution requires, is provided for in the Con-
stitutional Law of July 1875. Article Twelve declares,
“ Ministers can be impeached for crimes committed
in the exercise of their functions. In this case, they
are judged by the Senate.” This emergency legal
security is again borrowed from the English law of
impeachment, in which the House of Lords acts as
a court and the House of Commons as the prosecutor.
The method has occasionally been used in France
in recent times, though the last impeachment in
England was in 1805. Ministers are also punishable
for civil offences against the State, in financial
matters.

1 M. Blum, when defeated by the Senate in April 1938,
told it, “ Much as you may desire a change of Government,
you have no tight to decide it. That belongs to the Chamber,

“elected by universal suffrage.”
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The principle that Ministers should be collectively
responsible to the House of Commons for their
conduct of government has not been laid down in
the British Constitution so plainly as in the Constitu-
tional Laws of the Third Republic. Ministerial
responsibility in Britain is rather the product of
years of parliamentary resistance to Ministers, when
they were the King’s Ministers. It is secured by the
customs rather than by the law of the Constitution.
It was a convention established late in the eighteenth
century by the peculiar circumstances of the period
of Whig resistance to the rule of George III. Cabinet
government, as we know it to-day, began only with
the establishment and acceptance of a party system.
And that was not finally established until the
nineteenth century.

In ecighteenth-century England, ministerial re-
sponsibility was owed politically to the King and
legally to the Courts. In theoty, a Minister could
be accepted or dismissed only by the King, and each
Minister separately was personally responsible to the
King. All Ministers were in theory equal, and owed
no intermediate responsibility to a party or group
leader—save perhaps of a purely friendly and private
kind. Nor did they owe political responsibility to the
constituency for which they sat. Indeed, in so far
as important Ministers were usually members of the
House of Lords, they had not been elected by
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anyone. The only ultimate control which the
Commons could assert was after the event—when
a Minister’s misdeeds had become so notorious that
he could be impeached.

The Revolution settlement of 1689 had, however,
imposed certain practical limitations upon the work-
ing of these theories. Parliament had then decisively
asserted its claim to be an indispensable partner in
government, and the understanding grew up that the
King should always choose his Ministers with regard
for their acceptability to Parliament. If not, Parlia-
ment could impose certain financial difficulties which
would make government almost impossible. The
best index of acceptability was whether or not a
Ministry could command a majority of votes in
Parliament. But how little the implications of
ministerial responsibility to Parliament were under-
stood at the beginning of the century is shown by
the Act of Settlement of 1701. One clause disqualified
Ministers from membership of the Commons. This
would have left impeachment or attainder as the only
sanction of parliamentary control of Ministers, and
another clause declared that royal pardon should not
stand in the way of impeachment. The growth of
collective responsibility of the Cabinet was directly
attacked. It was stipulated that all resolutions taken
in the Privy Council were to be signed by all who
supported them. The presence of Ministers in the
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Commons was regarded as an invasion, not as a
guarantee, of political liberty. There was danger
that a Minister, masking his actions by the parlia-
mentary support of a subservient majority, might
evade the one remaining control, impeachment.
This was no empty menace, at a time when minis-
terial control of royal patronage was added to the
personal powers of the Whig oligarchy, and when
most Members of Parliament were in practice
nominated rather than elected.

So long as it was assumed that Ministers are the
King’s Ministers, and also that * the King can do no
wrong,” then it was not unreasonable o argue that
the King could not choosé¢ wrong Ministers. To
oppose Government was to oppose the King : even
criticism of Government could be interpreted as
criticism of the King. The logical dilemma was
solved by the polite fiction which had been inherited
from the seventeenth century, that whilst the King
could intend no wrong, yet he might be misinformed.
Therefore Ministers might be attacked for misin-
forming the King. The accountability of Govern-
ment to the country and to Parliament as a whole
depends upon this distinction. A pamphleteer of
1747 suggests this gloss upon the old absolutist
principle : “ The King has the whole executive
power of the laws, but he, like all other kings, can
act only by his agents ; his Ministry execute his will,

