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FOREWORD 

The first, second, and third institutes on the 
Harris Foundation dealt respectively wi th Euro­
pean, Far-Eastern, and Mexican affairs. The fourth 
institute, from June 21 to July 8, 1927, dealt 
wi th "Problems of the British Empire." India and 
the Crown Colonies, which, together wi th Great 
Bri tain, the Irish Free State, and the Dominions, 
constitute the British Empire in the usual sense, 
were only touched upon incidentally in the public 
lectures; consequently this volume has been given 
the title, Great Britain and the Dominions. The 
internal structure and foreign policy of the Empire 
as a whole are, however, dealt wi th , especially in 
the lectures by Sir Cecil Hurst. The lectures are 
all printed substantially as delivered during the 
institute, wi th the exception of that on New Zea­
land by M r . Condliffe, which was prepared by 
request after the institute was over. 

The qualifications of the authors to speak au­
thoritatively on the subject wi th which they deal 
are in part indicated on the title-page. Sir Cecil 
Hurst has been connected wi th the Brit ish Foreign 
office for twenty years, has participated in many 
international and imperial conferences, has wr i t ­
ten numerous articles on legal subjects, and is 
editor of the British Yearbook of International Law. 
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FOREWORD 

M r . Smiddy was professor of economics and dean 
of the faculty of commerce at University college, 
Cork, before becoming first Irish minister to the 
United States. M r . Dafoe, besides a long experi­
ence as editor of one of the most important liberal 
papers in Canada, the Manitoba Free Press, rep­
resented the Canadian department of public 
information at the Paris Peace Conference in 1919 
and has written several books, including On the 
Canadian Battlefields, Laurier: A Study in Canadi­
an Politics. Sir Harrison Moore, long dean of the 
faculty of law of the University of Melbourne, has 
served as constitutional adviser of the government 
of Victoria, and has written many books on legal 
subjects, among them Act of State in English Law, 
and The Constitution of the Commonwealth of Aus­
tralia. M r . Condliffe left his professorship of eco­
nomics at Canterbury College, New Zealand, in 
1927 to become research secretary of the Institute 
of Pacific Relations, wi th headquarters at Hono­
lulu. M r . Louw has served as trade commissioner 
of the Union of South Africa to the United States 
and Canada by appointment of the Union govern­
ment. M r . Fletcher left his law practice in South 
Africa to accept an appointment under the British 
Foreign Office as director of the British Library of 
Information in New York. 

Q U I N C Y W R I G H T , Executive Secretary 
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THE BRITISH EMPIRE AS A 
POLITICAL UNIT 

By SIR CECIL J. B. HURST 





I 

T H E B R I T I S H E M P I R E AS A P O L I T I C A L 
U N I T U N D E R I N T E R N A T I O N A L L A W 

It is not easy in the course of three brief lectures 
to deal intelligibly wi th such a subject as the Br i t ­
ish Empire as a political unit under international 
law. The British Empire is a strange complex. It 
is a heterogeneous collection of separate entities, 
and yet it is a political unit. It is wholly unprece­
dented; it has no written constitution; it is of quite 
recent growth; and its development has been amaz­
ingly rapid. These are all characteristics which it 
is essential to bear in mind if one tries to under­
stand how the British Empire functions as a poli t i ­
cal unit, yet they are circumstances which people 
very often forget. Some people perhaps have never 
realized them. 

It is quite useless to compare the British Em­
pire of today wi th any of the great empires of the 
past. I doubt whether any of the latter possessed 
a single trait in common wi th the subject of these 
lectures. It is equally useless to compare the Br i t ­
ish Empire wi th any of the great powers of the 
modern world because there you wi l l find that in 
every case the chief characteristic is the strength 
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—I might almost say the omnipotence—of the cen­
tral government: if the central government weak­
ens, the whole entity collapses. Look at the China 
of today, a country in a state of seething disinte­
gration merely because of the complete collapse of 
the central government; and yet if one only count­
ed heads, China would be today the greatest power 
in the world. 

My subject is the British Empire as a political 
unit under international law. If that title were 
interpreted strictly I ought perhaps to leave on one 
side everything which relates to what I may term 
the internal functioning of the Empire, that is to 
say, the relations between the component parts of 
the Empire themselves. But that I cannot do. I 
can and shall leave out of account everything 
which relates to the purely domestic concerns of 
the separate units, but one cannot understand the 
functioning of the Empire in international law— 
or rather in international relations, i.e., the rela­
tions between foreign powers and the Empire as 
a whole or between foreign powers and individual 
units of the Empire—without knowing how the 
various units of the Empire conduct their relations 
inter se, because their method of conducting their 
relations inter se is reflected in their dealings wi th 
foreign states. 
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Furthermore, one must have some clear idea 
of what this British Empire or British Common­
wealth of Nations consists of, and therefore I trust 
you wi l l forgive me i f I attempt first some rough 
diagnosis or classification of the numerous entities 
which are united by the common bond of allegiance 
to our King. 

Of Great Britain the mother-country I need say 
but l i t t le ; it is the part of the Empire wi th which 
as a rule foreigners are better acquainted than wi th 
any other; it is at any rate a country which is no 
stranger to the governments of the world in inter­
national affairs. It is one wi th which for centuries 
they have been accustomed to conduct their rela­
tions. It is one whose characteristics make it an 
object of interest and sometimes of study to most 
of the people in this country, whatever may be the 
feelings they entertain toward i t . 

Then there come the five great self-governing 
dominions: Canada, Australia, New Zealand, 
South Africa, and the Irish Free State. These are 
the units whose existence and whose status in the 
world of international affairs is today such a puzzle 
to many people. Even if their present status is at 
first a l i t t le difficult to understand, everyone ought 
to t ry to understand i t . It is a source of dissatis­
faction to the statesmen of the dominions that the 
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position of their countries should not be under­
stood; and if it is not understood by foreign govern­
ments it wil l lead to mistakes in the handling of 
particular questions, and out of such mistakes wi l l 
grow friction and mistrust. 

These five dominions stand in a category by 
themselves because they have all been admitted to 
separate membership of the League of Nations. 

Next comes in a class by itself Great Britain's 
oldest colony, the Dominion of Newfoundland. 
Newfoundland is admitted to membership in the 
periodical meetings of the Imperial Conference in 
London on precisely the same footing as Canada 
or South Africa; she enjoys the same measure of 
autonomy; she is mistress of her own destinies to 
the same extent as they are; yet she has never been 
admitted as a member of the League of Nations. 
I do not know that she even aspires to that some­
what burdensome recognition of the full measure of 
freedom which she enjoys. If Newfoundland looks 
to the mother-country to a greater extent than do 
some of the other dominions for the conduct of her 
relations wi th foreign powers, it is only because she 
chooses that path for herself; not because she is 
forced or bound to do so. 

Let me take next, because again it occupies a 
class by itself, the youngest of the self-governing 
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units of the British Empire, Southern Rhodesia. 
I say the youngest because it was only in 1923 that 
the territory was formally annexed to the British 
Crown; up t i l l then the administration and govern­
ment of the country had been vested in the British 
South Africa Company. Southern Rhodesia has 
not yet been admitted to membership of the I m ­
perial Conference, but she again is mistress of her 
own destinies. The government is in the hands of 
a cabinet which is responsible to the legislature. 

Next I must mention India, in area approaching 
2,000,000 square miles and its population over 
300,000,000, a huge dependency already enjoying 
a great and increasing measure of self-government. 
By a resolution of the Imperial War Conference 
of 1917 India was given the right to be fully rep­
resented at all future Imperial Conferences, and 
now her members sit there on the same footing as 
the representatives of Canada or of the other do­
minions. India was also admitted as one of the 
original members of the League of Nations on the 
same footing as the other parts of the British 
Empire. These measures are of course a recogni­
tion of the fact that India is on the road to the 
status of a fully self-governing nation in the Em­
pire. The rapidity of her progress in that direction 
lies in her own hands. Her status today is regu-
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lated by the Government of India Act, 1919, and 
provision is made in that enactment for the re­
examination of the situation in ten years' time after 
the passing of the Act to see what further progress 
is possible in the policy of the full realization of 
responsible government in India. 

Of the remaining units which the British Em­
pire comprises I need not attempt to give any de­
tailed account. They are multitudinous in number, 
infinitely various in form, and differ widely in the 
degree of development to which they have at­
tained. They have this much in common: that in 
every case, but in varying degree, one of the self-
governing units of the Empire is responsible for 
them. In most cases it is that of Great Bri tain, but 
Australia, New Zealand, and South Africa all have 
dependencies for the government of which they are 
responsible. Theoretically that responsibility in ­
volves sufficient control to insure fulfilment of in­
ternational obligations, but each of these units is 
in touch wi th the outer world and in each of them 
events may and do happen which give rise to 
international questions. 

The outstanding characteristic of the earlier 
units which I mentioned is the autonomy which 
they possess. In the great self-governing dominions 
that measure of autonomy is now complete. In the 
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words used in the Report of the Imperial Conference 
of 1926 to describe the status of Great Britain and 
the dominions, they are autonomous communities 
within the British Empire, equal in status, in no 
way subordinate one to another in any aspect of 
their domestic or external affairs, though united by 
a common allegiance to the Crown and freely 
associated as members of the British Common­
wealth of Nations. 

That status of equality wi th Great Britain to 
which the dominions have now attained has been 
a matter of recent and of rapid development. It 
is because of the rapidity of the development that 
misconception is so prevalent as to the extent and 
the nature of the autonomy which the dominions 
enjoy. 

Perhaps i t wi l l help toward a clearer under­
standing of the problems connected wi th the Em­
pire as a unit if I attempt a rapid survey of the 
colonial policy of Great Britain during the last 
century. It wi l l help to explain why there has now 
come about this complete autonomy of the do­
minions. 

A century ago the British colonies overseas 
were, speaking broadly, in the enjoyment of what 
was termed representative government wherever 
the settlers of British or other European origin 
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formed the predominant element in the population. 
Representative government meant in some form or 
other a governor, appointed by and responsible to 
the King's government in London, and in whom was 
concentrated the executive authority, though he 
was sometimes assisted by an executive council cho­
sen by himself and responsible to himself alone, the 
legislative power, including the power to tax, being 
vested in an elected Assembly. The result of this 
division of powers between the executive and the 
Assembly was perpetual conflict. However much 
the Assembly might dislike the policy of those re­
sponsible for carrying on the government, it had 
no power to dismiss them. On the other hand it 
had unlimited power and unlimited opportunity to 
make the conduct of government impossible. Gov­
ernment could not be carried on without money, 
and if the Assembly would vote no supplies, there 
was no money. The government was in the hands 
of the governor, and the governor was responsible 
to London; but he could not carry on the govern­
ment without the help of the Assembly. If the sys­
tem worked at all it must have been because of the 
mutual forbearance and good sense of the respon­
sible ministers in London and the people of the 
colony. The position of the governor of the colony 
must frequently have been intolerable. It is of 
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course true that the first to feel the inconvenience 
of any breakdown in the government were the 
people of the colony themselves, so that they had 
no encouragement to refuse supplies. Friction, 
however, was as a rule incessant. When relations 
became too bad the antagonism culminated in 
definite defiance and resistance to the government. 
It was outbreaks of this kind which led to the dis­
patch of Lord Durham in 1838 to investigate the 
turmoil into which affairs had fallen in the two 
provinces of Upper and Lower Canada. 

Lord Durham's report on the condition of 
things in British Nor th America and his recom­
mendations for their improvement has become a 
classic. It advocated the adoption of what is 
termed "responsible government, , , that is, the 
vesting of executive authority in a body of men 
responsible to the legislature, so that the legisla­
ture, without whose active collaboration in the way 
of enacting laws and imposing taxes the govern­
ment cannot be carried on, becomes the real con­
trolling authority. 

It is an essential part of the system of responsi­
ble government that as soon as the executive gov­
ernment ceases to retain the confidence of the 
legislature it goes out of office. Parliamentary gov­
ernment in England today as it emerged toward 
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the end of the eighteenth century and came to its 
full development in the nineteenth is founded on 
this principle. The acceptance of the Durham re­
port by the ministers of the Crown in England, 
even though they did not realize it at the time, 
meant that parliamentary government in Canada 
would in the long run develop along the same lines 
as in Great Britain. Nay, more, it was bound to 
produce in the long run a parliament which would 
claim to exercise all the rights which were enjoyed 
by the parliament at Westminster. Nor could this 
result be confined to Canada. The acceptance of 
the plan for one dominion entailed its application 
in due course to all the self-governing communities 
which should subsequently come into being. 

From the point of view of the dominions the 
important point to note is the evolution from a 
position of dependence to one of freedom from con­
trol. These great communities have all the time 
been climbing a ladder. Now they have reached 
the top; but the climbing process is common to all 
the communities which form part of the Empire. 
Each of them, whether the population is predomi­
nantly white or predominantly colored, is gradual­
ly , as it develops in strength and capacity, passing 
upward from the stage in which the community is 
wholly subject to control exercised from London 
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to that in which the measure of control diminishes, 
and so on to that in which the control has ceased 
entirely. The dominions of today were but crown 
colonies in the past. The crown colonies of today 
wi l l be dominions in days to come. There is 
nothing static about the British Empire. 

What I have said previously does not, of course, 
apply to Ireland. The Irish Free State has come 
into being as a dominion by a different route. It 
has done so by the abrogation of the political union 
wi th Great Britain which had lasted for a century. 

The sad and sometimes blood-stained history 
of the relations between Great Britain and Ireland 
before the treaty of 1921, which gave the southern 
parts of Ireland the status of a dominion wi th the 
same position in all respects as Canada, lie outside 
the scope of my subject. It is now a page that has 
been turned. We are concerned only wi th the pres­
ent position which the Free State enjoys. 

It is equally important to consider this same 
feature of the gradual evolution of the dominions 
from a position of dependence to one of freedom 
from control from the point of view of Great 
Bri tain. It was Great Bri tain which in days gone 
by exercised the control which has now passed into 
the hands of the dominions themselves. If the ac­
quisition of complete control over their own affairs 
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is regarded by the dominions as a gain, it would 
seem that the disappearance of her control should 
be regarded by Great Britain as a loss. Does she 
so regard it? Speaking as an Englishman, I do not 
and I cannot believe that any intelligent English­
men do so. If regret at the disappearance of this 
control is not the general view in England, it is 
because the modern conception of colonies has com­
pletely changed. In early days when the commer­
cial aspects of the colonial connection were the only 
point considered, a colony was regarded as nothing 
more than a source of raw materials and an outlet 
for manufactures, an overseas estate to be ad­
ministered and exploited. No wonder that in those 
days perfect subordination of the colony to the 
parent state was considered the only possible basis 
of the connection. The material advantage of the 
parent state came first; the welfare of the colony 
was a secondary matter whenever its welfare and 
the interests of the parent state did not coincide. 
If that view had been permanently held in Great 
Britain it is certain that she would always have 
opposed the grant of increased powers to colonial 
governments. Still more would she have set her 
face against anything approaching the recognition 
of the perfect autonomy of the dominions today. 
She would indeed have regarded the upward prog-
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ress of her dependencies along the path of freedom 
and of self-control as so much loss to herself. 

That she has not done so is to her credit, for 
to no country can the purely commercial aspect 
of the connection between a parent state and a 
colony have been more important than to a coun­
try like Great Bri tain, which lives by her foreign 
trade and is dependent for that trade on imported 
foodstuffs and raw materials and an outlet for her 
products. I do not suggest, however, that Great 
Britain adopted a liberal colonial policy such as 
that advocated in the Durham report merely in a 
fit of altruism. She did it because there were solid 
advantages. Discontented colonies were a source 
of weakness, not of strength. If conflicts between 
the governor and his council on one side and the 
legislature on the other became acute, there was 
always the risk of the conflict leading to a rising 
or to rebellion. Outbreaks of this kind entailed 
criticisms at home of the conduct of affairs by the 
government in office at the moment and they en­
tailed expense. Peace and prosperity in the colony 
was an advantage to the government at home. 

I do not wish to rest the case wholly on the ma­
terial advantage of adopting a forward policy. No 
other, even though men were unaware of it at the 
time, could have endured. 
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During the eighteenth century the manufactur­
ing and trading interests in England had been able 
to force the government to maintain the connection 
wi th the colonies on the basis of what was known 
as the commercial system, a system under which 
the colonies were called upon to subordinate their 
commercial life for British protection against for­
eign aggression. Bitter experience in Nor th Ameri­
ca and in Ireland had taught the government in 
Great Britain what the fruits were of such a policy, 
and by 1839 this oid view as to tne basis of the 
connection wi th the colonies was dead, and wi th it 
disappeared the need of maintaining a control over 
the local political life of the community. 

Again it was a different England which had to 
deal wi th the Durham report from that which 
maintained the strangle hold on the commercial 
life of the colonies during the eighteenth century. 
The Great Reform Bi l l of 1832 had been passed; 
the day of the rotten borough was over. It may 
only have been chance, but I think myself it was 
deep political instinct which led to the acceptance 
of the idea of allowing the people of the colony 
liberty to manage their own affairs. No other poli­
cy was consistent w i th the nature of the mass of the 
British people. The great contribution which Br i t ­
ain has made to the science of government is the 
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idea of liberty and good government through free­
dom. No people which has won its own way for­
ward along that path is likely for long to deny it 
to others. There may be occasions when a step for­
ward may seem to have been required and not to 
have been taken, but in time the national instinct 
wi l l reassert itself and the step forward wi l l be 
made, if it is one for which the moment is ripe. 

Whatever may have been the underlying cause, 
however, of the adoption by the British govern­
ment in 1839 of the Durham report, it is the fact 
that in the twentieth century Great Britain ac­
cepts, and accepts gladly, the new status of com­
plete equality wi th herself to which the dominions 
have attained. The period of subordination has, so 
far as they are concerned, come to an end. Even 
if the position of primus inter pares is given to her 
by the dominions she wi l l enjoy i t only because 
they give it to her, and not because she has a pre­
rogative claim to it as of right. 

If you ask me for evidence of the fact that Great 
Britain has accepted gladly the new status of the 
dominions, I would only say this: The principle of 
equality was more definitely proclaimed by the last 
Imperial Conference in 1926 than it had been be­
fore. When the report of the proceedings of that 
Conference was published it met w i th a chorus of 
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approval in the newspapers. That immediate ex­
pression of approval by the press has not been 
challenged by public opinion during the months 
which have since elapsed. 

The full political freedom of the autonomous 
communities of the Empire is the outstanding fea­
ture of today, but it is equally true that all these 
communities are united by a common allegiance to 
the Crown. The unity of Empire through the com­
mon sovereignty of the Crown results in there be­
ing many common interests, particularly in the do­
main of external affairs. Common interests are best 
served by common action. How can common ac­
tion best be secured? Obviously the best method 
would be by unification of control. 

Ever since the principle of "responsible govern­
ment" came into effective operation there has been 
in some minds a feeling after some machinery for 
achieving unification of control in matters in re­
spect of which common action is required. There 
was no need for it before that date because common 
action was insured by the subordination of all parts 
of the Empire to Great Britain. When once an­
other government came into being wi th in the Em­
pire which was responsible only to its own legisla­
ture, there were the elements of potential disrup­
tion. For a time the problem did not come to the 
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front because all that was advocated in the Dur­
ham report was complete autonomy in local mat­
ters, while reserving control over imperial matters 
and vesting it in the hands of the authorities in 
London. But where was the line to be drawn be­
tween matters of imperial concern and matters of 
local concern? And if it were possible to draw i t , 
by what machinery was it to be drawn? 

An attempt to do so was made and was made 
more than once. Sir Wil l iam Molesworth, a great 
authority on colonial matters, proposed in 1850 
that an exhaustive definition of the powers con­
ferred on the governments of the colonies and those 
reserved to the government of Great Britain should 
be embodied in an act of parliament. Again in 1855 
the attempt was made by one of the colonial gov­
ernments in Australia, and a measure was prepared 
which it was proposed that the imperial parliament 
should enact, attempting to separate and to define 
the local powers and the imperial powers, the for­
mer being under the control of the colonial govern­
ment and the latter under the control of the au­
thorities in London. 

It is fortunate that these attempts failed. If 
they had succeeded they would have been fatal to 
the gradual development of constitutional practice, 
and it is this alone which has rendered possible the 
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progress of the dominions to the complete control 
of their own affairs. Progress would have been 
checked at the point reached in the early fifties, 
that is, pretty well the same as the stage reached 
by the acceptance of the recommendations of the 
Durham report, whereas wi th no mechanical fetter 
imposed by a statutory definition, progress toward 
complete control by the self-governing colonies 
over their own affairs was not long in beginning. 
One by one the subjects, which in the Durham re­
port were to be treated as imperial matters, subject 
to the exclusive control of the authorities in Great 
Britain came to be regarded as matters which the 
colonial governments were entitled to regulate for 
themselves. In time the conduct of foreign affairs 
and, to some extent perhaps, defense seemed to be 
the only matters left. 

In many minds this tended to produce alarm; 
it was feared that the disruption of the Empire 
could alone result from this unfettered power of 
decision enjoyed by the colonies in matters which 
were really matters of common concern to the 
whole Empire. There began to take shape a move­
ment toward imperial federation. Particular up­
holders of the movement had their own plans, but 
nothing short of a scheme which provided for some 
central imperial parliament, chosen by the peoples 
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of the self-governing parts of the Empire, and an 
imperial executive, responsible to such parliament 
and exercising control over foreign policy and over 
defense, the central imperial parliament being 
given power to impose taxation to be expended on 
matters which were subject to its control, would or 
could have met the aims of the promoters of the 
movement. 

For a time during the eighties under the guid­
ance of the Imperial Federation League the move­
ment made headway. Interest in the colonial parts 
of the Empire was then strong in England, and the 
added strength which real unity would bring to the 
Empire as a whole made an attractive appeal both 
in England and overseas to all who considered the 
question. Statesmen and politicians professed to be 
upholders of the movement; many really were en­
thusiastic supporters; but then the pendulum be­
gan to swing the other way. A central imperial 
parliament in which was vested the control of cer­
tain subjects must mean divesting of some of their 
functions the parliaments which had exercised that 
control hitherto; and what parliament was willing 
to surrender any part of its prerogatives in this 
way? 

An even more formidable, though perhaps less 
frequently enunciated, objection was the inequality 
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of the elements to be united by the federal bond. 
Any central parliament to be chosen by the peoples 
it is to have power to tax must be chosen upon some 
basis which shall roughly represent the numerical 
importance of its constituents. If the distribution 
of seats in the proposed imperial parliament had 
ignored the population basis altogether and had 
been made on a basis of equal representation for 
each of the federated units, the result would have 
been grossly unfair to Great Bri tain. If the popu­
lation basis had been adopted, the result would 
have been as grossly unfair to the units overseas. 
The scheme would have exposed them to taxation 
and control by a parliament of which Great Britain 
elected a majority. 

By 1893 the body called the Imperial Federa­
tion League, which had been formed to foster the 
movement, came to an end; but the work it had 
done had quickened and encouraged the movement 
in favor of strengthening the unity of the Empire. 
Nor had the last been heard of the idea of establish­
ing some central authority for the Empire wi th 
executive functions and powers of control so as to 
secure common action in matters of common inter­
est. 

At the Imperial Conference of 1911 the Prime 
Minister of New Zealand brought forward a resolu-
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tion in favor of the appointment of an imperial 
council of state. This council was to contain rep­
resentatives of the self-governing parts of the Em­
pire and was to deal with matters of common inter­
est io the whole Empire, such as peace and war, 
naval defense, treaties, and foreign relations gener­
ally. The discussions which this resolution led to 
are all to be found recorded in a blue book,1 and 
they show conclusively the insurmountable objec­
tions to the adoption of any such scheme where the 
units to be linked together are so unequal numer­
ically as, let us say, Great Britain and New Zea­
land. 

The Prime Minister of Great Britain summed 
up the difficulties in one sentence: "So far as the 
Dominions are concerned this new machine could 
impose upon the Dominions by the voice of a body 
in which they would be in a standing minority a 
policy of which they might all disapprove, a policy 
which would in most cases involve expenditure and 
which would have to be met by the imposition on 
a discontented community of taxation by its own 
Government. "2 

The recognition, however, of the need for com­
mon action in matters of common interest to the 

1 Imper ia l Conference, 1911 (Dominions , N o . 7), C d . 5745. 
2 Ibid., p. 71. 
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Empire was steadily becoming more general, and 
the movement in favor of creating some machinery 
insuring such common action received a fillip to­
ward the close of the war through the activities 
the Round Table Group, a body of enthusiast-
Imperialists wi th branches in Great Britain and in 
all the dominions. How else, it was argued, could 
a citizen from overseas of the great British Com­
monwealth of Nations find the full expression of 
his rights of citizenship if there were questions 
which to him were vi ta l , such as the adoption of 
policies involving for his country the risk of war, 
which were decided by a government responsible 
to a parliament sitting at a far distant place and 
in the election of which he could take no part? 

The diagnosis of the evil was correct enough; 
it was the remedy prescribed which was wrong. 
The instinct of the peoples of the Empire was lead­
ing them at this very time to claim under the stress 
of war a frank recognition of the full autonomy of 
the dominions and of the equality in status be­
tween Great Britain and the dominions, wi th the 
consequential right of the dominion governments 
to a voice in foreign policy. Fortunately also the 
political instinct of the people in Great Britain was 
leading them to a frank acceptance of this claim. 
A central imperial authority wi th power to coerce 
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the self-governing units in the Empire cannot be 
reconciled wi th such a claim, and some such cen­
tral authority is of the essence of any scheme of 
imperial federation. 

Common action on matters of common interest 
remains just as necessary, even if it cannot be 
achieved by the method of unifying the control. 
Some means of facilitating such common action 
must, therefore, be found. Mere sending of dis­
patches between the different governments of the 
Empire is inadequate. It is too slow; and com­
munications by cable are insufficient. Just as d i ­
plomacy by correspondence has proved itself in­
adequate in international affairs and has been sup­
plemented by diplomacy by conference, so some 
additional method of arriving at a common line of 
policy is necessary for the governments of the Em­
pire. One such method is found in the periodical 
meetings of an imperial conference. 

I need not attempt a long account of these 
imperial conferences. They now play an important 
part in the working of the machine of the Empire. 
Yet they grew up almost by chance. 

In 1887 there was celebrated in London the 
Jubilee of Queen Victoria's Reign, and to the fes­
tivities which were held in London the leading per­
sonages in all the colonies were invited. Use was 
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made of the opportunity which thus presented i t ­
self for representatives of the governments of the 
self-governing colonies to meet together and discuss 
matters of common interest. This first meeting was 
all very tentative. There was uncertainty as to 
who should be invited to take part in the proceed­
ings, and the opening ceremony was actually at­
tended by representatives of the Crown Colonies, 
i.e., the colonies which had not reached the status 
of self-government. That the conference must meet 
on a purely consultative basis was recognized from 
the outset. Even champions of the Imperial Feder­
ation Movement realized this. 

The value of the interchange of opinions which 
had taken place must have been realized. Though 
no agreement was come to as to the meeting of 
another such conference, there was a feeling that 
such meetings must and would be held. Questions 
had been under discussion which were of abiding 
interest to all who took part in the conference, and 
the opportunity for expressing opinions was too 
valuable to be lost. 

Ten years later another such conference as­
sembled in London on the occasion of Queen Vic­
toria's Diamond Jubilee. In the interval there had 
been a conference on similar lines at Ottawa, which 
was mainly concerned wi th the establishment of 
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the Pacific cable, an important l ink in the chain of 
imperial communications. 

In 1902 another great imperial function, the 
coronation of King Edward V I I , gave the oppor­
tunity for holding another conference. Five years 
later came the Conference of 1907, and the Con­
ference of 1907 was one of great importance, for it 
adopted a constitutional resolution which for the 
first time gave precision to the organization of the 
Imperial Conference and still remains the basis of 
its existence. It is worth quoting in ful l : 

T h a t i t w i l l be to the advantage o f the Empire i f a Confer­
ence, to be called the Imperia l Conference, is held every four 
years, at which questions of common interest may be discussed 
and considered as between His Majesty's Government and his 
governments of the self-governing Dominions beyond the seas. 
The Prime Minis ter of the United Kingdom wi l l be ex-officio 
President, and the Prime Ministers of the self-governing 
Dominions ex-officio members of the Conference. The Secre­
tary of State for the Colonies wi l l be an ex-officio member of 
the Conference- and w i l l take the chair in the absence of the 
President. He wi l l arrange for such Imperial Conferences after 
communication w i t h the Prime Ministers of the respective 
Dominions. Such other Ministers as the respective Govern­
ments may appoint w i l l also be members of the Conference, 
it being understood that , except by special permission of the 
Conference, each discussion wi l l be conducted by not more 
than two representatives from each Government, and that 
each Government wi l l have only one vote. 

[27] 



GREAT BRITAIN AND THE DOMINIONS 

During this period the work of the Conference 
was crystallizing, but at the same time its outlook, 
or rather the outlook of its members, was changing, 
and there are points in the Resolution which I have 
just read which are worth noting. The name of the 
Imperial Conference was adopted for the first time; 
hitherto the conference had been called a Colonial 
Conference. The approach toward the status of 
equality between Great Britain and the dominions 
was marked by the parallel positions assigned to 
their respective prime ministers. It is no longer the 
colonial secretary in Great Britain who is regarded 
as the minister wi th whom the dominion represent­
atives wi l l confer. Most important of all is it to 
remember, though this fact does not appear in the 
wording of the Resolution, that it was adopted 
after there had been laid before the governments 
concerned suggestions emanating from the respon­
sible minister in Great Britain in favor of organiz­
ing the Conference on the basis of making it an 
imperial "council" and of providing it w i th a per­
manent secretariat. 

The interesting feature of his suggestions as to 
the future organization of the Conference is that 
they show that the important role which the Con­
ference must play in enabling the several parts of 
the Empire to co-operate and to take common ac-
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tion when required was already seen. It was clear 
that the Conference had come to stay; it was equal­
ly evident that its main weakness was the fact that 
it only met at intervals. Some connecting l ink was 
wanted between one conference and another. What 
the author of these suggestions was searching for 
was some machinery which should keep the Con­
ference alive as an organ for consultation in the 
inevitable intervals between the meetings. 

One more Conference was held after 1907 before 
the war, that of 1911, a Conference rendered note­
worthy by the attempt of New Zealand, to which 
I have already referred, to establish an imperial 
council of state wi th executive powers and a parlia­
ment elected by the whole Empire. 

The war of 1914 was the testing time for the 
Empire. It proved many things, among them that 
the Empire was not a political structure which 
would fall to pieces in a moment of dire stress. It 
showed that in such a moment of emergency the 
extent of the help which the dominions would pro­
vide was not affected by the right of their govern­
ments to decide that question for themselves. They 
can be trusted to gauge the requirements of the 
situation just as well as any central body. It 
showed also that if the peoples of the dominions 
are going to give effective help in such a crisis, they 
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are entitled to see, and wil l see, that their own gov­
ernments take an effective part in the handling of 
the questions out of which the political tempest has 
arisen, and that some way of enabling them to do 
so was essential. 

The war thus indicated the problem which had 
got to be solved. The complete and perfect solu­
tion may not yet have been found; without doubt, 
however, we are nearer to the solution than we 
were. The war did more than indicate the problem. 
It showed that the difficulty of finding a solution 
wil l not lead to an abandonment of the search for 
one. The Empire wi l l go on experimenting unt i l it 
finds the best solution. 

In 1921 all the prime ministers of the Empire 
and representatives of India met again in London. 
Outwardly this meeting differed but l i t t le from an 
Imperial Conference, but it went by another name. 
Officially it was described as a Conference of Prime 
Ministers. The bluebook recording its activities 
shows that it revived the precedent of the Imperial 
War Cabinet. The dominion ministers sat wi th the 
members of the British Cabinet to deal wi th for­
eign and imperial questions of immediate urgency 
which arose during the sitting of the Conference. 

I have just used the term "Imperial War Cabi­
net. " It may be well that I should explain i t . While 
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the war was in progress and in order to insure the 
more effective conduct thereof, the machinery of 
government was completely reorganized in Great 
Britain. A War Cabinet came into being, and its 
members wi th one exception were relieved of all 
departmental responsibility, so that they might de­
vote themselves wholly to questions relating to the 
war. An Imperial War Cabinet was organized by 
inviting the representatives of the dominion gov­
ernments to sit wi th the members of the War Cabi­
net for deliberation about the conduct of the war 
and the discussion of the larger issues of imperial 
policy connected wi th i t . This was the body mo­
mentarily revived in 1921 during the Conference 
of the Prime Ministers of the Empire. The Imperi­
al War Conference met on occasions and dealt wi th 
non-war problems affecting the Empire as a whole. 

The outstanding decision to which this Confer­
ence of Prime Ministers came was that there should 
be no conference on the constitutional relations of 
the different parts of the Empire. In 1917 the I m ­
perial War Conference, one of the bodies I have 
just described, passed a resolution to the effect that 
the readjustment of the constitutional relations of 
the component parts of the Empire was too impor­
tant and too intricate a subject to be dealt wi th 
during the war, and that it should form the subject 
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of a special imperial conference to be summoned as 
soon as possible after the cessation of hostilities.1 

In that year the dominion representatives must 
have thought that their new status required formal 
sanction. By 1921 they had come to the conclusion 
that the developments since 1917 had made their 
new status an accomplished fact and had rendered 
a constitutional conference useless. 

Since that date there have been two recognized 
meetings of the Imperial Conference—that of 1923 
and that of 1926—but the atmosphere surrounding 
the Conference had been profoundly changed by 
the second part of this same resolution of 1917 to 
which I have just referred. It is worth quoting: 

The Imperia l War Conference . . . . deem i t their d u t y to 
place on record their view that any such readjustment, while 
thoroughly preserving all existing powers of self-government 
and complete control of domestic affairs, should be based upon 
a ful l recognition of the Dominions as autonomous nations of 
an Imper ia l Commonwealth, and of Ind ia as an important 
port ion of the same, should recognise the r ight of the D o m i n ­
ions and Ind ia to an adequate voice in foreign policy and in 
foreign relations, and shoulr1 provide effective arrangements 
for continuous consultation in all important matters of com­
mon Imperial concern, and for such necessary concerted ac­
t ion , founded on consultation, as the several Governments 
may determine.2 

1 Cd. 8566, p. 5, resolution I X . 2 Ibid. 
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T H E STATUS O F T H E B R I T I S H 
D O M I N I O N S 

When once peace was made after the war the 
main difficulties confronting the belligerents were 
internal problems of reconstruction, and within the 
Empire these problems had to be faced by the indi­
vidual governments: they were not matters in ­
volving common action. What the post-war meet­
ings of the Imperial Conference had to face was 
the new problem besetting the conduct of foreign 
affairs. The constitutional resolution of 1917 had 
laid stress on the right of the dominions and India 
to an adequate voice in foreign policy and in for­
eign relations, and on the importance of continual 
consultation and of concerted action founded on 
consultation. 

This equal participation in foreign policy was a 
profound change. Only six years before, at the 
Conference of 1911, the Prime Minister of Great 
Britain had stoutly maintained that the responsi­
bi l i ty of the Brit ish government in such grave 
matters as the conduct of foreign policy, the con­
clusion of treaties, the declaration and mainte-
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nance of peace or war, and indeed all those rela­
tions wi th foreign powers could not be shared, but 
the resolution of 1917 made all these questions 
matters of common concern to the whole Empire, 
and therefore matters in which action was to be 
common. 

The Conference of 1923 set itself to work to t ry 
to find a method of giving effect to this new plan, 
and as a first step elaborated an important resolu­
tion wi th regard to the negotiation, signature, and 
ratification of treaties. 

The recent Conference of 1926 carried matters a 
stage further st i l l . The procedure for treaty-mak­
ing outlined in the resolutions of 1923 was revised 
and elaborated. 

Exhaustive consideration was given to the sub­
ject of consultation between the British govern­
ment in London and the dominions in matters 
relating to foreign affairs during the intervals be­
tween the meetings of the Conference. Everybody 
realized that united action in matters of common 
concern is only feasible if the machinery of con­
sultation works smoothly and efficiently. If no 
very fundamental changes in the existing means of 
communication of information and of consultation 
have resulted from the work of the Conference, it is 
because what is wanted is the amplification of the 
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methods already in use and the development of the 
habit of making use of them. 

There was a noticeable absence at the recent 
Imperial Conference of doubt as to the status and 
the role of the Conference. The tentative atmos­
phere which, according to the books, marked the 
first conference forty years ago had disappeared. 
The men who came to the Conference of 1926 were 
sure of their own position and sure of the role in 
the Conference which the dominions they repre­
sented were entitled to play. Once more it showed 
what an advantage it has been that the Imperial 
Conference has never had any written constitution 
to hamper its development. 

It does not even possess any formal rules of 
procedure. The eight governments whose represent­
atives form part of it meet on a footing of equal­
i ty , except that by general consent and in accord­
ance wi th the resolution of 1907 the Prime Minis­
ter of Great Britain takes the chair. 

An agenda is prepared and circulated some time 
before the meeting, each government being at l ib­
erty to add to the agenda any question which it 
desires to bring forward. The sessions are private 
but many of the speeches are published verbatim, 
and the public is kept fully informed of the progress 
of the Conference and of the subjects under dis-
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cussion, and at the end of the Conference a record 
of the conclusions and resolutions is published as a 
parliamentary paper. 

Voting, if there is any, takes place by govern­
ments, not by individuals, but voting consists only 
in ascertaining the views of the responsible repre­
sentatives of each government. There is no voting 
in the sense that questions can be decided by a 
majority. The Conference works on a purely con­
sultative and advisory basis: it has no power to 
bind a single government or parliament. I ts recom­
mendations are of course not likely to be rejected 
by the governments concerned, because no govern­
ment or parliament rejects l ightly the conclusions 
in which its own prime minister has concurred, 
but executive or binding force does not attach to 
the resolutions of the Conference as such. It is only 
through subsequent confirmation by the govern­
ments or parliaments concerned that the work of 
the Conference can be said to receive legal sanction. 

The important point to bear in mind is that the 
functions of the Imperial Conference are merely 
consultative; it does not encroach on the juris­
diction or impair the responsibility of the individu­
al governments and legislatures. If it were not so 
those bodies would soon become jealous of its in­
fluence. 
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Still less does the Conference possess the power 
to coerce a government which dissents. A proposal 
which fails to meet wi th unanimous approval falls 
to the ground. 

It is now the custom for the British foreign 
secretary to give the Conference an ample and de­
tailed summary of the work of his department in 
foreign affairs, so as to make the members appreci­
ate the motives underlying the policy he has been 
pursuing, the success which has attended his ef­
forts, and the difficulties that the situation is pre­
senting at the moment. Then comes the oppor­
tuni ty for the dominion ministers to give similar 
explanations of the policy which they are following 
in foreign affairs. 

On some special matters of importance at the 
time definite conclusions may be reached; for in­
stance, the 1926 Conference passed a resolution 
recording its appreciation of the policy followed 
by His Majesty's government in Great Britain in 
connection wi th the Treaty of Locarno, but the 
chief value of the discussions which follow on these 
explanations on foreign affairs is that the purpose 
underlying the policy becomes understood and 
appreciated and the possibilities of misunder­
standing during the interval before the next con­
ference thereby greatly diminished. 
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Great attention is also devoted to questions of 
defense and to the principles underlying co-opera­
tion in all matters of defense. 

It must not be thought, however, that the I m ­
perial Conference confines its discussions entirely 
to matters of high policy. A l l matters of common 
interest fall within its scope, and it is by co-opera­
tion in these lesser matters, particularly the pro­
motion of inter-Empire trade, that common action 
on the larger questions of high policy can best be 
secured. It is by the practice and the habit of co­
operation that identity of view can most easily be 
secured and divergence of aim avoided. To show 
you how multifarious are the activities of the sub­
committees of.the Conference, let me read you the 
list of the subjects dealt wi th in the fourteen re­
ports of the Economic Subcommittee of the I m ­
perial Conference of 1926: wool statistics, statis­
tics of foodstuffs in cold storage, Empire statistics, 
industrial standardization, oil pollution of navi­
gable waters, unification of rules relating to bills of 
lading, conventions relating to limitation of ship­
owners' l iabili ty and maritime mortgages and liens, 
convention relating to the immunity of state-
owned vessels, valuation of goods for customs pur­
poses, the imperial shipping committee, immunity 
of state enterprises from taxation, taxation of non-
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resident traders, exhibition within the Empire of 
Empire cinematograph films, surveys of Empire 
trade. 

No question of common interest to the whole 
Empire is too small to be broached at the Imperial 
Conference; nor on the other hand is any question 
shirked because it is difficult. Again, no question 
of common interest to the whole Empire is of great­
er importance than defense; and defense has played 
an important part in the discussions of every I m ­
perial Conference. It is at the Imperial Conference 
that the important conclusions on the subject of 
defense are reached, but for the detailed study of all 
the problems connected wi th defense there exists 
another organ called the Committee of Imperial 
Defense. 

This Committee was instituted in Great Britain 
after the South African War. That war had shown 
that there existed serious shortcomings in the sys­
tem of co-ordination between the naval and mi l i ­
tary forces in England, and in order to meet these 
defects the existing cabinet committee on defense 
was reorganized in 1904. Let me quote a sentence 
from the report of a small committee under whose 
auspices this reorganization took place: 

The Br i t i sh Empire is pre-eminently a great naval, Indian 

and colonial Power. There are, nevertheless, no means for co-
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ordinating defence problems, for dealing w i t h them as a whole, 
for defining the proper functions of the various elements, and 
for ensuring that, on the one hand, peace preparations are 
carried out upon a consistent plan, and on the other hand 
that, in times of emergency, a definite war policy, based upon 
solid data, can be formulated. 

The burden of the defense of the Empire rested 
at that time chiefly on the shoulders of Great 
Britain, and it was mainly as an element in the 
machinery of government in Great Britain that the 
Imperial Defense Committee was envisaged at the 
time of its creation. The prime minister of the 
United Kingdom was always to be the president, 
wi th absolute discretion in the selection and varia­
tion of the members. As "the cornerstone of the 
whole edifice" there was to be a small permanent 
secretariat. 

The scheme embodied in this report was ac­
cepted and the Committee of Imperial Defense 
came formally into being on May 4, 1904. 

The prevailing note of the organization is its 
elasticity. In theory the prime minister of Great 
Britain is the only member, but he can summon 
anyone he wishes to its meetings, and by regular 
practice the cabinet ministers at the head of the 
great departments of state in London responsible 
for the fighting services—the navy, the army, and 
the air force—and their chiefs of staff,, wi th the 
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chancellor of the exchequer, the foreign secretary, 
and the secretary for the dominions, and also the 
permanent secretary of the treasury are summoned 
to all the meetings. These constitute the regular 
nucleus. Others are summoned according to the 
subjects under discussion. 

Larger questions of policy are discussed and 
conclusions arrived at in full meetings of the Com­
mittee, but a full use is made of the system of re­
ferring special questions to subcommittees for 
consideration and report. The number of such sub­
committees is very large and their personnel in­
finitely various. Men are appointed to serve on 
them solely according to the special qualifications 
which they possess for the task. In a speech to the 
last Imperial Conference the Prime Minister of 
Great Bri tain stated that in the year ending 
March 31, 1926, the meetings of the Imperial 
Defense Committee and its subcommittees were 
attended in the aggregate by 430 different persons, 
including 19 ministers of the crown in Great 
Bri tain, 6 representatives of the Overseas Em­
pire, 142 service officers, 157 civil servants, and 
48 outside experts. 

In the course of its existence the Defense Com­
mittee has had under consideration, not only the 
great principles surrounding the defense of the 
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Empire, but every detail and every aspect of the 
vast problem which that defense constitutes. The 
Committee was responsible for thinking out the 
questions which would arise in the event of a pos­
sible war wi th Germany, and to the success which 
attended its efforts in that direction testimony is 
borne by Sir Julian Corbett in his Official Naval 
History of the War: 

Whether the scale on which we prepared was as large as 
the signs of the times called for, whether we d id r ight to cling 
to our long-tried system of a small army and a large navy, 
are questions which w i l l long be debated, but, given the scale 
which we deliberately chose to adopt, there is no doubt tha t 
the machinery for setting our forces in action had reached an 
ordered completeness in detail that has no parallel in our 
history. 