D
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but they execute it at their peril ; and in #his sense
he can do no wrong; . . . if he errs, ’tis the error
of his Ministers ; if they do wrong, they are answer-
able for it.”1 This problem greatly exercised
the minds of opposition writers in the reign of
George III.  ““If the king can do no wrong,” declares
No. 19 of the North Briton, “ his Ministers may, and
are accountable to the people for their conduct.”
In his famous letter to the King of 1769, *“ Junius ”
reminded the King that, were it not for this dis-
tinction between King and Ministers, ““ 1 know not
whether your majesty’s condition, or that of the
English nation, would deserve most to be lamented.”
The systematic political responsibility of Ministers
was eventually secured only by the development of
a party system. And just as Edmund Burke was the
first to formulate the English theory of representa-
tion, so he was also the first to expound a complete
defence of the party system as a method of representa-
tive government. This defence may be briefly
quoted, for it is the very basis of the English con-
ception of responsible, representative government.
Burke viewed the problem of government from
a standpoint totally different from that of previous
thinkers. ‘The old Whigs had supposed that the
problem of government was simply to put into power
men of great influence who had a natural interest in
1 _An Address to the Electors of Great Britain (1747).
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the country, and then leave them a more or less free
hand to evolve and administer whatever policy they
deemed best. William Pitt, and after him George III,
had thought that the problem was to decide upon
a policy and then find men to support and carry
such measures into practice. Both had considered
“men” and “ measures ” as two separate things.
Burke refused to distinguish between men and
measures. ‘They should be inseparable, in two
senses : in the sense that the men responsible for
decision of policy should also be responsible for
putting the policy into practice; and in the sense
that a policy is likely to be adequately carried out
only by a body of men who really believe in its
general principles. “ Measures > of government are
not a series of separate acts, but merely the practical
applications of certain general principles of public
policy. You cannot therefore oppose policy with-
out also opposing the personnel of government.
A change of policy demands a change of govern-
ment. A real change of policy can be effected only
by a change in personnel. This seemed a startling
and even revolutionary idea to men of that time.l
Burke was suggesting that it was not only constitu-
tional, but quite natural, for an organised political

1 Burke’s pamphlet, Thoughts on the Causes of the Present
Discontents, in which he first elaborated these ideas, appeared
in 1770 as a party manifesto of the Rockingham Whigs.

D2
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party to aim at the complete control of government
and the total displacement of the party already in
power. 'This involved surrender of the royal claim
to choose Ministers at will. It also involved the
institution of “ His Majesty’s Opposition,” and the
direct political responsibility of the Ministry to
parliament. These constitutional inventions are the
greatest and most original contributions of Britain
to political science. First evolved in theory by
Burke, and in practice by Charles James Fox and
the younger Pitt, a regular party system developed
in England in the nineteenth century.

It would be misleading to think of a two-party
system as the natural or even most desirable form.
Indeed, there are few periods in Britain when a
clear two-party system has existed. The constant
tendency is for parties to adjust and regroup them-
selves as new political and social issues arise. This
they have done in the present century. The coming
of the Labour Party as a parliamentary force in 1906
marked the end of even the pretence of a two-party
system in Britain. Yet, in spite of the confusion of
parties caused by the events of 1931, this country
has resisted any tendency to splinter political parties
into such multifarious groups as exist in France.
The chief reason is the elaborate organisation which
all British parties have acquired.

In Britain we are used to the spectacle of one great
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party organisation making itself responsible for the
forming of local associations in the constituencies,
the production of suitable candidates, the running of
elections, the conduct of debates in Parliament, and
the monopolising of power when it forms a Ministry.
Such a concentration of functions and power in the
hands of one organisation would alarm the French.
To perform so many important and difficult tasks,
the party must build up a vast political structure of
its own—a machinery and a bureaucracy which it
is extremely difficult to keep democratic. Some
students of the problem have noted an inherent
tendency in all such organisations to become oli-
garchies, with the real power of decision and control
falling more and more into the hands of a small
number of active and ambitious men.! Power
becomes centralised in the party headquarters. “ The
more extended and the more ramified the official
apparatus of the organisations,” writes Michels, * the
greater the number of its members, the fuller its
treasury, and the more widely circulated its press,
the less efficient becomes the direct control exercised
by the rank and file, and the more is this control
replaced by the increasing power of committees.”
The disciplinary power of the party organisation
over the individual representative is symbolised in

! E.g. M. Ostrogorski: Democracy and the Organization of
Political Parties (1902) ; R. Michels : Political Parties (1916).
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the party “ Whip.” Refusal to support the Ministers
in an important vote may mean, for the rank and
file Member, denial of access to the party funds at
the next election. There is a tendency for all, save
the very wealthy or the unambitious, to become
obedient yes-men. Even a fairly general revolt of
patliamentary members against their ministerial
leaders can be checked by the power of the Prime
Minister to advise a dissolution of Parliament. The
threat of an expensive and uncertain election cam-
paign is enough to deter the fractious in sufficient
numbers to preserve a ministerial majority. How
can it be said that Ministers with such a power are
responsible to a House of Commons in which they
can control so obedient a majority ? This is the
most serious challenge to the defenders of the present
system of representative government in Britain.