Let me repeat that the functions of the Com­
mittee of Imperial Defense are purely advisory. 
The Committee (or its subcommittees) investigate, 
report, recommend. The cabinet concerned de­
cides. I say the cabinet concerned because it is not 
always the cabinet in Great Britain. The Com­
mittee is so organized that representatives of the 
dominions can and do take part in its deliberations 
whenever matters of interest to them are under dis­
cussion, and at times when the Imperial Conference 
is meeting, defense problems are discussed, not at 
meetings of the Conference, but at meetings of the 
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Committee of Imperial Defense. During the I m ­
perial Conference of 1911 it was resolved that one 
or more representatives appointed by the govern­
ments of the dominions should be invited to attend 
meetings of the Committee of Imperial Defense 
when questions of naval and mili tary defense af­
fecting the overseas dominions are under consid­
eration. The proposal that a defense committee 
should be established in each dominion was also 
accepted in principle, and in due course such com­
mittees were set up in South Africa, Canada, and 
Australia. 

Participation by the dominions, as also by the 
crown colonies, in the work of the Defense Com­
mittee is not achieved, however, only by repre­
sentation at the meetings. They are kept informed 
of the results of the Committee's labors, so that in 
the light of the Committee's reports the decisions 
can be taken and plans prepared on matters 
falling within the sphere of the governments con­
cerned. 

I have laid some stress on the work of the De­
fense Committee and the success of its labors be­
cause it is an outstanding example of successful co­
operation between the British and dominion gov­
ernments upon the basis of mutual help and advice 
without the smallest attempt on the part of Great 
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Britain to impose her views or to force acceptance 
of her wishes. It is because the Committee only-
makes recommendations that its influence is so 
great. It is the influence that must attach to 
recommendations made after patient inquiry by 
the highest expert authorities in matters of com­
mon concern. The decision is left to those who 
alone are competent to take it constitutionally. 
Said Lord Balfour in 1904: 

It is of the very first importance that our functions should 
be so restricted that we cannot interfere w i t h administration 
in any way either at home or abroad. It is only by thus strict­
ly l im i t i ng our functions tha t we can have that author i ty 
which I hope we shall more and more gain in the general 
scheme of Imperial Defence, and that our opinions w i l l carry 
that weight which w i l l be all the more effective because there 
is behind them no power of coercive authori ty . 

The method of the Committee of Imperial De­
fense is now being extended into another field. In 
June, 1925, another committee on similar lines 
was set up, called the Civil Research Committee. 
I t wi l l consist in the same way of the prime minis­
ter of Great Britain and such other persons as he 
may summon. It wi l l be purely an advisory body 
and wil l have no administrative or executive func­
tions. It is charged w i th the duty of giving con­
nected forethought from a central standpoint to 
the development of economic, scientific, and statis­
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tical research in relation to civil policy and ad­
ministration. 

As an example of the field within which the 
Committee is at work and of the multifarious sub­
jects with which it will have to deal, let me read 
the list of its nine subcommittees which are at 
present at work: tsetse fly, mineral content of 
natural pastures, native dietetics, Severn barrage, 
British pharmacopeia, Kenya native welfare, 
Empire supplies of quinine, research co-ordination, 
geographical surveying. 

Work of this kind cannot be restricted to the 
geographical limits of a particular country; on 
many subjects the committee must, in order to ob­
tain really valuable results, work on an Empire-
wide basis. I have no doubt that before this Com­
mittee there lie activities as extensive and as valu­
able as those of the Committee of Imperial De­
fense, and that equally valuable co-operation be­
tween Great Britain and the dominions will take 
place. 

The equality of status of all the self-governing 
communities of the Empire is the feature which has 
attracted most attention among those who have 
studied its recent developments, but let us be 
clear in our minds as to what we mean by equality. 
The equality among men, in which we all believe 
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now, does not mean equality in stature any more 
than it means equality in wealth or in tempera­
ment. What equality means among the autono­
mous communities of the Empire is the absence of 
any power of control by one community over an­
other, the idea which is expressed in the words " i n 
no way subordinate one to another in any aspect 
of their domestic or external affairs" which figure 
in the formula adopted in the Imperial Conference 
Resolution of 1926. 

This equality in status is not inconsistent wi th 
the continued existence of legal rights now vested 
in the Parliament of Great Britain, or in the minis­
ters of the crown in Great Britain which are not 
vested in the dominion parliaments or ministers, 
provided that those rights are only exercised in re­
spect of any dominion in accordance wi th the 
wishes of the parliament or the people or the gov­
ernment of the dominion concerned. The parlia­
ment at Westminster frequently exercised in for­
mer days its power to enact legislation which is 
operative in the dominions, and the right to do so 
still exists. It is because these powers were freely 
exercised in the past that traces are srill to be found 
of the inequality of by-gone days. 

These traces of inequality are now in process of 
being swept away, or are being reshaped so as to 
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fit into the modern mold. Let me give you exam­
ples to make my meaning clearer. 

The constitutions of the various dominions 
confer power upon their parliaments to enact laws 
for the peace, order, and good government of the 
country. It is held that legislation enacted under 
this power has no validity outside the limits of the 
dominion or colony concerned. On the other hand, 
no such limitation applies to the laws enacted by 
the Parliament at Westminster. Here we have a 
distinct inequality between the powers of the par­
liaments of these autonomous communities wi thin 
the Empire, and an inequality of this k ind can 
only be eradicated by some measure which shall 
confer upon the dominion parliaments the right to 
legislate wi th extraterritorial effect. It was there­
fore agreed at the last Imperial Conference to set 
up a committee to report {inter alia) on the pres­
ent position as to the competence of the dominion 
parliaments to give their legislation extraterri­
torial operation and as to the practicability and 
most convenient method of giving effect to the 
principle that each dominion parliament should 
have power to give extraterritorial operation to its 
legislation in all cases where such operation is 
ancillary to provision for the peace, order, and good 
government of the dominion. 
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Again certain rights still exist of disallowing 
legislation enacted by a dominion or a colonial par­
liament. Under the theory of the British constitu­
tion all legislation which is passed by the legislature 
requires the royal assent before it comes into force. 
In a dominion the prerogative of giving the royal 
assent to legislation is exercised by the governor-
general, but bills on certain questions must be 
reserved for consideration by the authorities in 
London. In practice "the authorities in London" 
means, not the king in person, but the king acting 
on the advice of his ministers responsible to his 
parliament in Great Bri tain. So long as, let us say, 
a measure passed by the parliament in Canada 
may be disallowed on the advice of ministers re­
sponsible to a parliament elected by the people of 
another country, the equality between the two par­
liaments is unreal. Here then is another relic of 
former days which requires correction, but in this 
case the correction can be effected by a change in 
practice, a singularly simple change even if if effects 
a profound modification in the constitutional posi­
tion which has existed hitherto. A l l that is neces­
sary is an understanding that the king wi l l not be 
advised by his ministers in Great Britain to dis­
allow legislation passed by a dominion parliament 
except in accordance wi th the wishes and desires 
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of the dominion government. As the Prime Minis­
ter of Canada stated in the Canadian House of 
Commons on March 29 of this year: 

The moment that the Br i t i sh Government came forward 
w i t h what was a broad liberal principle and said that they 
would, as far as this power of disallowance was concerned, 
exercise it in a constitutional way, namely, where there was a 
self-governing Domin ion they would recognise equality of 
status and they would have the power of disallowance exer­
cised only on the advice of the M i n i s t r y of the Dominion con­
cerned, then all possibility of agitation was at an end. 

It has been frankly recognized at meetings of 
the Imperial Conference that equality of status 
does not necessarily mean equality of function. It 
is still the fact that in some respects Great Britain 
is fulfilling functions on behalf of the Empire; 
the burden of these functions is not as yet equally 
distributed among all the autonomous communi­
ties. Un t i l there is equality of burden there can­
not be perfect equality of function. 

There is nothing peculiar in the fact that it 
should be so. The units of the Empire are at differ­
ent stages of development. Communities w i th vast 
areas stil l waiting to be brought into settle­
ment require all their resources for the develop­
ment of their lands, and it is only gradually that 
they wi l l be able to share to the full in this burden 
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of the maintenance of services by which they are 
now content to benefit. 

The position is slowly changing, but at present 
it is the fact that the main burden of the defense 
of the Empire and the main burden of the upkeep 
of the machinery for maintaining relations wi th 
foreign powers falls on the people of Great Britain. 
These are no doubt only exceptional and passing 
characteristics; they are not inherent necessities 
of the situation; but so long as they continue they 
naturally enlarge the special functions which Great 
Britain discharges on behalf of the Empire as a 
whole. 

How long these special functions wi l l endure is 
only a matter for speculation. It is certain that 
they wi l l only last as long as their continuance is a 
matter of mutual advantage. 

I said just now that in the main the burden of 
the maintenance of the foreign services for the con­
duct of relations wi th foreign powers falls on Great 
Britain. Wi th in recent years you have seen the es­
tablishment at Washington of two dominion diplo­
matic representatives, a minister acting for the 
Irish Free State and a minister for the Dominion of 
Canada. Every dominion is entitled, if it so desires, 
to nominate its own diplomatic representatives at 
any foreign capital to take charge of its interests 
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and the interests of its citizens in that country. 
Whether the practice wi l l spread I cannot tell you. 
It wi l l do so if the dominion governments feel that 
their interests wi l l be better served by making 
such appointments. Unless they feel that, I should 
opine that they wi l l prefer to continue the existing 
system and make use as heretofore of the British 
diplomatic service as the medium for their com­
munications wi th foreign powers. Since their re­
turn to their own countries after the Imperial Con­
ference, both M r . Bruce, the prime minister of 
Australia, and General Hertzog, the prime minis­
ter of South Africa, have stated that their govern­
ments do not intend to appoint special diplomatic 
representatives. 

The formula adopted by the last Imperial Con­
ference proclaiming the equality of the autono­
mous communities of the Empire continues wi th 
the reminder that these communities are united 
by the common allegiance to the crown. It is the 
crown and the common citizenship which flows 
from allegiance to the crown which constitute the 
links which bind the Empire together. 

Writers of textbooks on international law de­
scribe one class of "composite international per­
sons" as a "personal union," and they state that a 
personal union is in existence when two sovereign 
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states and separate international persons are linked 
together through the accidental fact that they have 
the same individual as monarch.1 

The British Empire is not a personal union. It 
is linked together by more than the accidental 
fact that it has the same individual as monarch 
for all the communities of which it consists. The 
fact that they all have the same individual as 
monarch is not accidental. 

It must be remembered that under the British 
theory of government all executive authority is 
vested in the crown and the oneness of the crown 
means the oneness of the executive authority 
throughout the king's dominions. The king's 
government in different parts of the Empire may 
be carried on by different ministries and through 
the medium of different ministers, but the au­
thority which they are exercising is only so much 
of the king's executive functions as is delegated to 
them.2 

1 Oppenheim, International Law, 3rd ed., I, 154. 
2 Note the case of Williams vs. Howarth, Law Reports, 1905. 

Appeal Cases, 554. The plaintiff, Howarth, enlisted as a member of 
the second Australian contingent for the South African War upon the 
terms that he was to receive 105. per day. He proceeded to South 
Africa and performed his part of the contract. In South Africa he 
received pay from the imperial authorities at the rate of 4s. 6d. per 
day and subsequently received the balance of his 10s. per day from 
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If the relationship between the autonomous 
communities of the British Commonwealth of 
Nations were no more than a personal union, the 
states would constitute toward each other foreign 

the Australian authorities. He brought suit against the defendant as 
nominal defendant on behalf of the crown or government of New 
South Wales to recover the sums for which that government claimed 
credit as already paid to the plaintiff by the imperial authorities in 
South Africa, maintaining that such sums were no part of the 10s. 
which the New South Wales government had agreed to pay him. The 
trial judge and the Supreme Court of New South Wales upheld the 
plaintiff's contention upon the ground that there was no evidence that 
the payments made by the imperial authorities were made on behalf of 
the New South Wales government. The Privy Council reversed the 
decision and advised that a verdict should be entered for the defend­
ant, saying: 

"The plaintiff was in the service of the Crown, and his payment 
was to be made by the Crown. Whether the money by which he was 
to be paid was to be found by the Colony or the Mother Country was 
not a matter which could in any way affect his relation to his employ­
er, the Crown. 

"The learned Acting Chief Justice in giving his Judgment in this 
case said, 'The King has no concern with payments for services 
rendered in this colony; the obligation is with the Government of 
New South Wales' and so far as their Lordships can understand, this 
is the ground upon which the Judgment rests. But with great respect 
to the learned Judge, this is entirely erroneous. The Government in 
relation to this contract is the King himself. The soldier is his soldier, 
and the supplies granted to His Majesty for the purpose of paying his 
soldiers, whether they be granted by the Imperial or the colonial 
legislature, are money granted to the King, and the Appropriation 
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states. "A personal union" says Oppenheim,1 

"is not, and is in no point treated as though it 
were, an international person, and its two sover­
eign member-states remain separate incernational 
persons." It was in order to emphasize the fact 
that the relations between the various parts of the 
Empire are different in character from the rela­
tions between all or any of them together and a 
foreign power that the last Imperial Conference 
agreed upon the desirability of securing a change in 
the form of treaties in which any part of the Empire 
participated. Since 1920 the practice has been 
growing up of concluding treaties in the name of 
the state. This was the case in the peace treaties 
concluded after the war. The words "Bri t ish 
Empire" do not form a convenient composite 
name to describe the political unit to which all the 
autonomous units of the Empire belong. It is, as 
the report of the Imperial Conference states, the 
king who is the symbol of the special relationship 
between the different parts of the Empire, and it is 

Act, whenever an Appropriation Act is passed, simply operates to 
prevent its being applied to any other purpose. 

"Under these circumstances the money paid was money paid for 
the service rendered to the King, and no other payment could possibly 
be due upon the contract declared upon." 

1 International Law, I, 154. 
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in his name therefore that the Conference desired 
that all treaties should be concluded. If this were 
done it would render superfluous the incorporation 
of a clause, such as had figured in some treaties 
concluded in recent years, to the effect that the 
terms of the treaty must not be regarded as regulat­
ing inter se the rights and obligations of the various 
territories which are subject to the same sov­
ereignty. If I may put the matter in one short sen­
tence I would say that the common allegiance to 
the crown prevents the relations between the 
different communities of the Empire from being 
international relations. 

This legal aspect of the crown's function in the 
constitution is by no means the most important 
element in the part that the king plays in the 
British Commonwealth of Nations. A body politic 
must have a head, and that head must be there 
either by hereditary right or by some method of 
choice. The necessity of having to choose the head 
of the state, whatever the method adopted, in 
order to provide the British Empire wi th something 
in the nature of an elected president would lead to 
the disruption of the Empire. No one unit of the 
Empire would feel the least interest in , much less 
any enthusiasm for, the process of election. One 
can well imagine a homogeneous community like 
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Australia or New Zealand taking a fervent interest 
in the election of a president for itself, but what 
interest would ten millions of Canadians take in the 
election of a president when the votes to be cast 
would run into millions, when the candidates for 
election might be men whom Canada had never 
seen and who might never have visited the coun­
t ry , and when the man to be elected would have 
his seat of office overseas and would merely be 
represented by a governor-general? General Smuts 
put the matter tersely but correctly on one occa­
sion when he was making a speech in England and 
used these words: ' 'You cannot make a republic of 
the British Commonwealth of Nations, because if 
you have to elect a President not only in these 
islands but all over the British Empire, who wi l l 
be the ruler and representative of all these peoples, 
you are facing an absolutely insoluble problem."1 

I am putting first the consideration in favor of 
the retention of the monarchy which is of greatest 
weight from the point of view of the self-governing 
communities of the Empire, but if you wi l l think 
for the moment of India you wil l see how hopeless 
a presidential election in the Empire would be. 
India wi th its three hundred millions of inhabitants 
—India moving steadily toward the realization of 

1 May 15, 1917. 
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responsible government and advancing, therefore, 
toward the day when education wil l have entitled 
all her toiling workers to participate in such an 
election, and yet an India which wil l always be an 
Eastern country and where it is only the idea of a 
personal ruler which wi l l appeal to the masses of 
the people—What would be the result? An elec­
tion in which it would be rank injustice if the pre­
ponderant elements were not in India, but of 
which India herself would be the first to spurn 
the results. Apart from all questions of personal 
loyalty, of sentiment, of tradition, and of devo­
tion to a sovereign for work well done, the crown 
is indeed the keystone of the imperial arch in the 
British Empire.1 

Unfortunately the importance of the functions 
exercised by the king accord but i l l wi th the 
widely scattered Empire over which he reigns. 
Physically it is impossible for him to be in every 
place at once. His political functions can only be 
exercised in person in Great Britain. Elsewhere 
they must be exercised on his behalf by a repre­
sentative, a governor-general or a governor or 
whatever may be the name by which the repre­
sentative is called. 

In the dominions I think it may now be said 
1 Proceedings of the Imperial Conference of 1917, p. 46. 
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that the governor-general has at last come to his 
own as the king's representative. This is the result 
of the work of the last Imperial Conference. The 
report of the Inter-Imperial Relations Committee 
says: 

In our opinion, it is an essential consequence of the equal­
i t y of status existing among the members of the Br i t i sh Com­
monwealth of Nations that the Governor-General of a Do­
minion is the representative of the Crown, holding in all essen­
t ial respects the same position in relation to the administration 
of public affairs in the Dominion as is held by His Majesty the 
K ing in Great Br i ta in , and that he is not the representative 
or agent of His Majesty's Government in Great Br i ta in or of 
any Department of that Government.1 

Up t i l l then the position had been obscured by 
the fact that the governor-general is and must be 
appointed by the king on the advice of his minis­
ters in Great Britain. It was natural, therefore, 
that he should be regarded as their representative 
after he reached the dominion in which he was to 
fulfil his functions, and that he should be used as 
the channel of communication between them and 
the dominion government. Now this wi l l , i t seems, 
be changed: 

It seems to us [says the same report] to follow that the 
practice whereby the Governor-General of a Dominion is the 

1 Summary of Proceedings of the Imperial Conference of 1926,  
Cmd. 2768, p. 16. 
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formal official channel of communication between Hi s Majes­
ty 's Government in Great Br i ta in and His Government in the 
Dominions might be regarded as no longer wholly in accord­
ance w i t h the constitutional position of the Governor-General. 
It was thought that the recognised official channel of com­
munication should be, in future, between Government and 
Government direct. The representatives of Great Br i t a in 
readily recognised that the existing procedure might be open 
to crit icism and accepted the proposed change in principle in 
relation to any of the Dominions which desired i t . Details 
were left for settlement as soon as possible after the Conference 
had completed its work.1 

The change wil l serve still further to draw a 
distinction between the autonomous communities 
forming the British Commonwealth of Nations 
and the rest of the British Empire. In India and 
elsewhere the governor-general or governor wi l l 
still remain under the orders of the government 
in Great Britain in respect of all matters for which 
that government is responsible. 

So much for the crown, the first great link which 
binds the Empire together. The second great ele­
ment in common between the parts of the Empire 
is the common nationality which springs from 
allegiance to the king; and here we must distinguish 
between the nationality which is shared in com­
mon by all the subjects of the king, to whatever 

1 Ibid., p. 16. 
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part of his dominions they belong, and the nation­
ality or citizenship which is enjoyed by those who 
belong to one of the great autonomous communi­
ties and which is not shared by those who belong 
to another dominion or to some other part of the 
Empire. 

The larger nationality, the status of the British 
subject, is, of course, regulated by legislation, but 
hitherto the legislation on the subject has mainly 
been enacted by the parliament at Westminster. 
It is now a matter of understanding between the 
governments of Great Britain and the dominions 
that no change wi l l be made in this legislation ex­
cept after agreement to which they all are parties. 
By this means uniformity in the law can be pre­
served, and uniformity in such a matter is of great 
importance, though the need of unanimity between 
seven governments may have its inconveniences. 

At the last meeting of the Imperial Conference 
there was a marked divergence of view on the ques­
tion whether amendments should be introduced 
into the British legislation on the lines of the 
American Cable Act enabling a woman who mar­
ried an alien to retain her nationality of bir th . 
Some governments were against the change; some 
were in favor of i t . As unanimity did not pre­
vail , the change wil l not be made. To do so would 
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be to depart from the understanding that no change 
should be made without a unanimous decision by 
the parliaments within the Empire. 

Legislation has been enacted in some, but not in 
all, of the dominions to regulate the more restricted 
citizenship of that particular community.1 

For many years past it has been recognized 
that the government of each of the autonomous 
units of the Empire has unfettered control over all 
questions relating to immigration into its territory. 
Where the question gives rise to problems of diffi­
culty it may be advantageous that precision should 
be given by legislation to the categories of persons 
who are to be regarded as so closely identified wi th 
the country as to be entitled to entry as of right. 

The common allegiance to one sovereign and 
the common citizenship which flows from that 
allegiance may seem but slender grounds on which 
to base the assertion that the British Empire is a 
political unit in any proper sense of the term under 
international law. I can well conceive that some 
may question whether foreign powers can reason­
ably be expected to treat this complex body politic 
as a unit. 

At the beginning of my first lecture I drew at­
tention to the fact that the British Empire as 

1 Canada, the Irish Free State. 
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you see it today is wholly without precedent, and I 
should be the first to admit that it is difficult to de­
fine wi th precision wherein lies its political unity. 

It is sometimes more easy to give a description 
than a definition, and I am inclined to think that it 
wi l l help toward a correct appreciation of the po­
litical unity of the Empire if you wil l think for a 
moment of that common factor in human life, the 
family. The British Empire presents many of the 
characteristics of the family. 

Nations are, after all, groups of human beings, 
and they often display the failures of human be­
ings. Members of a family seem sometimes to be 
dissatisfied wi th each other. They often bicker wi th 
each other quite hotly, but if anybody outside the 
family ventures on criticism of the family he finds 
to his surprise that the family quarrels are purely 
domestic. Members of the family do not at all ap­
preciate criticism from outside; if anybody who is 
not within the family circle makes so bold as to 
go beyond criticism and venture upon action or 
behavior which the family regards as injurious to 
its interests, he finds at once that any l i t t le differ­
ences between members of the family disappear 
and they unite in resentment at his behavior. 

It is just the same wi th the British Empire. 
When they can do so without risk its members feel 
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at liberty to express their opinions about each other 
freely, and if those opinions are uncomplimentary 
they still see no reason why they should not give 
vent to them, but the moment they are confronted 
wi th some outside menace the family feeling asserts 
itself and all they think of is the common front. 

Families are something different from mere for­
tuitous groups of individuals. You cannot make a 
family by contract. You can make an alliance by 
contract, and in the same way you can agree to put 
an end to your contract. But a family is something 
you can neither make nor unmake by the mere 
agreement of its members. 

It is the same with the Empire. Like a family 
it has grown up. It has emerged through the 
gradual expansion of the overseas settlements or 
conquests of the English, and from the growth of 
the political life of those communities. As they 
became stronger they became more self-contained, 
more able to stand alone, but the ties which united 
them to the parent state have remained intact. 

One may push the analogy farther still . There 
is a time in every family when the children are 
young and the parents must care for them, but the 
day comes when the children grow up and can 
think and act for themselves. Sometimes the par­
ents do not realize that the children are grown up 

[63 ] 



G R E A T B R I T A I N A N D T H E D O M I N I O N S 

and want to go on doing for them things which the 
children consider that they can do for themselves 
and which they want to do for themselves, and 
then the children have to assert themselves and 
to explain that they really are grown up. That 
is not far from what has happened in the British 
Empire. The daughter states have grown up, per­
haps more rapidly than the mother-country real­
ized, but the day came when the mother-country 
wanted, and wanted very badly, the help of the 
daughter states, and they gave i t ; and after that 
both sides realized that the daughter states really 
were grown up, that they had reached the fulness 
of their stature. 

But what happens in human life when people 
are fully grown up and able to shape the destinies 
of their own life? The ties which l ink them to the 
other members of the family are still there, still 
strong, all the stronger perhaps for being seen less; 
and if there are matters of business on which the 
members of the family want to act together, the 
understandings which result from relationship wi l l 
make it very much simpler to work together in 
common, without an elaborate organization and 
without any written agreement setting out the 
rights and the duties of each. 

One thing is certain: there are many matters of 
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business on which the members of the British 
family of nations must act in concert. This is 
particularly so in the case of foreign affairs which 
affect the interests of the whole group. The day 
has gone by when these general questions of foreign 
affairs, questions affecting the interests of the whole 
group, can be left to one member of the group to 
conduct without reference to the others. 

It is only recently that this day did go by. I 
have already mentioned the speech in which the 
Prime Minister of Great Britain refused bluntly, 
so recently as 1911, to admit that the British gov­
ernment could share wi th any other government 
the responsibility for the final decision in such 
grave matters as the conduct of foreign policy, the 
conclusion of treaties, the declaration and mainte­
nance of peace, or the declaration of war. 

When first the principle of responsible govern­
ment for Canada was accepted by the British 
ministers in 1839 the control of all relations wi th 
foreign powers was regarded as a matter to be 
vested entirely in the home government. 

It is only gradually that the other right of 
governments within the Empire to any voice in the 
management of foreign affairs even on matters ex­
clusively affecting themselves has come to be recog­
nized. 
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One of the first milestones along the path of 
emancipation from the principles of the Durham 
report was the undertaking given in 1855 to the 
government of Newfoundland by M r . Labouchere, 
then secretary of state for the colonies, that New­
foundland should not be subjected to any treaty 
obligations by the government in Great Britain 
without being consulted. 

It was in connection wi th commercial treaties 
that progress was most marked and most rapid. In 
the early days—the forties and fifties—it was 
thought that commercial policy must be uniform 
for the whole Empire, and consequently, Great 
Britain having then committed herself to the doc­
trine of free trade, it was felt that the parliament 
at Westminster must retain a right to control com­
mercial policy for the colonies as well as for herself. 
Consequently responsible government was not at 
first regarded as comprising the right of a colony to 
frame its own tariffs. Canada before long took a 
definite stand on this point and by 1859 maintained 
with success its right to control its own tariffs. 
From there it was but a small step on to the nego­
tiation by a self-governing colony of its own com­
mercial treaties, first in conjunction wi th , and then 
separately from, the representatives of the mother-
country. 
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There is no doubt that the authorities in Lon­
don regarded wi th some misgiving the prospect 
of the dominions enjoying complete independence 
in the control of their commercial policy. Great 
Britain had taken her stand on Free Trade and her 
commerce would suffer if it were shut off by high 
tariffs from the colonial markets. Free trade was a 
policy which had been adopted on the supposition 
that its advantages would insure that other coun­
tries would follow suit. It was a matter of surprise 
and regret to see the colonies apparently blind to 
the advantages of the system and disposed to aban­
don i t , and if the imperial authorities were unable 
to control the commercial treaties of the colonies, 
how could they insure the maintenance of free 
trade? 

However, the situation was accepted. Step by 
step the commercial treaties negotiated by the 
imperial authorities in London have ceased to be 
applicable to the other parts of the Empire unless 
they are formally extended to them by notifica­
tion, and from about 1890 onward provision was 
always made for enabling any such separate part 
of the Empire to terminate its participation in the 
treaty without affecting the continuance of the 
treaty for the remainder. 

The common clause figuring in the commercial 
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treaties concluded by Great Britain up t i l l now 
has been conceived in such terms as the following: 

The present treaty . . . . shall not extend to any of the 
Dominions, colonies, possessions, or protectorates of either 
Contracting Par ty unless notice of the desire of such Con­
tracting Par ty that the treaty shall apply to any such Do­
minion, colony, possession or protectorate shall have been 
given to the other Contracting Par ty before the date of one 
year from the date of the exchange of ratifications of the pres­
ent treaty. 

As regards the Dominions, colonies, possessions and pro­
tectorates which may have adhered to the present treaty, 
either of the Contracting Parties shall have the r ight to ter­
minate it separately at any time on giving twelve months' 
notice. 

The right of a dominion on the other hand to 
frame its own commercial treaties wi th a foreign 
power was recognized in 1884, and now the do­
minions are disposed more and more to do so and 
to conclude such treaties for themselves and not 
to rely on those negotiated by Great Britain. 
Whether they wil l go farther in this direction one 
cannot tell. It depends on whether they find that 
the terms secured for their commerce by means of 
treaties restricted in operation to their own terri­
tory are better than those obtained through a 
treaty operating on the British side over a wider 
area. Commercial treaties are always matters of 
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bargain. Each party wants to secure an outlet for 
its own commerce, and to secure that outlet it 
wi l l give favorable terms to the commerce of the 
other party. The English market is an object of 
attraction to all foreign countries, and to secure 
an assured right of entry to that market a foreign 
government may be will ing, especially in these 
modern days when Great Britain has shown signs 
of toying wi th the idea of protection, to give more 
favorable terms to the commerce of the other party 
if that other party includes Great Britain than it 
would do if it were a single dominion. It is not 
impossible, therefore, that in the future we shall 
see a tendency toward commercial treaties con­
cluded on a more imperial basis than in recent 
times. Now that the people of the dominions real­
ize that they can, if they wish, regulate their com­
mercial relations by treaties exclusively their own, 
they may find after all that they can drive a harder 
bargain by making their treaties on a wider basis. 

Even before the war the dominions were be­
ginning also to figure independently as participants 
in technical non-commercial treaties. 

In the Radiotelegraphic Convention signed in 
London in 1912 all the dominions figured in the 
list of states participating, and in a convention con­
cluded in 1913 for insuring the safety of life at 
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sea, a form of preamble was adopted grouping the 
dominions wi th the United Kingdom, but showing 
their separate plenipotentiaries. 

The dominions had for many years before then 
participated in the postal conventions as separate 
parties, but these are more in the nature of agree­
ments between postal administrations than be­
tween states. 

Separate participation in political treaties came 
later. It was due to the quiet and unostentatious 
revolution effected by the war that the dominion 
governments, largely under the wise and capable 
leadership of Sir Robert Borden, then prime minis­
ter of Canada, demonstrated that they must, in 
justice to their own peoples and to the burdens 
that their peoples had shouldered in that struggle, 
claim to participate in the conclusion of peace on 
an equal footing wi th other nations. Do not forget 
that in the course of the war Canada lost as many 
men as the United States. The same is true of 
Australia. Was it to be wondered at that peoples 
which had borne such a part in the struggles on the 
battlefield should insist that their representatives 
should not be excluded from the council chamber 
when the moment came for the conclusion of peace? 
Something more also was wanted than mere repre­
sentation in the council chamber; a treaty indicates 
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upon the face of it the countries between which it is 
concluded and the plenipotentiaries through whom 
they contract. If the dominions were to be given 
what they considered to be their just due, some 
means would have to be found of indicating on 
the face of the treaty their participation in i t , and 
the only proper way of doing so was through 
plenipotentiaries for whose appointment they were 
themselves responsible. 

This was achieved. If you look at the Treaty of 
Versailles, the treaty by which the Allied Powers 
made peace with Germany, there you wil l see in 
the preamble the names of all the dominions and of 
India figuring among the states by whom the treaty 
was concluded, and you wil l see the names of the 
plenipotentiaries by whom it was signed on their 
behalf. 

The struggle to secure participation in the 
Peace Conference for the dominions upon the foot­
ing that they were separate political units was not 
wi th the representatives of Great Britain, but 
wi th the representatives of foreign powers. The 
papers which have been published in Canada1 

show that firm insistence on the part of all the 
British representatives was required before the 
point was gained. 

x Hansard (Canada), L I V , 21. 
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The new footing on which the dominion pleni­
potentiaries participated in the signing of the 
Peace Treaty necessitated a change in the formal 
instrument—known as a full power—which is 
issued to the plenipotentiary who signs a treaty. 
In the British Empire a plenipotentiary is ap­
pointed by, and acts on behalf of, the king. It is 
the king who issues to him the full power; but the 
king is the king of all his dominions, and not of one 
only. If satisfaction was to be given to the desire 
of the dominions that they should take part in 
the conclusion of peace as separate political enti­
ties, the full power which each dominion repre­
sentative was to receive must be limited in some 
way to the dominion which he represented. He was 
not to act merely on behalf of the king as sovereign. 
What Canada wanted was that the Canadian repre­
sentative should sign on behalf of Canada, not 
that he should sign generally on the king's behalf; 
if he did that, his signature would bind Australia 
as much as Canada, and the signature of Aus­
tralia's representative would bind Canada. Conse­
quently words were introduced into the full powers 
issued by the king to the dominion plenipotentia­
ries which restricted their authority to that of 
signing on behalf of the dominion on whose behalf 
they were acting. 
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The full power issued to a dominion plenipoten­
tiary, for instance, was worded as follows: 

N o w know ye that We, reposing especial trust and confi­
dence in the wisdom, loya l ty , diligence and circumspection 
of Our right t rusty and well-beloved X have named, made 
constituted and appointed as We do by these presents name, 
make, constitute and appoint h im Our undoubted commission­
er, procurator and plenipotentiary in respect of Our D o m i n ­
ion of Y, g iving to h im all manner of power and author i ty to 
. . . . treat and conclude any treaties . . . . and to sign for Us 
and in Our name in respect of Our Dominion of Y every­
thing so agreed upon and concluded. 
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W i t h the right secured for the dominions to 
conclude their own treaties, to figure as separate 
units in the conclusion of the general treaties to 
which the king was a party on behalf of the Empire 
as a whole, wi th the further right secured, even if 
not then exercised, to conduct if they so desired 
their own relations wi th foreign countries through 
the medium of their own diplomatic representa­
tives, it began to be necessary to consider the other 
side of the picture. 

The conduct of the major share of the foreign 
relations of the Empire still remained in the hands 
of the Foreign Office in London. It was wi th the 
foreign secretary in London that foreign powers 
were accustomed to do business; if they wanted 
to negotiate a treaty they wanted to be able to 
negotiate the treaty in one place and wi th one set 
of men; they could not negotiate in seven different 
places at once; furthermore, they had no means of 
telling whether the treaty was one of general in­
terest to the whole Empire or of interest to Great 
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Britain alone. The question whether a treaty was 
of sufficient interest to a dominion government 
to make it necessary for the dominion to partici­
pate in its conclusion was a matter of domestic 
interest, not one for the foreign power to see to. 

A l l this quickly became apparent in the years 
succeeding the Peace Conference at Paris in 1919. 
If on the one hand foreign powers were continuing 
to deal wi th the Foreign Office in London on the 
assumption that it was entitled to speak for the 
Empire as a whole, and on the other hand dominion 
governments did not want to be bound by what the 
Foreign Office did unless they themselves had con­
sented, machinery was required to insure that the 
dominion governments knew what the Foreign Of­
fice was doing. But that was not all. The do­
minion governments were entitled to negotiate 
treaties, and therefore the British government 
must know what the dominion governments were 
doing. 

The first step toward meeting the new require­
ments was taken by the Imperial Conference of 
1923. As might be expected, the conclusions ar­
rived at were a l i t t le tentative. Governments were 
feeling their way. The resolution1 agreed to deals 

1 The text will be found in Summary of Proceedings of the Im­
perial Conference of 1923, Cmd. 1987, p. 13. 
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with the three stages through which all treaties 
must pass, negotiation, signature, ratification. 

As regards negotiation, the resolution provided 
that: 

a) It is desirable that no treaty should be negotiated by 
any of the governments of the Empire wi thout due considera­
t ion of its possible effect on other parts of the Empire, or, if 
circumstances so demand, on the Empire as a whole. 

b) Before negotiations are opened w i t h the intention of 
concluding a treaty, steps should be taken to ensure that any 
of the other governments of the Empire l ikely to be interested 
are informed, so that, if any such government considers that 
its interests would be affected, it may have an opportuni ty of 
expressing its views, or, when its interests are int imately i n ­
volved, of participating in the negotiations. 

The intention of these paragraphs was that a 
government should have the opportunity of decid­
ing for itself whether or not its interests wil l be 
affected by the contemplated negotiation. The 
question should not be settled for it by another gov­
ernment. The point is one of importance because 
no government can tell whether the interests of an­
other government wi l l be affected. What is more 
important still no government likes to have a ques­
tion of that sort decided over its head. The do­
minion governments want an assurance that the 
British government is not going to t ry to arrogate 
to itself the power to decide whether the interests 
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of a dominion government are affected, and the 
government in London wants to make sure that it 
wil l not find suddenly that its interests have been 
prejudiced by some action taken by a dominion 
government in complete ignorance of the fact that 
the interests of another government were affected. 

Experience showed that the language employed 
in the 1923 resolution was not sufficiently explicit 
on this point, and in 1926 it was made more plain. 

On the subject of negotiation the 1923 resolu­
tion continues as follows: 

c) In all cases where more than one of the governments of 
the Empire participates in the negotiations, there should be 
the fullest possible exchange of views between those govern­
ments before and during the negotiations. In the case of 
treaties negotiated at International Conferences, where there 
is a Bri t ish Empire Delegation, on which, in accordance w i t h 
the now established practice, the Dominions and India are 
separately represented, such representation should also be 
utilised to attain this object. 

d) Steps should be taken to ensure that those governments 
of the Empire whose representatives are not participating in 
the negotiations should, during their progress, be kept i n ­
formed in regard to any points arising in which they may be 
interested. 

In 1926, when the subject again came under 
consideration, it was found that one point had been 
overlooked in the resolution of 1923, and that was 
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the difficulty created for a government contem­
plating the conclusion of a treaty and conducting 
the negotiations, if, after doing all that was re­
quired of it in the way of keeping the other gov­
ernments informed, it was left by them or some of 
them in ignorance of their views. The conduct of 
negotiations is rendered impossible if at the last 
moment a government whose co-operation is neces­
sary for the ratification of a treaty of general ap­
plication, and therefore requiring ratification on 
behalf of the Empire as a whole, and which had 
been kept informed of the negotiations and has 
offered no objection, or even perhaps displayed no 
interest, suddenly expresses opposition to the con­
clusion of the treaty and refuses to concur in the 
ratification without which the treaty cannot come 
into force. Such action not only puts the govern­
ment conducting the negotiations in an impossible 
position; it is equally unsatisfactory to the foreign 
government wi th which the treaty has been signed. 

The soundness of this point was recognized by 
the Imperial Conference of 1926, and the report of 
that body provides that: 

When a government has received information of the i n ­
tention of any other government to conduct negotiations, it 
is incumbent upon it to indicate its at t i tude wi th reasonable 
promptitude. So long as the in i t ia t ing government receives 
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no adverse comments, and so long as its policy involves no 
active obligations on the part of the other governments, it may 
proceed on the assumption that its policy is generally accept­
able. It must, however, before taking any steps which might 
involve the other governments in any active obligation, ob­
tain their definite assent. 

Where by the nature of the treaty it is desirable that it 
should be ratified on behalf of all the Governments of the 
Empire, the in i t ia t ing government may assume that a govern­
ment which has had full opportuni ty of indicating its at t i tude 
and has made no adverse comments w i l l concur in the ratifica­
tion of the treaty.1 — 

You wil l notice the phrase in the foregoing 
about a treaty imposing no active obligations upon 
a government. Let me just show you what they 
mean. We have to think of treaties which impose 
no obligations on a government to do anything, 
and yet where the treaty must be recognized as 
binding on that government. Suppose, for in­
stance, the government in Great Britain negoti­
ates a treaty with Siam under which she waives 
the extraterritorial rights to which British sub­
jects were previously entitled in that country. New 
Zealand feels that her interests in Siam are infinite­
ly less than those of Great Britain and is content to 
leave the matter in Great Britain's hands. She 
knows all about the negotiations, does not ask to 

1 Summary of Proceedings of the Imperial Conference of 1926, 
Cmd. 2768, p. 22. 
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participate, and expresses no objection. Siam, on 
her side, is entitled to insist that the treaty should 
be made binding on all British subjects. She is, 
therefore, entitled to expect that all the dominion 
governments wil l concur in the treaty being rat i­
fied on behalf of the Empire as a whole. Siam 
cannot be exposed to the risk of New Zealand 
saying at a later date that she was not bound by 
the treaty and therefore it did not apply to New 
Zealanders. This is a case where, though the treaty 
wil l not make i t necessary for New Zealand to do 
anything, and therefore wi l l impose no active obli­
gation upon her, she must nevertheless concur in 
the ratification so that it may be concluded on be­
half of the Empire as a whole. Acquiescence in the 
negotiation and conclusion of such a treaty by one 
part of the Empire is deemed, under the resolution 
which I have just quoted, to pledge the other 
governments to concur in the ratification in due 
course. 

Where the treaty wi l l oblige the several gov­
ernments each to do something when the treaty 
comes into force this rule is not to apply. Active 
obligations are imposed in that case, and the ex­
press concurrence of the several governments must 
be obtained. 

The second part of the 1923 resolution deals 
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wi th the signature of treaties. It formally recog­
nizes the practice which had been initiated a year 
or so before to the effect that a treaty which im­
posed obligations on one part of the Empire only 
should be signed only by a plenipotentiary acting 
on behalf of that part. 

At an earlier stage it had been the custom for a 
treaty relating exclusively to a part of the Empire 
other than Great Britain always to be signed 
by a British minister or diplomatic representative 
abroad, even if it were signed as well by a repre­
sentative of the dominion. In 1923 Canada nego­
tiated wi th the United States a treaty for the regu­
lation of the Halibut fishery, and when it was about 
to be signed questioned both the propriety and the 
u t i l i ty of the British Ambassador at Washington 
adding his signature to the treaty in addition to 
that of the Canadian representative. The govern­
ment in Great Britain hesitated and then agreed. 
The question had to be faced of what the addition 
of the signature of the British Ambassador implied, 
when the stage had been reached, as it then had 
been, that a dominion was at liberty to negotiate 
and conclude a treaty on a matter exclusively 
affecting its own interests. It was felt that in the 
eyes of the foreign state wi th which the treaty was 
concluded the Ambassador's signature might be 
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taken to imply a pledge by Great Britain that the 
treaty should be carried out, and Great Britain 
was in no position to give that pledge. She had no 
means beyond the powers of persuasion of forcing 
Canada to carry out the treaty, and in the cir­
cumstances it was, from the British point of view, 
better for the Canadian signature to stand alone 
on the treaty. Canada desired that the signature 
of the Canadian plenipotentiary should stand alone 
for a different reason. She wished it to indicate 
her ability to make her own treaties for herself. 
It was fortunate that the two points of view co­
incided. 

Treaties wi th another state which on the British 
side impose obligations on more than one part of 
the Empire were, according to the 1923 resolution, 
to be signed "by one or more plenipotentiaries on 
behalf of all the governments concerned." The 
language is a l i t t le vague. It suggests that the in­
tention of the framers was that in such cases the 
plenipotentiary acting on behalf of the govern­
ment in Great Britain would be empowered to sign 
on behalf of all. The 1926 resolutions have re­
stated and amplified the practice which is to be 
followed in these cases. Each part of the Empire 
which is to be bound by the treaty is to figure in the 
preamble, and a signature is to be affixed by a 
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plenipotentiary authorized to act on its behalf. 
The same plenipotentiary may be authorized to 
act on behalf of several different parts of the Em­
pire, and the language employed in the resolution 
is not inconsistent wi th the authority to act on be­
half of those different parts being conveyed by a 
single full power, provided that in it the different 
parts of the Empire on whose behalf it is issued 
are specified. 

The Conference agreed on a specimen form of 
treaty and annexed it to its report. If possible all 
treaties to which any part of the Empire is a party 
are to be made in the name of the king "as the 
symbol of the special relationship between the 
different parts of the Empire/ ' The British units 
are to be grouped together and the particular parts 
of the Empire for which each plenipotentiary acts 
wi l l be specified. No general authority is to be 
given—to use the technical phrase, no unlimited 
full power is to be issued—enabling the bearer to 
sign on the king's behalf generally so as to bind 
the whole Empire. The reason for this is that the 
principle is now accepted that the full power issued 
by the king authorizing the recipient to sign a 
treaty on behalf of any particular part of the Em­
pire is issued on the advice of the government re­
sponsible for that part. No government has au-
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thority to advise the king to issue a full power in 
respect of the territory subject to another govern­
ment, and if the whole Empire is to be covered by 
the signature of the several plenipotentiaries, each 
of the responsible governments must advise the 
issue of the necessary full powers. 

The system as just described must sound a l i t t le 
complicated, but it wi l l work quite simply. 

The third part of the 1923 resolution deals wi th 
the ratification of treaties. 

The ratification of a treaty is the act of the king, 
and constitutionally the king must act on the ad­
vice of his ministers when he gives the ratification, 
and the ministers on whose advice he acts must be 
the ministers responsible for the part of the Em­
pire affected by the treaty. 

In some parts of the Empire now there is a 
move in favor of submitting all treaties to Parlia­
ment before they are ratified, and apart from 
this some treaties necessitate parliamentary action 
in the form of legislation or the provision of money 
before they can be carrried out. It is for the gov­
ernment of each part of the Empire on whose be­
half the treaty wi l l be ratified to decide whether 
parliamentary action or approval therein is re­
quired. 