It is sometimes said that in France there is Parlia-
mentary sovereignty, but in England Cabinet
sovereignty. The French Minister who is account-
able to the Chamber is made really responsible for
his actions. The British Minister, who is only
remotely accountable to the electorate, can with
impunity wield wide powers of discretion. It was
Rousseau who first remarked, “ The English people
. . . is free only during the election of members of
parliament: as soon as they are elected it is enslaved.”
“T'o make Parliament responsible to the electorate is
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to offer little consolation to the democrat, unless we
also ensure that Parliament has Ministers at its
mercy. In this sense, French government has been
undoubtedly more democratic than British : and the
Chamber of Deputies has realised, more completely
than the House of Commons, the ideal of a truly
deliberative assembly depicted by Burke.

§3

What are the day-to-day means by which Parlia-
ment tries to control the executive in France and in
Britain? M. Barthélemy enumerates three chief
ways of parliamentary control in France. There are
inquest, question and interpellation. The first, an
elaborate inquiry made by a commission of either
Chamber into the whole conduct of a Minister, is
very rarely used. But it is important as a reserve
power. The second may be a simple verbal inquiry,
by any member, about any detail of administration :
or it may be a formal printed question and answer
in the Journal officiel. Printed questions may run into
some five thousand a year, and may often be about
trivialities. The most formidable method of all is
interpellation. This empowers any member to make
the government explain either single decisions, or
its general policy, in open parliamentary debate. It
lets all parties, including the Ministers, ventilate their
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opinions. And the vote on the ordre du jour with
which it ends is a regular test of the extent of
parliamentary confidence in the government.

Even more effective and regular means of control
are the parliamentary committees. By 1920, twenty
permanent committees of the Chamber had been set
up, covering between them most subjects of legis-
lation. Each has forty-four members, representing
all parliamentary groups in proportion to their
strength in the Chamber. Originally simply organs
of criticism and advice in the formulation of bills,
they have gradually become weapons for controlling
the whole action of government. Each Minister
has to face not only the Chamber as a body, but a
miniature “ Chamber ” of men who specialise in
criticism of his own department and its activities.
He then has to face the Senate and the corresponding
committee there. He is not likely to behave irre-
sponsibly. The attitude of the committee may range
from one of helpful co-operation to one of hostility :
that will depend chiefly on the efficiency and tact of the
Minister himself. Such committees may even assume
powers so exorbitant as to be a menace to smooth and
efficient government.l But their existence means that
the Chamber has kept in its own hands far more power
over government than has the House of Commons.

1 For further discussion of this method of control, see W. L.
Middleton, Tke French Political System, Chapter VII,
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Corresponding facilities in the British House of
Commons are much less stringent. Subject to
certain conditions, any Member may address a
question to a Minister concerning anything which
comes within the scope of his department. Notice
of the question must be given at least one day before-
hand, so that the answer may be carefully prepared
by the civil servants of the appropriate department.
The Minister may decline to answer, if to reply would
be ““ contrary to the public interest.” The nearest
British approach to the interpellation is the motion
“ to adjourn for the purpose of discussing a definite
matter of urgent importance.” If forty or more
Members support the motion a debate takes place,
nominally on the motion to adjourn, but actually on
the subject which occasioned the motion : and if the
motion is carried the Minister concerned, or perhaps
even the whole Government, is expected to resign.
The method is seldom used, and is a less deadly
weapon than the French interpellation. More usual
is the vote of censure, moved against an individual
Minister, or a vote of no confidence moved against
the whole Ministry. Both may result in resignation
or a dissolution. Because both are regarded as
drastic measures, they are used sparingly, and only
when there is a real likelihood of their succeeding.
Equally sparing is the use of a special committee of
investigation, which the Commons may set up to
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inquire into executive acts or policies. Even when
used, the ad hoc nature of the committee makes it
a different power from the permanent, experienced
committees of the French Chamber and Senate.

Summarily, then, it may be said that there is a
consistent contrast between the interpretation of
“ ministerial responsibility ” in France, and the
meaning of that principle in Britain. In theoty,
there is the contrast between the Radical conceptio