I have already referred to the fact that the do-
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minion governments secured separate representa­
tion at the Peace Conference in Paris, 1919. Once 
the opposition to there being any separate do­
minion representation at all was got over, the 
Paris Peace Conference was a conference at which 
it was unusually easy to arrange for representation 
in a way that satisfied the dominions. It was a 
very large conference. There were a great many 
powers represented, and a great many plenipo­
tentiaries to represent them. The Great Powers 
were allowed five delegates each, and the smaller 
powers, two. It was thus easy to arrange for the 
dominion governments to have two delegates each 
in addition to the five who represented the Empire 
generally. 

Since that date various other international 
conferences have been held, but it has not as a rule 
been possible to repeat the Paris arrangements, 
and some of the alternative plans which have been 
tried have not given satisfaction to the dominion 
governments. 

This question of representation at international 
conferences is dealt wi th at some length in the 
report of the proceedings of the Imperial Confer­
ence of 1926.1 

1 Summary of Proceedings of the Imperial Conference of 1926, 
Cmd. 2768, p. 26. 
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The separate membership of the League of 
Nations which the dominions and India enjoy 
excludes any difficulty in the case of conferences 
which meet under the auspices of the League. The 
dominion governments receive the same invitation 
as all other states, and can nominate their own 
delegates if they wish to be represented. 

The difficulties arise where the conference is 
convoked and the invitations are issued by some 
individual government. The dominion govern­
ments cannot easily participate as distinct political 
entities in a conference to which they are not in­
vited, and it has happened sometimes in recent 
years that they have not received separate invita­
tions, the only invitation received being addressed 
to His Majesty's Government in Great Britain. 

The Imperial Conference Resolution of 1926 
recognizes three methods of representation as 
possible in any case where the various parts of the 
Empire desire to be represented at an international 
conference. 

The first is by one or more common plenipo­
tentiaries, that is to say, all parts of the Empire 
participating in the conference would be repre­
sented by the same delegate or delegates, but he 
or they would receive separate authorizations in 
respect of each part. As I have said already, the 
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full power which is given to a plenipotentiary is 
issued by the king on the advice of the ministers of 
the part of the Empire which the plenipotentiary 
is to represent. The method employed in ap­
pointing the plenipotentiary is for the dominion 
government concerned to execute some formal 
instrument recording its desire for authority to 
be conferred upon the person named to act on 
behalf of the dominion. This is forwarded to Lon­
don and is treated as an application for the issue 
of the king's full power, which is then transmitted 
in due course to the person named. 

If all the governments concerned desire the 
issue of a full power to the same individual, there 
is no need for more than one such full power to 
be signed by the king, provided that it men­
tions specifically all parts of the Empire on be­
half of which the plenipotentiary is authorized to 
sign. 

The second method of representation is by a 
single delegation composed of individual represent­
atives of Great Britain and each of the dominions. 
W i t h this system, if Great Britain and each of the 
dominions exercise their right of nominating a 
representative, the Empire delegation wil l consist 
of not less than seven men. It is this which makes 
the system a l i t t le unwieldy, though the difficulty 
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can be diminished if one or more of the units con­
cerned nominate the same individual to represent 
them. 

This plan was followed at the Washington Na­
val Disarmament Conference in 1921. There was 
on that occasion a single British delegation com­
posed of six individuals representing between them 
all parts of the Empire. 

Theoretically, the system I have just described 
seems the natural plan to adopt. In practice it has 
its disadvantages. A delegation must speak wi th 
one voice. If the delegation represents seven dif­
ferent governments and comprises individual repre­
sentatives of all those governments, they must 
agree beforehand on the line to be followed on 
every point which may come up for discussion. 
Un t i l such agreement is reached the delegation 
cannot state its view. You may say that this 
may happen in any large delegation attending a 
conference, but in these cases there is always one 
man at the head of the delegation in a position to 
make his voice prevail in case of disagreement. 
W i t h the British Empire all the governments are 
equal and none is subordinate to another. Agree­
ment must, therefore, be reached between the 
individuals concerned. Nevertheless, for subjects 
on which the Empire has an agreed policy and for 
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conferences to which a separate invitation for each 
dominion government is not given, this plan of a 
single Empire delegation is a convenient mode of 
representation. 

The third method is that of a separate delega­
tion to represent each part of the Empire which 
takes part in the conference, the same method as is 
adopted in League of Nations conferences. It is 
in many ways the most convenient method and it 
is particularly appropriate for conferences on 
technical subjects on which the dominion govern­
ments may have interests to care for which do not 
coincide wi th those of Great Britain. Where this 
mode of representation is adopted, co-operation 
between the different delegations is insured by 
meetings of all the delegates to discuss any points 
which are coming up for consideration. 

Convenient though it is for the Empire, this 
third method of representation has not hitherto 
proved itself the most easy to achieve. Foreign 
powers have on occasions shown a hesitation in 
accepting the idea that if they are to treat the 
British Empire as a unit, it should be represented 
by seven delegations. And again, if the conference 
is one in which only a few powers are invited to 
take part, to have one of them coming wi th seven 
delegations tends rather to overload i t . 
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A l l this machinery connected wi th treaties and 
conferences which I have described may sound 
cumbersome, but it must be remembered that each 
of the seven autonomous governments in the Em­
pire is entitled to make its voice heard in connec­
tion wi th the direction of foreign affairs and the 
control of foreign policy; and, as no one of them is 
subordinate to any other, no treaty can be made 
for it without its own concurrence. Cumbersome 
though it may sound, it works successfully. 

The cardinal feature of the resolutions adopted 
by the Imperial Conferences of 1923 and 1926 is 
the distinction between treaties which affect or are 
of interest only to one particular part of the Empire 
and those of wider import, and the leaving to the 
particular part of the Empire concerned unfet­
tered control over the former while providing for 
consultation and co-operation as regards the 
latter. 

The same principle has been followed wi th re­
gard to the sphere assigned to the diplomatic repre­
sentatives appointed at Washington by two of the 
dominions. When first it was proposed that Cana­
da should have her own minister at Washington, 
anxiety was expressed in some quarters that it 
would add greatly to the difficulties of the British 
ambassador there. He and his Canadian colleague 
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might receive instructions which would oblige 
them to pursue conflicting courses on matters of 
common interest to the Empire. 

In fact it was the Irish Free State which was the 
first dominion to set up its own diplomatic repre­
sentative in the United States, and the fears just 
indicated have proved to be groundless. Over­
lapping and confusion have been avoided by fol­
lowing the same principle as that which applies to 
the conclusion of treaties: unfettered control over 
questions and relations appertaining exclusively 
to the government or country which the diplomatic 
agent represents, consultation and collaboration 
in all matters which are of common interest, and, 
above all, close contact between the ambassador 
and the minister so as to insure harmonious and 
friendly co-operation in their work. 

The recognition which was given to the new 
status of the dominions in the work of the Peace 
Conference in Paris and in the form of the Treaty 
of Peace is also to be seen in the framework of the 
League of Nations. 

If you look at the Covenant, which is the char­
ter or constitution of the League, you wil l see that a 
list of the original members of the league is given 
in an annex. The form in which British member­
ship is provided for satisfies both the two outstand-
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ing characteristics of the British Empire: the 
unity of the whole and the autonomy of the 
parts. 

The names of the states come in alphabetical 
order. When you reach the words "Bri t i sh Em­
pire," you wil l see immediately after them, but 
set back a l i t t le so as to show that they constitute 
part of the British group, the names Canada, 
Australia, South Africa, New Zealand, and India. 
The Irish Free State was only admitted as a mem­
ber of the League at a later date. 

Satisfactory though the form is in one respect, 
in that it recognizes the distinct international 
personality of the dominions, it is unsatisfactory 
in another respect, in that it entirely omits Great 
Britain, and Great Britain is not a wholly negli­
gible part of the Empire. Great Britain only finds 
herself within the League as an unmentioned ele­
ment in the British Empire. 

How this came about it is a l i t t le difficult now 
to tell. It probably originated in the fact that the 
plenipotentiaries representing Great Britain at 
the Peace Conference were furnished wi th full 
powers from the King which contained no words of 
territorial l imitation and enabled them to act on 
his behalf generally. Their signature to the Peace 
Treaty was not limited in its operation to Great 
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Britain. Technically it applied to all the King's 
dominions. 

Whatever the purpose of this arrangement in the 
Annex to the Covenant, it has not worked well in 
practice. If the object was to lay stress on the 
unity of the Empire as a political entity, the ef­
fect has been the opposite, because in the ordi­
nary work of the League it has tended to render 
the words "Bri t ish Empire" synonymous wi th 
Great Britain and to create the impression that 
the dominions were something outside the Empire. 
If at a meeting of the Assembly the representa­
tives are called upon to come up to the tribune to 
cast their votes in, let us say, the election of the 
president, and the South African delegate is seen 
to vote in the name of South Africa while the dele­
gate of His Majesty's Government in Great Br i t ­
ain is seen to vote in the name of the British Em­
pire, it necessarily suggests that South Africa is 
no part of the Empire. 

Unt i l the terms of the Covenant are amended 
and account is taken of the existence of Great 
Britain it is bound to happen that for some pur­
poses the words "Bri t ish Empire" are taken as 
meaning Great Britain—for instance, the share of 
the expenses of the League which falls to the lot 
of the Empire must be paid by Great Bri ta in . 
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The dominions, who pay their own share, could 
not be expected to contribute also a share of the 
other. 

In the activities of the two deliberative bodies 
of the League, the Assembly and the Council, a 
satisfactory rough working rule as between the 
delegates from London and those from the domin­
ions has been arrived at. 

In the Assembly, where the dominions and 
India are separately represented by delegations of 
their own on exactly the same footing as other 
states, the delegation which sits and acts under the 
name of the British Empire represents Great 
Britain. 

In the Council, where the Covenant provides 
that one of the permanent members is to be the 
representative of the British Empire, the situation 
is a l i t t le different. For the last three years it has 
been the practice that the British foreign secre­
tary should himself attend the meetings of the 
Council. Just as the work of his department in 
London comprises the care of the foreign relations 
of the whole Empire so far as the dominions are 
content that it should be transacted through the 
normal diplomatic channel, so in the work of the 
Council at Geneva the British representative has to 
bear in mind interests wider than those of Great 
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Britain and the parts of the Empire not separately 
represented in the League. 

To see exactly what this means one must re­
member the distinction which was drawn in con­
nection with treaties. There are treaties which 
must be binding on the whole Empire in the sense 
that they must be recognized by the whole Empire 
—passive obligations—and there are others which 
must be binding on the whole Empire because they 
necessitate some action by the various govern­
ments, treaties imposing active obligations. So 
in the work of the Council there are some matters 
which are of interest to the dominions because of 
their bearing on questions which are of importance 
to the Empire as a whole: everything which tends 
toward peace and harmony among the states of 
the world. In these matters the British member 
of the Council is something more than a mere 
representative of Great Britain. While nominated 
by His Majesty's Government in Great Britain 
and primarily responsible to them, he is bound, in 
view of the constitutional position of the British 
Empire and the established practice in foreign 
affairs, to consult fully with the dominions before 
agreeing to any action which may affect their inter­
ests. On the other hand, in matters which specially 
affect a dominion, the dominions, like all other 
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members of the League, get the benefit of the rule 
in Article 4 of the Covenant that any member of 
the League not represented on the Council shall be 
invited to send a representative to sit as a member 
at any meeting of the Council during the considera­
tion of matters specially affecting its interests. Let 
me give an example. The Union of South Africa 
holds the mandate for what was formerly German 
Southwest Africa. If a question comes before the 
Council relating to the exercise of that mandate, 
the delegate of South Africa comes and sits at the 
table because the interests of his state are specially 
affected. 

The rule I have described works well in practice. 
It enables the delegate appointed by the govern­
ment in Great Britain to care for the interests of 
the dominions without of course empowering him 
to undertake on their behalf any specific obliga­
tions, except where he has been specially author­
ized to do so; and it justifies him also in keeping the 
dominion representatives informed as to what is 
going on within the Council when matters of diffi­
culty are being dealt with as to which secrecy must 
be observed, but which nevertheless are of great 
interest to the dominions. 

This analysis of the dominion position as re­
gards the Council wil l enable one to see why the 
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dominions are eligible for election to the Council 
on the same footing as other states, members of 
the League, not permanently represented on the 
Council. The eligibility of the dominions for elec­
tion to the Council was expressly recognized by 
the framers of the Covenant of the League at 
Paris in a letter, dated M a y 6, 1919, signed by 
President Wilson, M. Clemenceau, and M r . Lloyd 
George, and given to Sir R. Borden. Its terms are 
as follows: 

The question having been raised as to the meaning of 
Art ic le 4 of the League of Nations Covenant, we have been 
requested by Sir Robert Borden to state whether we concur 
in his view that , upon the true construction of the first and 
second paragraphs of that article, representatives of the self-
governing Dominions of the Br i t i sh Empire may be selected 
or named as members of the Council. We have no hesitation 
in expressing our entire concurrence in this view. If there 
were any doubt, it would be entirely removed by the fact 
that the articles of the Covenant are not subject to a narrow 
or technical construction. 

No one wi l l deny that the body politic which I 
have been describing—-the British Empire as a 
unit—is a cumbersome machine. In international 
relations it can only work smoothly and efficiently 
if its internal machinery for consultation and for 
exchanging information is satisfactory. 

For the last twenty years every Imperial Con-
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ference has laid stress on the need for organizing 
the most efficient method of consultation. In the 
course of that period one or two experiments have 
been made, and in time no doubt some system wi l l 
be reached under which the government in London 
wil l have its representatives in each dominion 
capital—now that the governor-general is likely 
to cease to act in that capacity—and each domin­
ion wi l l maintain in London a representative who 
wil l handle on behalf of that dominion political 
questions in addition to the financial and trade 
questions wi th which the time of the existing High 
Commissioners is so largely occupied. At the mo­
ment that stage has not been reached, though ten­
tative efforts are being made in one case at facili­
tating personal contact wi th British ministers by 
the establishment in London of a personal repre­
sentative of the dominion prime minister. 

The hesitation on the part of the dominion gov­
ernments may in part be due to the feeling which is 
said to have inspired Sir Wilfred Laurier's reluc­
tance that Canada should be taken too much into 
consultation by the imperial government. Con­
sultation necessitated some indication of concur­
rence in, or dissent from, the policy under con­
sideration, and concurrence entails a measure of 
responsibility for the policy adopted. Dissent 
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equally implies some measure of responsibility 
for the non-adoption of the policy which had been 
proposed. Sir Wilfred would have preferred to 
hold aloof from the policy which British ministers 
followed, because that policy was bound to be in 
the main a European policy. 

Since the war the interdependence of the units 
of the Empire is more thoroughly recognized, and 
the dominion governments realize that if they ex­
pect to be entitled to make their voice heard in 
matters of foreign policy they cannot avoid all re­
sponsibility for the policy which may be followed. 

The difficulty of finding the perfect machinery 
for consultation is that one must not create some­
thing unnecessarily cumbrous; so long as the do­
minion governments are kept fully informed by 
the government in Great Britain of all that is pass­
ing, the machinery for consultation does not re­
quire to be elaborate. For a time during the war 
the Canadian government maintained a resident 
cabinet minister in London, but this has now been 
dropped. It is doubtful whether any member of a 
dominion cabinet stationed in London for the 
purpose of maintaining contact wi th the govern­
ment in London would feel that his work was 
sufficient to justify his absence from the political 
arena in his own country. 
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Apart from the difficulty of finding the perfect 
machinery for consultation between the various 
governments concerned, the advantages of united 
action in the field of international relations render 
it wise not to alter too hastily the methods by 
which the foreign relations have been conducted in 
the past, so long as the dominions are kept fully 
informed of what is going on and have an oppor­
tunity of explaining their point of view so as to pre­
vent their being committed to anything they do 
not like. The whole subject is rendered more diffi­
cult for some of the dominion governments be­
cause of the views of the more unthinking elements 
in their country who cannot disabuse their minds 
of the idea that the government in London wish 
to maintain the dominions in a position of sub­
ordination, who know too l i t t le of the conduct 
of affairs to realize the advantages of united action, 
and who believe that if London consults the domin­
ion governments at all the latter are sure to fall a 
prey to the nefarious schemers in Downing Street. 

This is but a passing phase. Downing Street 
may have made mistakes in the past. Great Br i t ­
ain is a democracy, and a democracy of forty mi l ­
lion people, and the remarkable thing today is, not 
that the government and the people in England 
sometimes suffer from a momentary forgetfulness 
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of the status of equality wi th themselves which the 
dominions have attained, but that they should 
have accepted the position and absorbed the idea 
wi th the readiness that they have displayed. 

At an earlier moment I drew a comparison be­
tween the relationship between the different parts 
of the Empire and that between the members of a 
family. The obligation which each government in 
the Empire, and in particular the government in 
Great Britain, has accepted to consult wi th the 
governments of the other autonomous communi­
ties of the Commonwealth is, as I say, bound to 
make the conduct of relations wi th foreign states 
more cumbrous and therefore more difficult; and 
if each government has accepted and is loyally 
striving to fulfil that obligation, it is due to the 
family feeling which prevails among all the units of 
the Empire. 

And what of the future? 
Has the recognition of the autonomy of the 

communities which constitute the British Com­
monwealth of nations weakened the ties which 
bind the Empire together? The answer, I feel 
confident, is " N o . " To an outside critic attempting 
to size up the situation by applying purely logical 
standards, the Empire may seem to be the frailest 
of political structures. So it seemed, I think, to 
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some in 1914, and the mistake tended greatly to 
their own undoing. In t ruth, it is the full recogni­
tion of the right of each of the great self-governing 
communities of the Empire to be the master of its 
own destinies which renders it so unlikely that the 
connecting bonds of Empire wi l l snap. What this 
full recognition of their autonomy has done is to 
eliminate from relations wi th the mother-country 
the elements that chafed and embittered the senti­
ments of the dominion peoples, and it is these ele­
ments that would have weakened and might u l t i ­
mately have worn away the connecting bonds. 
Frank acceptance of the status of equality wi l l 
have strengthened, not have weakened, the bonds 
of Empire. 

But, you may ask, Granted the status of equal­
i t y and full autonomy, how long wi l l the Empire 
last? The answer I would give is simple in the ex­
treme. The British Empire wi l l endure so long as 
it serves a useful purpose, so long as its constituent 
elements find it better to belong to it than to stand 
alone. It is unlikely that the British Empire could 
have survived the ordeal of the war unless it is 
fulfilling some purpose which is useful to its mem­
bers, and I can see no adequate reason for thinking 
that the purpose i t is fulfilling today wi l l change 
in the immediate future. 
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The foreign policy of the Empire may be 
summed up in one phrase, "Seek peace and insure 
i t . " So long as that remains the watchword of all 
those who are responsible for guiding the destinies 
of the Empire, and so long as the forms of govern­
ment remain as democratic as they are today, it is 
not likely that any of its governments wi l l embark 
upon enterprises so hazardous, or adopt a stand­
point so selfish, as to endanger the unity of the 
whole. 

[103] 





T H E POSITION OF THE IRISH FREE STATE 
IN THE BRITISH COMMONWEALTH 

OF NATIONS 

By TIMOTHY A. SMIDDY 





T H E POSITION O F T H E I R I S H F R E E S T A T E 
I N T H E B R I T I S H C O M M O N W E A L T H 

OF N A T I O N S 

The constitutional status of the Irish Free State 
in the British Commonwealth of Nations is essen­
tially the same as that of the other self-governing 
dominions. The first article of the treaty between 
Great Britain and Ireland cites: "Ireland shall 
have the same constitutional status in the com­
munity of nations known as the British Empire as 
the Dominion of Canada"; and the second article 
of the treaty points out that the position of the 
Irish Free State in relation to the Imperial parlia­
ment and government shall be that of the Domin­
ion of Canada; and the law, practice, and constitu­
tional usage governing the relationship of the 
Crown, of the representative of the Crown, and of 
the Imperial Parliament to the Dominion of 
Canada shall govern their relationship to the Irish 
Free State. This status is further defined in the 
first article of the constitution of the Irish Free 
State, which declares that the Irish Free State is 
a coequal member of the community of nations 
forming the British Commonwealth of Nations. In 
fact, this statement expresses in a formal manner 
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and emphasizes the rank and the nationhood of 
every member of the Commonwealth. 

The Imperial Conference which was held last 
November and which has been referred to as the 
"charter" of the British Commonwealth of Nations 
defines the position and mutual relation of the dif­
ferent members thereof: "They are autonomous 
communities within the British Empire; equal in 
status, in no way subordinate one to another in 
any aspect of their domestic or external affairs 
though united by a common allegiance to the 
Crown and freely associated as members of the 
British Commonwealth of Nations." Yet, while 
the Imperial Conference thus defined the mutual 
relationship of the nations in the British Common­
wealth to one another and to foreign countries, it 
has been asserted by some writers that the applica­
tion of the term "charter" is inaccurate because 
the Conference only expressed in a formal manner 
the actual practices and constitutional usages gov­
erning the relationships of the Dominions, Irish 
Free State, and Great Britain to one another. " I t 
is really a register of conditions as they exist rather 
than a programme of the future." The necessity 
of clarifying their relationships was of paramount 
importance in so far as many ambiguities and un­
certainties have thereby been removed. 
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While the Irish Free State has some times been 
implicitly referred to as a dominion, it is not so, 
while yet it has the status thereof. In fact, Ireland 
has always been a nation and had a parliament of 
its own as old as that of the British parliament. Its 
exclusive right to legislate in internal as well as 
external affairs had been formally acknowledged 
in 1782, and the two Kingdoms of Great Britain 
and Ireland were acknowledged as coequal. The 
Act of the Union of 1800 which united the two 
kingdoms into one United Kingdom is in itself an 
acknowledgment of this coequality. 

The people of Ireland never accepted the Act 
of Union of 1800, and throughout the nineteenth 
century they strenuously fought against it and in 
no unequivocal manner claimed their right for in­
dependence. That century of trial, of distress, and 
partial failure never damped the ardor and faith of 
the Irish people and of their k i th and kin in other 
countries in the cause of freedom for Ireland. W i t h 
each political revolutionary endeavor the waves of 
freedom washed higher and higher over the break­
waters erected to break them, and while at times 
they were set back and suffered apparent defeat, 
yet they ever advanced again more formidably 
than before, until finally they broke their barriers 
and again ushered into Ireland the power to con-

[109] 



G R E A T B R I T A I N A N D T H E D O M I N I O N S 

trol her own political, economic, and cultural desti­
ny; and this was achieved by the treaty signed be­
tween Great Britain and Ireland on December 6, 
1921. 

The underlying principle of the British consti­
tution and also of the British Commonwealth of 
Nations has been mainly that of political evolution. 
Neither has a written constitution but consists 
mainly of conventions or practices and constitu­
tional usages. These conventions, though their 
non-observance would not thereby bring the person 
who acts in conflict wi th them within the jurisdic­
tion of a court, and though many of them are not 
enunciated as acts, yet they have been the govern­
ing force in regulating the functions of both Great 
Britain and, recently, of the nations comprising the 
British Commonwealth of Nations. This difference 
between legal rules and conventions, though not 
quite parallel wi th that between writ ten and un­
written laws, might be differently expressed as the 
difference between legal power and constitutional 
right. Among conventions one could classify, for 
instance, the personal. liberty and freedom of 
speech of the subject, the right to follow any par­
ticular religion, the power of the crown to veto an 
act of the British parliament. Though the king 
has the legal power to do so, yet he has not the 
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constitutional right and it would be revolutionary 
for him to exercise his legal powers. A similar re­
lationship exists now between the governor-general 
of a dominion and the parliament of that dominion. 
Again, representative government rests on the 
principle that the crown or its representative acts 
on the advice of ministers who have the confidence 
of the lower house of parliament. This is a consti­
tutional convention, and yet has no legal sanction. 

The constitution of the Irish Free State differs 
from that of Great Britain in so far as it has a 
written constitution and puts into written form 
and converts into positive law many of the princi­
pal conventions of the British constitution. For 
instance, the constitution of the Irish Free State 
states that the liberty of a person is inviolable, that 
freedom of conscience and the free profession and 
practice of religion are guaranteed to every citizen; 
the right of free expression of opinion as well as the 
right to assemble peacefully and the right to form 
associations and of free assembly are similarly 
guaranteed. These rights are inherent in the Br i t ­
ish constitution, but are not expressed in actual 
laws. It is a convention of the British constitution 
that parliament should meet at least once a year, 
and appropriations of supply and the army act 
make this necessary; but this convention becomes 
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a positive law in the Irish Free State constitution. 
Further, Article 37 of the constitution of the Irish 
Free State declares that money shall not be ap­
propriated by vote, resolution, or law unless the 
purpose of the appropriation has, in the same ses­
sion, been recommended by a message from the 
representative of the crown acting on the advice 
of the Executive Council. This is not a law in the 
British constitution, but a convention, and one of 
very important implication, the non-observance of 
which would make representative government, on 
the basis of party system, unworkable, in so far as 
each particular member of parliament would con­
stantly be urged on by his constituents to propose 
financial schemes which would have a purely local 
character. Hence this important convention and 
law by which money shall be appropriated only on 
a motion from a minister is of paramount impor­
tance. 

Again, the position of the president of the 
Executive Council is defined under the Irish con­
stitution, whereas the rights and duties of the 
prime minister of Great Britain are nowhere re­
corded. In fact, the prime minister in the British 
constitution is, as Sir William Anson said, "un­
known to law"; the term does not occur in any act 
of parliament among the records of either house. 
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The relationship of the British cabinet to the Bri t ­
ish parliament is defined by convention, but not 
by law; whereas this relationship is legally enacted 
in the constitution of the Irish Free State and dif­
fers in one important respect from that of the re­
lationship of the British cabinet to the British 
parliament. While the British parliament creates, 
in the last resort, the cabinet, yet the British cabi­
net can dissolve, without its consent, the British 
parliament whether it has or has not the confidence 
of the latter. In other words, the creature can de­
stroy its creator; whereas in the Irish Free State 
constitution the Executive Council or cabinet can 
not dissolve Dail Eireann (parliament) unless it re­
tains the support of the majority of the Dail . In this 
respect the Irish cabinet cannot to the same extent 
influence in a division those members of parliament 
whose minds are not quite definitely made up on 
the issue at stake. 

The British convention by which cabinet re­
sponsibility is collective is made positive law in the 
constitution of the Irish Free State. 

Proposals have been made, even as late as last 
November at the Imperial Conference, that a wri t­
ten constitution should be drafted for the British 
Commonwealth of Nations; but it was pointed 
out that, on account of the complexity of the Brit-
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ish Commonwealth of Nations, wi th its far-flung 
territories and peoples having different character­
istics, different histories, and different stages of de­
velopment, any attempt at such a written constitu­
tion would defy all efforts. Hence, all that could 
be achieved in the way of any approach to a consti­
tution was a definition setting forth the actual 
status of those parts of the British Commonwealth 
of Nations which had reached full economic, poli t i ­
cal, and cultural development, and describing in a 
formal way their actual constitutional practices 
and usages. Perhaps this is wise on account of 
the continuous adjustments that are necessary to 
changing political, economic, and cultural circum­
stances, and any attempt at federation or form of 
political unity among them would be neither feasi­
ble nor prudent. Hence the unifying principle 
which has already shown itself operative is au­
tonomy. " I t is because the British Empire has not 
a doctrinaire spirit but has always been ready to 
fit itself to a shifting environment that it has en­
dured." There are no hard and fast rules about i t , 
and that is one reason why it emerges success­
fully from crises. And it is calculated that au­
tonomy and absolute equality of status, by which 
no member of the Commonwealth is subordinate 
to any other, even to Great Britain herself, wi l l 
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beget a moral bond which wi l l be very much more 
cohesive than any political bond. A short retro­
spect would reveal the extent to which conventions 
and usages have already rendered obsolete much 
of the form of machinery that existed for carrying 
out the relations of the Dominions and Great 
Britain. The constitutional practices of Canada 
itself have deviated a long way from the British 
Nor th America Act of 1867. Even since the sign­
ing of the treaty between Great Britain and Ireland 
in December, 1921, the principle of evolution has 
asserted itself in the greater independence of the 
Dominions and the Irish Free State from the po­
litical machinery of Great Britain. It is recognized 
that the Dominions and the Irish Free State have 
the power to initiate and negotiate treaties wi th 
foreign powers. The first concrete case of this 
treaty-making power by a dominion was the 
Halibut Fishing Treaty between Canada and the 
United States in 1923. Naturally, no dominion can 
make a treaty wi th a foreign power involving active 
or consequential obligations for another dominion 
or Great Britain. 

As a further illustration of the coequality of the 
Ir ish Free State and the Dominions wi th one an­
other and with Great Britain one might mention 
the fact that an envoy extraordinary and minister 
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plenipotentiary is duly accredited to the president 
of the United States to represent the interests of 
the Irish Free State, and this has recently been 
followed by the appointment of a diplomatic 
representative of Canada. Reciprocally, the United 
States has appointed a minister to Ottawa and to 
Dublin. The Irish Free State, like other dominions, 
has also its representatives at the League of Na­
tions, where they have the same status, rights, and 
privileges as the members of any other nation rep­
resented there. For instance, at the last sitting of 
the Assembly of the League of Nations the dele­
gates of the Irish Free State asserted their claim 
to one of the vacancies on the council of the 
League. The minister for external affairs, M r . Des­
mond Fitzgerald, denied the right of particular 
groups to be represented on the council in any 
specified proportion, and also that of any group 
to choose from among its members a state which 
the Assembly would be compelled to elect. 

The status of the governor-general of the Irish 
Free State or any dominion has been essentially 
modified by the Imperial Conference of last No­
vember. Unt i l then the governor-general was 
representative of His Majesty's government, but 
now he represents the Crown as such, and not the 
government of Great Britain. In other words, he 
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is a viceroy, and communications from a dominion 
or the Irish Free State government to the British 
government no longer go through him as a channel 
but direct from government to government. In 
other words, he represents the person of the king. 
This change in the status of governors-general 
exemplifies in a striking manner the fact that the 
only bond linking together the various nations of 
the British Commonwealth of Nations is the Br i t ­
ish crown or, one might say, the person of the king. 
A further illustration of this personal unity is the 
change that was effected at the same conference 
in the title of His Majesty the King. Instead 
of the title "George V, by the Grace of God, of the 
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Ireland and 
of the British Dominions beyond the Seas, King, 
Defender of the Faith, Emperor of India," his title 
now reads: "George V, by the Grace of God, of 
Great Bri tain, Ireland and the British Dominions 
beyond the Seas, King, Defender of the Faith, 
Emperor of India ." This change would suggest 
that George V is king of Great Britain, king of 
Ireland and of each of the British dominions, 
thereby manifesting the person of the king as the 
symbol of unity of the whole Commonwealth. This 
evolution of the British Commonwealth of Nations 
is aiming at, and has succeeded in effecting, a syn-
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thesis of the idea of the national independence of 
each member of the Commonwealth wi th the idea 
of a unifying principle. It is a l iving illustration of 
unity amidst great diversity and variety. Natural­
ly , underlying this symbolism of the king or crown 
are the ideals of common interest, common pur­
pose, common institutions, and common under­
standing. We have co-operation and no coercion, 
and the bonds which bind the various nations are 
bonds which are intangible. And as far as the Irish 
Free State is concerned, whether these symbols 
signifying our membership in an association of free 
nations are "bands which attach or bonds which 
chafe" is to be determined by future experience; 
and since the establishment of the Anglo-Irish 
treaty we have been free to work out our national 
life in our own way without hindrance or inter­
ference from any outside source whatever. In fact, 
as M r . Kevin O'Higgins, vice-president of the Irish 
Free State, recently stated, "The British Empire 
of Queen Victoria and John Mitchell is as dead as 
that eminent queen and that great patriot." 

Nature has placed Ireland and Great Britain 
in close contiguity to each other, which geographi­
cal contiguity begets for Ireland a relationship to 
Great Britain more intimate than that of any other 
member of the Commonwealth. This relationship 
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is exemplified economically by the extent to which 
Great Britain is a market for Irish commodities. 
For instance, 98 per cent of the exports of the Ir ish 
Free State are consigned to Great Britain and 
northern Ireland, and only 2 per cent to all other 
countries. Of the imports to the Irish Free State, 
85 per cent are consigned from Great Britain. For 
instance, the value of the exports of the Irish Free 
State to northern Ireland exceeds by five times the 
value of her total exports to other countries, and 
is 20 times the value of her exports to the United 
States. The possibility of a substantial and im­
mediate increase in our exports to Great Britain 
are very great, and the government of the Irish 
Free State has devised schemes and effected legisla­
tion by which this trade can be increased both in 
quantity and in quality. Meanwhile, we are de­
sirous and are endeavoring to increase our trade 
also wi th other foreign countries, but on account 
of the nature of our commodities, which arc mainly 
agricultural, and the existence of tariffs in other 
foreign countries, the possibilities of a greatly in­
creased trade are not very great in the immediate 
future. For instance, our consigned exports to the 
United States were valued for the year 1926 at 
£306,000 or $1,500,000; on the other hand, our con­
signed imports from the United States for the same 
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period reached £5,000,000 or $25,000,000. Per per­
son, the Irish Free State sold goods valued at £13 
15s. to Great Britain and northern Ireland, and 
this is greater than the figure for any other coun­
t ry except New Zealand and Denmark. As regards 
purchases per person from Great Britain and north­
ern Ireland, the Irish Free State came second by 
goods valued at £15 14s. The Irish Free State 
ranks fourth as an absolute purchaser of commodi­
ties, while it is twelfth in the supply of goods to 
Great Britain and northern Ireland. Hence these 
facts, from an economic point of view, show the 
extent to which Ireland and England are inter­
dependent economically; in fact, more so than any 
two countries on the face of the earth. 

If one of the tests of self-government is ability 
to insure stability and to lay the foundations for an 
economic and cultural development that wi l l create 
for the average citizen the opportunities for a full 
life, the people of the Irish Free State have already 
during the last five years amply justified their claim 
to be allowed to govern themselves. 

The establishment of the Irish Free State in the 
early part of 1922 found Ireland, like all other 
countries in Europe, suffering from the economic 
depression caused by the Great War. This was in 
itself sufficient justification to discourage the en-
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thusiasm and blast hopes to rehabilitate the eco­
nomic structure of the nation. But there was added 
to this task that of making good the destruction 
caused by the Anglo-Irish War and of re-establish­
ing the morale of a people which had suffered from 
such a strife. Further, within six months after the 
establishment of the Irish Free State there arose a 
civil war which was waged for nine months, wi th 
all its i l l consequences of destruction to life, prop­
erty, and morale. In spite thereof the work of re­
construction and efficient legislation went on, and 
there has been laid within the last five years a solid 
foundation for the building of a sound, shapely, 
economic and cultural edifice. A l l that remains 
now is to lay thereon the bricks, stone, mortar, and 
furnishing of a structure of which we shall be just ly 
proud. The fruits of freedom are already manifest, 
and of our liberty to work out our destiny in our 
own way. Perhaps a few of the achievements of 
our government and people wi l l suffice to illustrate 
this. 

A constitution was evolved which in the estima­
tion of students of political history leaves very l i t ­
tle to be desired, and it takes a high place among 
the democratic constitutions of the world. Parlia­
mentary and executive institutions and machinery 
had to be organized and made to function. The 
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electoral law and machinery for registration were 
revised and amended; a judicial system had to be 
devised that would be more consonant wi th the 
requirements of the people; a trained police force 
had to be recruited and organized, which is es­
teemed by everyone for its efficiency and loyalty 
to duty. 

It is difficult to estimate the total cost of the 
destruction caused by the civil war. But the ab­
normal cost of the army organized to cope wi th it 
was $60,000,000, while there were paid in com­
pensation for material damage $35,000,000. In all , 
exclusive of consequential damage, the cost was 
$95,000,000. 

The Irish Free State being essentially an agri­
cultural country, particular attention was given 
to place the Irish farmer in a position to compete 
wi th the modern methods of production, handling, 
and merchandizing agricultural products that are 
operative among his competitors. For this purpose 
the Land Act of 1923 was enacted by which those 
farmers who had purchased their land under the 
previous land acts were enabled to purchase their 
holdings under favorable terms, and by which the 
last vestiges of landlordism were removed from the 
nation. Dairy produce acts were enacted by which 
all eggs and butter for export had to be graded, 
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packed in a proper manner, and shipped only from 
licensed premises. The good effects of these acts 
are already visible, and during the past year eggs 
from the Irish Free State have obtained high prices 
as compared wi th those of its competitors. By the 
Live-Stock Breeding Act inferior types of bulls are 
being eliminated, and within a few years the quali­
ty of our cattle wi l l be substantially increased. An 
agricultural credit organization is about to be 
established, the object of which is to cheapen the 
cost of the farmer's raw material by purchasing at 
wholesale prices, thus producing a better article, 
and through co-operative marketing and reduction 
of transportation costs, to obtain a better price. In 
other words, the aim is to bring the farmer into 
business to make it possible for him to produce 
and sell in accordance wi th the methods of mass 
production and sale—thereby effecting the ideals 
of the pioneer of co-operation, Sir Horace Plunkett: 
"Better farming, better business, and better l iving 
for the farmer." 

By the amalgamation of twenty-six railways 
which were operative in the Irish Free State into 
one, freight charges and passenger fares have been 
substantially reduced and more expeditious de­
l ive ry of agr icul tura l commodities has been 
achieved. 
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The introduction of the sugar beet industry has 
already met wi th more than the expected success. 
The large yield and quality of the beet and of the 
sugar manufactured therefrom have proved the 
suitability of the Irish soil for this industry. 

While the Irish Free State is essentially an agri­
cultural country and is likely to remain so for many 
years, yet it is desirable to bring about a better 
balance between agriculture and industry and to 
find means of employment for our increasing popu­
lation, and thereby stem the tide of emigration. 
To achieve this object the government considered 
proposals submitted to it for the hydro-electrifica­
tion of the river Shannon, the largest river in Great 
Britain and Ireland. Consideration of this project 
was rendered all the more imperative in conse­
quence of the deficiency in Ireland—as far as is 
known—of coal that could be produced at an eco­
nomical price. Our annual bil l for the importation 
of coal and oil for power and illuminant purposes 
is $20,000,000, which is comparatively a large item 
in our imports. Hence, to supply from our own 
resources power for these purposes was imperative 
if this could be achieved on an economic basis. 
After the scheme was approved by a committee of 
the four leading hydro-electricians of the Continent 
of Europe, the government proceeded wi th a 
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scheme which wi l l be productive of power within 
fifteen months. The scheme is divided into two 
stages. When the first is completed there wi l l be 
available ninety thousand horse-power at a cost of 
$26,000,000. It is estimated that the cost of pro­
duction per unit wi l l be as cheap as any produced 
in Europe, thereby providing cheap power for in ­
dustry and bringing light and cheer to every village 
in the Irish Free State of five hundred inhabitants 
and up. 

A tariff commission has been set up consisting 
of three of the most efficient civil servants of the 
state, thereby removing the influence of politics 
from the imposition, the increase, and decrease of 
any tariff. Tariffs of a moderate amount have al­
ready been imposed on commodities for which the 
country is particularly suited. As a result thereof, 
forty-nine new factories have been established 
since 1925 and an extension of many existing facto­
ries has resulted. It is estimated that as a result 
thereof there has been employment provided for 
ten thousand workers. 

A trade loans (guaranty) act has been passed, 
the object of which is to make it more easy for 
firms to obtain capital for the establishment and 
development of their undertakings. 

The total amount paid out of the treasury for 
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housing purposes is $7,500,000. Fourteen thousand 
houses have been created or are in course of 
erection. 

Taxation has been substantially reduced. I n ­
come tax since 1922 has been lowered from 6 shill­
ings in the pound to 3 shillings in 1927, 50 per cent. 
The duty on tea, which was 16 cents per pound in 
1924, has been abolished, as also the duties on 
cocoa and coffee, while the duty on sugar was re­
duced from 5! cents to 2 cents. The grants in aid 
to relieve the local taxes of the farmers have dou­
bled by a contribution of $3,000,000. The esti­
mated amount for the year's revenue, 1927-28, is 
$115,000,000. Since 1921 the taxation has been re­
duced from $56 per head to $38 per head. This is a 
very notable achievement when one considers the 
amount of economic construction that has been 
effected. The total national debt is $81,000,000 
and only $62,000,000 when our national assets are 
taken into account. In other words, our national 
debt is only 52 per cent of one year's state revenue. 
Our national loan recently stood at £100. This 
loan was issued at £95 sterling, thereby showing an 
appreciation of 5 per cent. Our budget substan­
tially balances; while an interesting fact is that the 
Irish Free State is a creditor nation, the citizens 
of which have invested upward of $1,000,000,000 
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in British government and foreign industrial securi­
ties. 

The financial policy of the government has been 
conservative throughout, so much so that already 
a large amount of non-recurrent expenditure has 
been defrayed out of revenue. 

Further, the government has completely reor­
ganized education and put it on a Gaelic basis. 
Prior to the establishment of the Irish Free State, 
primary, secondary, and university education was 
unco-ordinated and under the control of three dif­
ferent authorities wi th no connecting links between 
them. Attendance at school is compulsory for all 
children between the ages of six and fourteen. A 
commission has been set up wi th the object of de­
vising the best means for industrial and commer­
cial education. The commission includes experts 
from Sweden and Switzerland, so that we shall be 
in a position to develop a system by which continu­
ation education and technical education can best 
be integrated wi th general education. 

These are some of the achievements of the peo­
ple and government of the Irish Free State during 
the short time of its existence, and they give 
promise of the realization of the destiny at which 
Ireland has ever aimed. 

Ireland is a mother-country: her sons and 
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daughters have contributed in a large measure to 
the building of the dominions of the British Com­
monwealth, especially Canada and Australia. In 
1920-21 there were 365,747 Irish-born persons l iv ­
ing in England and Wales, 105,033 in Australia, 
93,301 in Canada, 34,419 in New Zealand, 12,289 
in the Union of South Africa, 8,414 in India, and 
1,037,234 in the United States of America. In these 
countries there resided 1,817,457 persons born in 
Ireland, 43.0 per cent of the population of Ireland 
in 1926. Further, in the United States in 1920 there 
resided 4,136,395 persons of Irish origin (both of 
whose parents were Irish born, or one of whose 
parents was Irish born); and there were 1,107,817 
persons of Irish origin in Canada in 1921 (origin 
in Canada is traced entirely through the father). 

The attachment of the Irish race in foreign 
lands to their motherland and their reverence for 
her traditions and ideals is a well-established his­
torical fact. Their interest in the development of 
her political freedom and economic prosperity is 
obvious to any observer. The more this freedom 
is an established fact, the more the absolute equali­
ty of status of the Irish Free State wi th that of 
Great Britain herself and of the other dominions 
manifests itself in the ordering of her own life, the 
greater wi l l be the moral bonds which bind her 
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to her associates in the British Commonwealth of 
Nations. The more this absolute equality is real­
ized in fact, the greater wi l l become our friendship 
for Great Britain, and the greater wi l l be the soli­
darity of the British Commonwealth through con­
tentment among the people of the Irish Free State 
and their k i th and kin in the dominions. 

M r . Cosgrave, when receiving the freedom of 
the city of Manchester last November, said: "I 
feel that your people and mine, separated for cen­
turies by a tragic series of events, can now give an 
example to the world of what may be achieved by 
free association between free nations. We have the 
most profound conviction that present relations 
wi l l ripen into sincere and lasting friendship." 

In the wider realm of international affairs the 
Irish Free State can play an important part which 
her membership in the League of Nations enables 
her to achieve. She is free there to express her 
ideals for the peace and harmony of mankind. She 
is in a particularly favorable position to effect this, 
as she has no foreign territory, has no enemies, and 
is not likely to foster any in time to come. She has 
a fertile ground on which to sow her ideals among 
the millions of her children scattered throughout 
the world. She hopes in no small way in this as­
sembly of nations to help to make prevail ideals for 
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the peace and betterment of mankind. As M r . 
Cosgrave said on the occasion of the admission of 
the Irish Free State to the League of Nations: 

It is our earnest endeavour to co-operate w i t h our fellow 
members in every effort calculated to give effect to these ideals 
—to mitigate, and, whenever possible, to avert, the ancient 
evils of warfare and oppression; to encourage wholesome and 
to discourage unwholesome relations between nation and na­
t ion ; to enable even the weakest of nations to live their own 
lives and make their own proper contr ibution to the good of 
a l l , free even from the shadow and the fear of external violence, 
vicious penetration, or injurious pressure of any k ind . 
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THE PROBLEMS OF CANADA 

By JOHN W. DAFOE 





I 

T H E E C O N O M I C A N D P O L I T I C A L 
PROBLEMS OF C A N A D A 

Canada shares many problems with the world. 
We are troubled, as every other modern nation is, 
by the need of adjusting our methods of govern­
ment and our social and business regimentation to 
the increasingly complex processes of civilization. 
These I do not propose to discuss. Then we have 
problems relating to our external relationships: to 
Great Britain and the world generally, and to the 
United States. These come within the scope of lec­
tures to be delivered later. Today I deal with the 
larger domestic difficulties of Canada. 

For a clue to the origin of many of these prob­
lems it is only necessary to look at a map showing 
the areas of population and settlement, the division 
of the surface into arable soil, forest, mountains, 
and waste, the lines of communication, and the 
natural channels of transportation. Superimpose 
upon this another map showing the racial origins 
and the religious divisions of the people, and you 
wi l l begin to comprehend the reasons for the re­
mark feelingly made by Sir John A. Macdonald, 
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the first premier of the Confederation, which was 
as feelingly echoed by Sir Wilf r id Laurier, that 
Canada is a very difficult country to govern. 
Canada would be thus seen as a country of im­
mense width, wi th but li t t le depth, the areas of 
settlement and cultivation making a mere ribbon 
along the boundary adjacent to the United States. 
Nor is this narrow belt of settlement and develop­
ment continuous; it is broken into sections by 
physical barriers. There are five natural and eco­
nomic divisions in Canada. There is the area 
of the Marit ime Provinces, j u t t i ng out into the 
Atlantic, predominantly English-speaking, drawn 
close to the adjoining New England states by an 
economic urge which, being blocked of fulfilment 
on grounds of national policy has aided powerfully 
in bringing about a state of feeling which consti­
tutes one of the difficult problems of Canada at 
the present time. 

More than half the state of Maine lies north of 
the projection of the southern boundary of the 
province of Quebec eastward to New Brunswick, 
and this great wedge of American territory has 
isolated the Maritimes from the central provinces, 
thus accentuating economic and political divergen­
cies. The intercolonial railway, built to unite the 
upper and the lower provinces, had to make a de-
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tour of 300 miles from a straight line in order to 
remain upon Canadian territory, and from this 
original handicap there has flowed a train of pol i t i ­
cal and economic ills ending just the other day in 
a remarkable legislative expedient of which further 
mention wil l be made. 

Going westward, we come to the two central 
Canadian provinces, Ontario and Quebec, wi th 
about two-thirds of the total population. Here set­
tlement is continuous. There is no clash of eco­
nomic interests; nevertheless the division of this 
area between two provinces, one overwhelmingly 
French-Canadian and the other as pronouncedly 
English-speaking, wi th long traditions of friction 
and a fixed resolve not to see things politically in 
the same light, makes them two distinct communi­
ties. 

Between the settled portions of the central 
provinces and the prairie country there is nearly 
a thousand miles of rocky waste country, wi th mere 
patches of arable land. This is the great wedge of 
the pre-Cambrian shield, which in the past has 
effectively divided Canada into east and west. The 
prairie country of Canada is an extension north­
ward of the great American fertile belt. Here we 
have a vast central plain, some 800 miles in length, 
filling the country from the western edge of the 
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pre-Cambrian shield to the Rocky Mountains. The 
economic and business interests of this vast terri­
tory diverge sharply from those of eastern Canada, 
and as a large percentage of the population know 
nothing of eastern Canada, having come direct 
from Great Britain, Europe, or the United States, 
the differences between these two sections of 
Canada are apt to take the form of violent political 
disagreements. A l l Europe is represented in the 
population of the prairie provinces, though the set­
tlers of British and Canadian origin are in easy 
control of political and economic activities. Then 
come the Rocky Mountains, and beyond them, 
looking out on the Pacific and feeling more and 
more a community interest in the problems that 
center in that vast ocean, is the province of British 
Columbia. 

We thus see in Canada a great diversity of eco­
nomic interests and a diversity of race which tends 
to find political expression. These form the back­
ground to our recurrent and continuing difficulties. 
Many of our problems are intertwined wi th our 
history. We have inherited them from earlier gen­
erations, and even after they have been long quies­
cent there is always a possibility of their breaking 
out anew, often as the result of maneuvers by 
party tacticians. 
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How did it come about that communities as 
widely separated as these were sixty years ago, 
wi th such diverse interests, came together in a 
federal union? Federations are notoriously diffi­
cult to bring about, as the early history of the 
American union shows. They are usually the result 
of economic and political pressure. In the making 
of Canada the political idea was dominant, though 
economic considerations, in the case of central 
Canada, were not lacking. The Confederation of 
Canada was an attempt to give body and existence 
to a political abstraction. It was the outcome of 
an effort, conscious and unconscious, to create a 
political entity on the northern half of the North 
American continent which would be strong enough 
to resist absorption by the United States. In carry­
ing out this idea there was a defiance of geographi­
cal and economic facts. Goldwin Smith used to say 
that Canada was an attempt to defy geography, 
and he predicted that the laws of nature would 
override the wil l of man. There was a time when 
it looked as though this pessimist was right; but 
these doubts no longer assail us. Canada is an ex­
hibit against the theory of economic determinism 
as the arbiter of the fate of nations. Canadians are 
celebrating in this year 1927 the sixtieth anniver­
sary of the union of the Canadian provinces in the 
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faith that Canada has taken a definite and assured 
place among the nations of the world. 

Confederation of the colonies, which for long 
was a visionary idea whose achievement was pro­
jected far into the future, was early in the sixties 
of the last century suddenly transformed into a 
task which had to be accomplished, so its advocates 
believed, in a race against time. George Brown, 
one of the fathers of Confederation, in his speech 
in the Confederation debate, gave in one brief 
paragraph a list of some of the forces which were 
behind the political movement for confederation. 
He said: 

The c iv i l war in the neighboring republic; the possibility 
of war between Great Br i ta in and the Uni ted States; the 
threatened repeal of the reciprocity treaty; the threatened 
abolition of the American bonding system; the unsettled posi­
tion of the Hudson's Bay Company, and the changed feeling 
of England as to the relations of great colonies to the parent 
state—all combine at this moment to arrest earnest attention 
to the gravi ty of the situation and unite us all in one vigorous 
effort to meet the emergency like men. 

You wi l l note in that statement a reference to 
the "changed feeling of England as to the relations 
of great colonies to the parent state." This has 
reference to the very widespread feeling in England 
during the fifties and sixties, which was shared by 
leading members of all political parties, that the 
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inevitable destiny of the Canadian colonies was 
friendly ultimate separation from Great Britain 
and their establishment as independent communi­
ties to be retained in the orbit of English influence 
by a sentimental regard for the mother state. But 
the prospect of their absorption into the American 
Union was an altogether different matter. When 
Alexander T. Gait, representing the Canadian gov­
ernment, tried to interest the British government 
in 1858 in the project of confederation he said it 
was a choice between confederation and annexa­
tion. But he was listened to wi th incredulity by 
the Colonial Secretary. It became a very different 
matter, however, when the Civi l War broke out 
between the North and South and relations be­
tween the United States and Great Britain neared 
the breaking-point. At once the question of the 
defense of Canada against possible attack arose; 
and the British government made it quite clear to 
the Canadian colonies that in the event of trouble 
they would be expected to look very largely after 
their own defense. It was this feeling of apprehen­
sion, this belief that following the war the Canadi­
an provinces would be subjected certainly to eco­
nomic disciplining through the abrogation of the 
reciprocity pact and possibly to mili tary invasion 
—the papers and political speeches at the time 
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were full of these alarms—that brought home to 
the Canadian people the desirability of getting to­
gether to face whatever emergencies might arise. 
They proposed to create a British-American na­
tion. The idea of the Canadian public men was 
that this nation should be in close alliance wi th 
Great Britain. But it was quite evident that the 
view was strongly, though of course not universal­
ly , held in Great Britain that it would be safer, 
both for Canada and for Great Britain, if this 
federation should become a distinct nationality, 
though bound by ties of affection and self-interest 
wi th the motherland. Thus we find Queen Vic­
toria in her journal under date of February 12, 
1865, recording a conversation wi th one of her 
ministers as to whether it would not be best to let 
Canada go as an independent kingdom under an 
English prince. 

But whatever the solution, the first necessity 
was to get the provinces federated with the least 
possible loss of time. And for this reason the diffi­
culties in the way were dealt wi th wi th a view to 
immediate results and without much consideration 
for possible after-trouble. The Marit ime Provinces, 
after their hot fit for confederation at the Quebec 
conference, cooled off after their delegates returned 
wi th the completed plan. Prince Edward Island 
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withdrew for the time being; New Brunswick, the 
matter being referred to its electors, declared 
against it by a strong majority, a decision which 
was reversed on a second appeal to the electors. 
In Nova Scotia opinion against the scheme was 
overwhelming, but it could not register itself be­
cause an opportunity to vote was not given to the 
people. It was the powerful influence of the im­
perial government, exerted in various ways, which 
was instrumental in bringing these provinces into 
confederation. The Nova Scotia dissentients who, 
as the first election for the Dominion parliament 
showed, were in a great majority in the province, 
could get a hearing neither at home nor at London; 
and they saw the marriage between their province 
and Canada carried through despite their attempts 
to forbid the banns. On Confederation Day flags 
flew at half-mast in the province of Nova Scotia 
and newspapers appeared wi th mourning rules. The 
purpose of the architects of confederation to get 
Nova Scotia irretrievably into the federation and 
trust to the future to reconcile her to her fate was 
thus carried out. These Bismarckian tactics left a 
bitterness in the minds of the people of the M a r i ­
time Provinces, especially in Nova Scotia, which 
has been bearing fruit right along for the last sixty 
years and made necessary remedial legislation of a 
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somewhat startling character at the last session 
of the Canadian parliament. The Marit ime Prov­
inces are still the weak spot in the Canadian fed­
eration. 

Confederation as originally carried out com­
prised only four eastern provinces, wi th an area 
only one-tenth that of the present Dominion of 
Canada. The political reason for confederation ap­
plied as well to the extension of the original area. 
Provision was made in the British Nor th America 
Act to take over the vast territories then under con­
trol of the Hudson's Bay Company; if the western 
prairie country were left without a strong govern­
ment it was feared that the tide of United States 
settlement moving northward would pour into 
these vacant places, to be followed in due time by 
incorporation within the American union. The new 
Dominion therefore at once set about securing the 
transfer of this territory, which included all the 
British territory north of Canada and westward to 
the Rocky Mountains. The transfer was effected 
in 1870, and Canada received an accession of three 
million square miles of territory wi th a total white 
population of perhaps 25,000. To the west there 
still was the colony of British Columbia, isolated 
and remote, and nervous about its isolation. To 
induce British Columbia to jo in confederation. 
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Canada, then a country wi th less than four million 
people and of very limited wealth, assumed the 
enormous responsibility of building a transconti­
nental railway within ten years. The fathers of 
confederation did not lack courage; nor, as the 
sequel has shown, vision. In 1873 the lit t le colony 
of Prince Edward Island came in, completing the 
edifice of confederation. 

The necessity at confederation of conserving 
the rights of the French with respect to their laws, 
institutions, language, and schools resulted in the 
incorporation in the constitution of provisions 
which have given rise to a whole series of related 
problems. In the parliament of the old Canadas 
their parliamentary representation was sufficient 
to protect their rights; but in the larger parliament 
they would be in a minority. Therefore they sought 
and obtained guaranties of the most binding char­
acter. The result was the imbedding in the Canadi­
an constitution of provisions over which furious 
controversies have arisen during the last sixty 
years. To illustrate let me draw attention to Sec­
tion 93 of the British North America Act, which 
has to do with education. Obviously Lower Can­
ada, overwhelmingly French and Catholic, would 
not consent to education being under the control 
of the federal parliament, which would be predomi-
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nantly Protestant and English-speaking. There­
fore it was provided that the provinces should have 
exclusive jurisdiction over education. But this 
general provision did not fully meet the needs of 
the case. There was an English Protestant minori­
ty in the province of Quebec which did not want 
to be subjected to the unrestricted control of a 
French Catholic majority. There was a Catholic 
minority in Upper Canada which equally wanted 
to be protected against the Protestant majority. 
So Clause 93 was framed to meet, as it was sup­
posed, all possible emergencies. After giving edu­
cation exclusively to the provinces it proceeded to 
make various reservations. The existing educa­
tional rights of the minorities in Upper and Lower 
Canada were imbedded in the constitution, and it 
was further provided that if any province inter­
fered with a right or privilege enjoyed by an educa­
tional minority by law or practice at the time of 
the union, or which had been, subsequent to the 
union, conferred upon them by the legislature of 
the province, an appeal would lie to the Dominion 
government, which, sitting as a court, could find 
against the province. In the event the Dominion 
parliament became charged with power to enact 
overriding educational legislation to the extent 
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necessary to give effect to the rinding of the Do­
minion government. 

Arising out of this clause there have been re­
peated struggles of the bitterest type, owing to the 
stirring up of racial and religious feelings. An at­
tempt by the Conservative government in 1896 to 
enforce the remedial provisions of Section 93 
against Manitoba brought it to the ground and 
ushered in the long era of Liberal supremacy. Ten 
years later the Liberal government, by applying 
the spirit of Clause 93 to the legislation creating 
the new provinces of Alberta and Saskatchewan, 
that is, by providing that educational rights en­
joyed by the minority under territorial ordinances 
had become part of the basic constitution of the 
provinces, precipitated a controversy which threat­
ened the very life of the government and so preju­
diced it in the judgment of the people of Ontario, 
who take a particularly keen interest in questions 
of this kind, that it lost heavily in electoral strength 
and never recovered the position which it held be­
fore this question arose. At the moment these ques­
tions are dormant; but recent occurrences show 
how lightly the sleeping dogs lie. 

The province of Alberta, when created out of 
the territorial domain by the Dominion parliament 
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in 1905, was given a constitution which contained 
a provision continuing in perpetuity the minority 
school system which had been established in the 
territory. In the first provincial election the right 
of the Dominion thus to restrict the right of the 
province exclusively to make laws relating to edu­
cation was somewhat questioned; but the govern­
ment of the province accepted the limitation, and 
for twenty years the school system thus established 
was accepted without question. Alberta, like the 
two other provinces carved out of the territories of 
Canada, does not own the crown domain. In 1925 
Alberta and the Dominion reached an agreement 
by which the natural resources were to be trans­
ferred to the province, and included in them were 
certain lands set aside for school purposes which 
had been administered as a trust by the Dominion, 
the interest being handed over yearly to the prov­
ince. Under the Alberta constitution these funds 
were allocated in perpetuity between the majority 
and minority schools. When the terms of the ar­
rangement for the transfer of the resources were 
given out, M r . Henri Bourassa, noted parliamenta­
rian and special champion of French interests, de­
manded that additional guaranties be given that 
the minority schools should always get their pro­
portion of this grant, these to take the form of a 
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clause reaffirming the original stipulation which 
was to be ratified by the imperial parliament, an 
operation which would remove any possible doubt 
of its validity. 

The provision was wholly unnecessary if the 
clause in the Alberta constitution was valid, and 
the Minister of Justice, himself a French-Cana­
dian, declared he had no doubt that it was valid; 
yet on the principle of taking no chances, of making 
assurance doubly sure, the whole political strength 
of the powerful French-Canadian group lined up 
behind M r . Bourassa; and the Dominion govern­
ment added the provision demanded to the meas­
ure providing for the transfer. Immediately the 
embers of religious and racial passion began to 
break into flame throughout Canada. The Alberta 
legislature refused to accept the provision; the 
transfer of the resources was deadlocked; the heath­
er began to burn in Ontario; and there was every 
prospect of a furious racial and religious struggle 
of the kind which had on so many occasions pro­
foundly disturbed the peace of the country. For­
tunately the Alberta and Dominion governments 
by agreement impounded the question in the 
courts, where it still lies. The Canadian Supreme 
Court has found the provision in the Alberta act 
valid; and it is the expectation that the Judicial 
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Committee, to which the case is now being carried, 
wil l confirm this judgment. If so, the whole episode 
will be shown as futile and unnecessary; as merely 
an attempt to drive nails in a door already securely 
locked and bolted. The incident is enlightening in 
two respects: as showing how these sectarian fires 
are still burning underground, and as exemplifying 
a political tendency which has in it possibilities 
of trouble. This is the alert watchfulness of the 
French-Canadian group for openings by which they 
can employ their political strength in the federal 
field for the widening and furthering of the causes 
which they have particularly at heart: the right 
of the Catholic minority to have everywhere their 
own religious schools, and the further right to make 
French a language of instruction in these schools 
if the pupils are mainly of that race. 

Wi th in the federal jurisdiction the rights con­
ferred on the French at confederation have never 
been questioned and have indeed been made wider 
than called for by the strict letter of the law; both 
languages are official in parliament and the federal 
courts; all government publications are issued in 
both languages; and the French have their due 
share of the offices and the honors. But the mat­
ters which are particularly close to the hearts of 
the French—education and the employment of 
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French in the schools—come within the ambit of 
the provinces; and there are conditions in some of 
the provinces which the French-Canadians violently 
denounce as a denial of the spirit of confederation. 
They conceive Canada to be, like South Africa, a 
two-stream country; in every province, whatever 
the nature of its predominant population, the 
French, they claim, are morally entitled to their 
own religious schools and the official recognition 
of their language. Unfortunately for them their 
legal rights in the provinces fall far short of these 
claims. Ontario, by regulation, imposed English as 
the language of instruction in the higher grades of 
the Roman Catholic public schools; this was chal­
lenged in the courts, but its validity was upheld. 
In Manitoba the legislature nearly forty years ago 
abolished French as an official language and re­
placed the dual system of schools by a common 
school system; the competency of the province to 
do these things was established after litigation cov­
ering many years. These actions were deeply 
wounding to the French-Canadians. Formerly they 
denounced them as breaches of the treaties and in­
vasions of legal rights; but since the decisions of the 
courts they have based their case on moral grounds. 

There was a perfect illustration in Parliament 
last session of the tendency to which I refer and 
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the reaction to it of representatives of the English 
provinces. A French member submitted a resolu­
tion instructing the government to give a prefer­
ence in appointments to the civil service to those 
who could speak both French and English. This 
was supported by the claim that Canada was a 
bilingual country, French being an official lan­
guage, and that the French citizens were entitled 
to be served by officials familiar wi th their tongue. 
M r . Hocken, an Ontario member and an officer in 
the Orange order, the great Protestant organiza­
tion, denied these claims. Canada was not a bi­
lingual country, and French was not, as an official 
language, on a parity with the English. The official 
language of Canada, he said, was English; the 
French had official recognition only to the extent 
set forth wi th particularity in Section 133 of the 
British Nor th America Act : its use in Parliament 
and the federal courts and in the publication of the 
journal and records of Parliament. M r . Bourassa 
did not deny that M r . Hocken's interpretation 
might be legally correct; but he swept it aside as 
a repudiation of the understanding which, he 
claimed, lay beneath the confederation agreement. 
He said (Hansard, March 2, 1927): 

In those days it was not thought necessary to state in so 
many paragraphs of the constitution that a natural r ight 
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which had been enjoyed for three centuries by the founders of 
the country, the pioneers of Canada, those who made it possi­
ble for England to keep Canada a Bri t ish country, should be 
continued and should not be curtailed by a narrow interpreta­
tion of the text of the law by narrow-minded individuals. 
Therefore the spirit of confederation, the spirit of ami ty and 
good w i l l which had made confederation possible was pre­
served, although they d id not recite those rights of nature, 
those rights of the spiri tual soul of a nation, in so many articles 
of law. They d id not expect that a time would come when 
groups or individuals claiming to be their political heirs would 
narrow it down to such a measure that , because the right of a 
national language is acknowledged only in one single article, 
you must not see that it is kept alive in the political activities 
of the nation. 

This French-Canadian two-stream theory and 
the arguments by which it is supported are not 
accepted in the English provinces; there the major­
i ty of the people hold that the French privileges 
are confined to the province of Quebec, to the 
federal field, and in certain provinces to rights 
strictly defined by law. There is here a very real 
disharmony between the two great Canadian races. 
The French-Canadians are a proud and persistent 
people; they wi l l not forswear their claims, even 
though they may deem it impolitic in certain prov­
inces to press them at this time. The possibility 
that in English provinces the full French claims as 
to schools and language wi l l be conceded is very 
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remote. There is, however, on the part of the Eng­
lish-speaking majority in these provinces a more 
tolerant spirit toward the French-Canadian fellow-
citizens. The ignorant and offensive attitude, once 
all too common, that French is the inferior tongue 
of a conquered people has pretty well passed away. 
It is being more and more recognized that com­
mand of the French language ought to be part of 
the equipment of every educated Canadian; and 
the compulsory teaching of French in the second­
ary schools could probably be readily obtained by 
the French if they would accept this in settlement 
of their claims. So long as the question remains 
in the provincial arenas, where i t belongs, i t w i l l 
do harm only to the extent to which it breeds a 
sense of grievance in the French-Canadian mind; 
the danger lies in the possibility of federal inter­
ference wi th the provinces, under pressure from 
Quebec. The attempted intervention in Alberta is 
a case in point; and there is a suspicion that the 
repeated hitches in the negotiations to transfer the 
natural resources to Manitoba are not unrelated 
to a plan, as yet in the background, to force the 
province to agree to a modification of its public 
school system as a condition of receiving the public 
lands. 

The second group of allied problems which de-
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mand continual consideration from the people of 
Canada and at times become so acute as to threat­
en the stability of confederation arise from the fact 
that the policies affecting taxation, transportation, 
banking, and other business interests, favored by 
the sections of the Dominion which politically are 
best able to give effect to their wishes, are unac­
ceptable to other sections which find it difficult to 
give effective expression to their opposition. For 
over forty years Canada has had what those ele­
ments in Canada which do not like it regard as a 
high tariff. This tariff, put into effect by the Con­
servatives in 1879, w a s considerably modified in 
1896, and it has been overhauled at intervals since 
that time by both parties; but it remains in its 
incidence essentially protectionist. The provinces 
of Ontario and Quebec, relatively even more power­
ful then than they are now, united in 1878 to de­
stroy the low tariff with which Canada had begun 
national housekeeping; and though they are now 
in strong political opposition to one another on 
other grounds, they still constitute the protection­
ist citadel. Ontario supports the Conservative par­
ty which is in favor of increasing the tariff to the 
United States level; Quebec uses its influence wi th­
in the Liberal party, to which it is attached on 
other than fiscal issues, to keep in check the move-
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ment which is ever present in the party to trans­
form the tariff into one for revenue only. There has 
been an immense increase in manufacturing— 
whether due to the tariff or to other causes—since 
the adoption of the protective tariff, the value of 
the total annual production rising since 1880 from 
$300,000,000 to $4,000,000,000. The two central 
provinces, Ontario and Quebec, have had the lion's 
share of this development. The last census showed 
eight out of ten persons employed in industrial 
pursuits resident in those provinces. Only in these 
provinces is production by mass methods possible. 
The other seven provinces have less than one-third 
of the manufacturing establishments of Canada, 
wi th less than one-fourth of the capital invested in 
manufacturing. In fact the manufacturing indus­
tries in the outlying provinces are in considerable 
measure small establishments to meet local needs in 
cases where the element of time enters as a factor. 

This centralization of manufacturing power is 
more than matched by a centralization of banking 
power. We have no local or territorial banks in 
Canada, except one small bank in Saskatchewan 
which has a number of branches. Our banks are 
practically all national in scope; others cannot live. 
A bank organized to serve a particular area essays 
a hopeless task. Either it fails and is quickly ab-
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sorbed by some stronger bank, or it succeeds, in 
which case it is only a matter of time unt i l its 
shareholders get an offer from some of the big 
banks too favorable to decline. Forty years ago 
there was a bank wi th headquarters in Manitoba; 
its existence was short and full of trouble. Twenty 
years ago another bank was founded in Winnipeg 
by a group of local men; it has been absorbed by 
a larger bank. The Union Bank of Canada, origi­
nally an eastern bank, transferred its headquarters 
to Winnipeg a few years ago, owing to the great 
extension of its business in the western provinces; 
it was taken over some two years ago by the Royal 
Bank. At confederation the Marit ime Provinces 
had five local banks; they have either been absorbed 
or, enlarging themselves to national institutions, 
they have removed their headquarters to Montreal 
or Toronto. Not many years ago there were thir ty-
four banks in Canada; in 19/22 there were seven­
teen; today there are eleven. Wi th the exception of 
the small bank before noted, there are no banking 
headquarters outside of Quebec and Ontario. The 
tendency to further consolidation is evident; and 
bankers, to whom this tendency is agreeable, look 
forward to a situation not unlike that in Great 
Bri tain, where the Big Five divide the banking 
business of the country. 
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One of the inevitable problems of the future w i l l 
arise over this question of banking. The praises of 
our banking system are sung to the skies, especially 
by bankers; and it has many virtues: flexibility, 
stability, universality; a branch of one of the banks 
can be found in practically every hamlet in the 
country; but it does not lack its critics, apart alto­
gether from the long-haired cranks who advocate 
fiat money and other nostrums. There is an in­
creasing body of opinion behind various sugges­
tions looking to radical changes in our banking sys­
tem, among them the establishing of a national 
bank of issue wi th rediscounting facilities. So far 
as Western Canada is concerned there is a growing 
feeling that we must make it possible for local 
banks to exist in competition wi th the branch 
banks of the nation-wide institutions. The bland 
assurances that under the existing system credit 
facilities are as available to commerce and industry 
in the newer provinces as in the centers of mass 
production in immediate proximity to banking 
headquarters are not very convincing, and a resort 
to political action to check a tendency which is 
becoming increasingly oppressive is very probable. 

We have wi th us too the problem of agricultur­
al credit, short, intermediate, and long term. Our 
banking system is based upon the three months' 
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turnover which experience in all countries has 
shown to be unsuitable for agriculture; but no satis­
factory alternative system of financing agricultural 
and livestock operations has been worked out. 
Manitoba has experimented wi th a short-term sys­
tem of rural credits wi th unsatisfactory results; the 
heavy losses ought not, however, to be charged 
wholly to the system, because the experiment was 
tried at a very unpropitious time. Long-term credit 
is extended to farmers by the provinces of Mani ­
toba, Saskatchewan, and Alberta, and the federal 
government is also inaugurating a scheme for loans 
of this character. Any remodeling of our banking 
system wi l l undoubtedly take notice of the need 
of agriculture for credits suitable to its condi­
tions. 

This question of the griefs of the outlying prov­
inces over the business and banking domination 
of the Central Provinces may be profitably exam­
ined in relation to what have come to be known as 
maritime grievances. Immediately following con­
federation a legislature was returned in Nova 
Scotia under instructions from the electorate to re­
establish Nova Scotia as a British colony, inde­
pendent of all connection with Canada. These ef­
forts failed, largely because the imperial govern­
ment hardened its heart against the appeals of the 
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delegation sent to London, telling it in effect that 
high considerations of policy made it necessary for 
Nova Scotia to remain in the Canadian union 
whether it liked it or not. Hopes, however, were 
held out that the Dominion government would con­
sider the complaints of the province and do what it 
could to meet its views; and in keeping wi th this 
an increase in Dominion grants to the province for 
a period of ten years was arranged. This was ac­
cepted as satisfactory by Howe, leader of the anti-
confederates in the Dominion house, who signified 
his approval by entering the government. His par­
ty refused to follow him, and Nova Scotia took up 
her lot as a member of Confederation in a sullen 
and dissatisfied spirit. Twenty years later a pro­
vincial election was fought and won on the issue 
of secession from the Confederation, and there were 
from time to time indications that the old anti-
confederate spirit sti l l burned. 

This condition, however, was obscured by the 
fact that the people of the Marit ime Provinces en­
tered wi th great zest into the political battles be­
tween the two Canadian parties. In federal elec­
tions at least, local grievances and disabilities were 
overshadowed by devotion to party standards 
which meant the acceptance and support of policies 
dictated by the central Canadian provinces. The 
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loss of the reciprocity treaty wi th the United States 
in 1866 had dealt a staggering blow to the prosperi­
ty of the Maritime Provinces. Deep in the hearts 
of the people of these provinces, from that day to 
this, has been the hope that the American market 
could be regained. Yet upon the two occasions 
when reciprocity wi th the United States was an 
issue in federal elections, the Maritime Provinces, 
against their obvious material interest, returned a 
substantial majority of members opposed to freer 
trade relations wi th the United States. A large pro­
portion of the people of the Marit ime Provinces, 
especially in New Brunswick, are descended from 
American forebears who fled to those provinces 
after the revolting colonies established their inde­
pendence; and they responded, wi th a readiness 
which resulted in a stampede, to the suggestion 
made for party purposes that the proposition for 
enlarged trade was in reality an attempt to seduce 
them from their British allegiance. 

It is, therefore, not remarkable that the leaders 
of the national political party took but l i t t le stock 
in the complaints which arose from the Marit ime 
Provinces between election times. But a few years 
ago this subordination of material interest to pol i t i ­
cal zeal came to an end. In the general election of 
1921 the Conservative party, then in power in the 
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Dominion, met wi th an overwhelming defeat in the 
Maritime Provinces. The incoming Liberal gov­
ernment flattered itself that this meant nothing 
more than that the electors of the Marit ime Prov­
inces had decided to be hereafter loyal Liberals; 
but soon it began to suffer disillusion. By-elections 
for the Dominion parliament went against govern­
ment, while the Liberal governments of the three 
provinces one of which had been in power for over 
forty years, went down in rapid succession. In the 
Dominion general elections in October, 1925, the 
Liberals exchanged places wi th the Conservatives, 
carrying only six of the twenty-nine constituencies 
embraced within the Maritime Provinces. A l l this 
smashing of administrations was marked by vig­
orous assertion of something termed "maritime 
rights/ ' accompanied by complaints of breaches of 
the Confederation agreement, of unjust treatment 
in transportation rates, of discrimination against 
maritime ports, wi th threats of secession if reme­
dies were not sought and applied. The moment it 
became evident that the people of the Maritime 
Provinces really meant business and proposed to 
use their political power to make things uncom­
fortable for existing governments there was action. 
The Dominion government appointed a Royal 
Commission, under the chairmanship of Sir An-
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drew Duncan, to look into the complaints which 
had "from time to time been made on behalf of the 
people of the Marit ime Provinces that the interests 
of the Maritime Provinces have suffered as a result 
of certain legislative and administrative measures 
adopted from time to time by the successive par­
liaments and governments of Canada." 

The provincial government of Nova Scotia, 
which had been elected to take the province out of 
confederation, made an official declaration in 
August, 1868, of the evils which, in its opinion, had 
already followed in the train of union. Says the 
memorial of the Annand government: 

It has been in existence one year; we have already had our 
tar iff raised and our indirect taxes very highly increased; we 
have been saddled w i t h vexatious duties; we have had all our 
revenues from customs taken from us, and we have been 
placed on a t r i f l ing allowance which is total ly insufficient for 
our support; refusal to renew the reciprocity treaty and the 
consequent closing up of our coal trade and the general stagna­
tion of commerce are probably chargeable on confederation 
and its natural effect of excluding the manufactures of Uni ted 
States from the Mar i t ime Provinces by means of a high 
Canadian tariff. 

The memorial went on to declare that "Canada and 
the Marit ime Colonies, having separate interests, 
required different systems of trade and, therefore, 
the regulation of trade and commerce being ex-
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clusively vested in Canada our interests wi l l always 
be liable to be sacrificed." 

These were the forebodings of an outlying 
province which realized that the central provinces 
could, and would, make the fiscal policies of con­
federation. Let us now see to what extent they 
were realized, in the judgment of Nova Scotians. 
In 1925 Hon. F. B. McCurdy, a Nova Scotian wi th 
large interests who had represented his province in 
the Dominion parliament and also in the Dominion 
governments, gave to the Canadian Club of Toron­
to his estimate of the conditions which had been 
brought about in that province by sixty years of 
confederation. He declared that the uniform fiscal 
system of Canada, involving a relatively high 
tariff, bore heavily on Nova Scotia, which found 
its export trade impeded thereby, while its geo­
graphical position made it impossible to manufac­
ture successfully for the Canadian market. Our 
forefathers," said M r . McCurdy, "opposed the 
transfer of authority in matters of trade, taxation, 
and the fisheries because they believed it would 
prove inimical to their interests in the long run, and 
so it has turned out." The exercise of these commer­
cial powers by the Dominion parliament had been 
constantly prejudicial to the interests of Nova 
Scotia. He quoted M r . Fielding, minister of fi-
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nance, a Nova Scotian, as saying in 1923: "I re­
member when there were twenty wholesale houses 
in Halifax, all doing a prosperous business. Today 
there is hardly one of them left. They have all been 
driven out by Montreal ." The hopes held out at 
Confederation that Canadian trade would flow 
through the maritime ports had been belied. " I n ­
stead of being on the main street of trade and 
travel, Nova Scotia finds herself isolated com­
mercially. She is seagirt, but shut off from the rest 
of the world by high tariffs established for the 
benefit of the central parts of Canada." The pre-
confederation maritime community maintained 
five local banks; three had been absorbed by Ca­
nadian banks and the other two had moved their 
headquarters to Central Canada. M r . McCurdy, 
conceding the hopelessness of expecting Central 
Canada to modify her views as to fiscal policy, 
asked that the Marit ime Provinces within the cir­
cuit of confederation should be allowed a measure 
of fiscal freedom which would enable them to frame 
fiscal policies for their own needs. That M r . Mc­
Curdy was not a voice crying in the wilderness is 
shown by the fact that shortly after he delivered his 
address the legislature of Nova Scotia adopted a 
memorial reaffirming his views and declaring that 
the federal control of "taxation and trade should 
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be relaxed in such a manner that the interests of 

Nova Scotia may be prejudiced no longer." 

The Duncan Commission, appointed because of 

these protests and their political consequences, 

toured the Mar i t ime Provinces in 1926, taking 

evidence, and in August submitted their report, 

recommending that certain specified palliatives 

should be applied for the purpose of removing the 

sense of grievance and neglect which they found to 

be justified by the circumstances. The suggestion 

by M r . McCurdy, and of which there was also a 

hint in the memorial of the legislature, that the 

Mar i t ime Provinces be empowered to make special 

laws as to the tariff and taxation, could not, of 

course, be considered, since to grant this would be 

equivalent to disruption of the union; but amelio­

ration wi th in the inclosure of confederation was 

freely recommended and as freely accepted by the 

government. In keeping w i th this a number of im­

portant measures were adopted by Parliament at 

its last session. Ont provided for a cut of 20 per 

cent on outgoing railway rates from points in the 

Mari t ime Provinces over the old line of the Inter­

colonial (now merged in the Canadian National) 

running to the Central Provinces. This w i l l mean 

a further loss to the Canadian National on this 

section of at least $2,000,000 a year; and this 
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loss is to be met by grants from the public treas­
ury. 

This is an innovation of moment; it means 
that the Dominion government may make a 
political, instead of strictly economic, use of 
the public-owned railway provided it is prepared 
to meet any resulting loss. The government pro­
vided for an increase in the annual cash grants 
to provinces in keeping wi th the recommenda­
tion pending a re-examination of the whole basis 
of provincial subsidies. The original arrangement 
was that the provinces should forego customs 
and excise taxation and take in lieu thereof a per 
capita grant of eighty cents up to set limits of 
population; but the provinces have long since re­
pented of this agreement. Whereas in 1868 about 
one-fourth of the money collected by the Dominion 
from customs and excise came back to the prov­
inces in cash grants, in 1925 the proportion was 
less than one-twelfth. The necessity of giving addi­
tional cash help to the Maritimes has reopened this 
whole question, and the Dominion government has 
found it necessary to convene a conference of the 
provinces which is to be held this coming autumn 
to consider this and other problems. A notable rec­
ommendation was that the Dominion government 
should endeavor to make a trade treaty wi th the 
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United States providing for the free entry of fish 
into that country; to this the government replied 
that its willingness to make a treaty of this kind 
with the United States at any time was a matter 
of official record; nor could it resist the temptation 
to remind the people of the Maritimes that when 
the Liberal party offered them such a treaty in 
1911 a majority of them voted against i t . "We be­
lieve," M r . King, the prime minister observed, 
somewhat tart ly, "that to the defeat of the pro­
posed reciprocal trade agreement, more than to all 
other factors combined, may be traced the causes 
of existing depression in the Maritime Provinces." 

The two million people who occupy the great 
prairie plain out of which the provinces of Mani ­
toba, Saskatchewan, and Alberta have been carved 
are also critical of the fiscal and taxation policies 
favored by the commercial centers in eastern Cana­
da, and have in recent years developed a political 
technique which has enabled them to defend them­
selves against extensions of these policies. The 
prairie country can only exist by trade with the 
world. It grows, in a good season, about four hun­
dred million bushels of wheat a year, wi th a home 
consumption of about seventy million bushels. The 
surplus has to be sold abroad. It also exports large 
quantities of coarse grains, dairy products, and 
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cattle. It needs outside markets, a large volume 
of imports to pay for these exports, and machinery 
and supplies at the lowest possible point in o**der 
to keep down production costs. This last consider­
ation brings in such questions as banking and 
interest charges. Further, they want low trans­
portation charges by land and sea. On practically 
all these points they come into conflict wi th the 
fixed views of the financial and manufacturing cen­
ters of Eastern Canada. They regard a high tariff 
as tending to add to their production cost, to in ­
crease their transportation charges by sea by l imi t ­
ing return cargoes, and to restrict external markets 
by making it difficult for the purchasing nations to 
pay for their foodstuffs by return shipments. The 
West has thus always been a stronghold of low-
tariff sentiment; and, unlike the Maritime Prov­
inces, it has not put its material interests lower 
than its party allegiances. 

When, some six or seven years ago, the people 
of Western Canada came to the conclusion that 
both of the traditional political parties in Canada 
were in reality wedded to the maintenance of the 
existing fiscal system, and possibly to their enlarge­
ment in directions which they disapproved, they 
abandoned both parties and sent an almost solid 
contingent of independents and farmers to Ottawa. 
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In the election of 1921 the three prairie provinces 
sent forty-three members to the federal parliament. 
Not a single Conservative candidate was elected, 
the Conservatives being traditionally the high-
tariff party. The Liberals did not fare much better, 
with only two straight party candidates elected. 
The other forty members were made up of inde­
pendents, low-tariff Liberals, United Farmers of 
Alberta pledged to bring about a reorganization of 
Canadian political parties on class lines, and Pro­
gressives, a word used to describe candidates 
pledged to bring about tariff reduction in the inter­
ests of agricultural production. W i t h some twenty-
five members wi th Progressive leanings elected at 
the same time from the old province of Ontario, 
the insurgent group in Parliament, whose presence 
there meant popular reaction against standardized 
fiscal policies, constituted one-fourth of the total 
membership of the Commons Chamber. They were 
the second-strongest party in the House; and if 
they had been thoroughly organized, wi th a defi­
nite program to which they all could have adhered, 
they might have become the controlling factor in 
that parliament, in which no party had a majority. 
In fact they found it impossible to work harmoni­
ously together but their presence in the House, and 
the need under which the new Liberal government 
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rested of securing their support at critical times, 
compelled for the first time a frank consideration 
by political leaders and commercial interests of the 
reasons for this uprising. 

The Liberal party, which was traditionally low 
tariff, had undoubtedly been captured by a strong­
ly organized protectionists combination within its 
ranks, but faced wi th the menace of possible 
growth of the Progressive movement it resumed an 
attitude of moderation on the tariff, leaning rather 
to the low-tariff side; and this left the way open 
to the Conservatives to come out boldly as believ­
ers in a tariff for Canada modeled strictly on that 
of the United States. We had two successive gener­
al elections in Canada in 1925 and 1926, fought on 
questions of the tariff, of administration, and of 
constitutional developments, wi th the result that 
in the second election—that of last September— 
the West again, mainly on the tariff issue, rejected 
fifty-three out of the fifty-four Conservative candi­
dates who stood for election, creating a situation 
of which the high-protection advocates now find 
themselves obliged to take cognizance. 

A cognate problem is that of transportation 
policy. Our freight-rate structure has grown up 
gradually over sixty years, and imbedded in it are 
anomalies, preferences, vested interests of one kind 
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and another. Here again conditions favor the pow­
erful Central Provinces. In the recent freight-rate 
investigation it was shown, not for the first time, 
that railway mileage in the Prairie Provinces is the 
most profitable; capital costs are lowest, operating 
costs are less than in the east. But this does not 
mean that western rates are lower than in the East; 
it is the other way about. This is defended on the 
ground that the water competition of the great 
lakes and canals forces lower rates than would 
otherwise be charged. We have in Canada the same 
set of rate problems that you have in the United 
States. Our transcontinental roads fix rates to the 
Pacific coast in competition wi th the Panama 
Canal and make the rates to inland points equal the 
through rates to the coast plus the local rate back; 
over which there is the clamor that also arises in 
your western states. The railways t ry to recoup 
themselves for the low rates which they make to 
keep freight away from the steamship lines by 
keeping the rates up in territory, such as Western 
Canada, which lends itself to railway monopoly. 
These districts resist; and, failing redress, take 
political action, which is sometimes effective. 

We have seen that the national treasury has 
been obliged for the sake of national unity to as­
sume 20 per cent of the outgoing freight costs from 
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points in the Marit ime Provinces. The Western 
Provinces have in the past five years waged a 
tremendous and successful battle in Parliament 
against the railways, backed by Eastern opinion for 
the maintenance of statutory maximum rates on 
eastbound wheat and flour. These rates were fixed 
th i r ty years ago, but they were suspended under war 
conditions to permit the horizontal raising of rates. 
The struggle was to abolish the suspension and 
bring back the statutory rates. Only the fortunate 
fact that the West's parliamentary representation 
was insurgent, and therefore not amenable to party 
control exercisable in the East, enabled the West to 
win. It has been amply established in the recent 
rate investigation that the statutory rates are high­
ly remunerative; but if the West had not been able 
to protect itself the two railways would have col­
lected an additional $30,000,000 apiece a year to 
make up for hard sledding elsewhere. The right 
of Parliament and the government to intervene at 
all in the matter of rate-making is disputed by the 
railways and their powerful backing; they say that 
these questions should be left solely to our Railway 
Commission, a body of six which has long since 
lost its reforming zeal and is now mainly a care-
taking agency for the railways. But. the subordina­
tion of the Commission to the government, which 
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is, of course, responsible to Parliament, is unques­
tionable; and it may be said that the people who 
have reason to fear that they may be called upon 
to make good railway losses elsewhere wil l never 
consent to Parliament making a complete delega­
tion of its powers in this respect. The Railway 
Commission is now engaged in the task of rebuild­
ing the freight-rate structure of the whole Domin­
ion; and the result of its deliberations wi l l certainly 
not escape the keen scrutiny of Parliament. 

There are other Canadian problems which 
might be discussed, but 1 can do no more than 
make a note of them. There are the problems of 
immigration and emigration—how to get more peo­
ple into the country and how to keep those already 
there from escaping in too large numbers to the 
United States. This is really a subproblem to that 
of inducing and maintaining a reasonable measure 
of prosperity. Immigration wil l increase and emi­
gration wil l fall to its natural dimensions if we can 
so solve our problems of taxation, banking, trans­
portation as to make Canada a desirable country 
to live in. There is the problem of our foreign c i t i ­
zens. W i l l they become good Canadian citizens? 
There is every indication that they wil l if they get 
the sympathy and co-operation they have a right 
to expect from older Canadian citizens. The melt-
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ing-pot is visibly at work in Western Canada. There 
is in the melting-pot, however, a divisional wal l : 
we have two melting-pots. The Northern-Euro­
pean immigrants, Protestant in religion, are being 
absorbed without difficulty by the English-speak­
ing people; one such race—the Icelandic—less than 
fifty years in the country is now an indistinguish­
able part of the Canadian population. The peoples 
from Central Europe, Catholic in religion, are also 
intermarrying. English is becoming the common 
language, though progress in this direction is slow 
where the new Canadians have settled in blocks. 

We have problems affecting the relations be­
tween the provinces and the Dominion. Our con­
stitution divided powers between the Dominion 
and the provinces, giving the residuum of power to 
the former; but we have accumulated a body of 
judge-made law which, at least in the opinion of 
some, has considerably modified the plans of the 
fathers. There wi l l have to be a reallotment of 
these powers in the not-too-distant future if the 
Dominion is to be given an adequate control of 
questions of trade and commerce and the people 
are to be protected from a too burdensome dupli­
cation of taxation. This involves the question of 
making over our constitution, a delicate matter for 
a country which has no power of amending its own 
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constitution and has no defined and accepted pro­
cedure by which its amendment can be sought from 
the British Parliament. Here is a constitutional 
question over which there may be fireworks. The 
three Prairie Provinces seek the transfer of their 
natural resources from the Dominion, which is 
necessary to put them on an equality wi th the 
other provinces—a thorny question. There is to be 
this year a conference between the Dominion and 
the provinces at which these questions between 
them wil l come up for at least preliminary con­
sideration. 

In what I have said about these national prob­
lems 1 trust [ have not convinced you that I was 
unduly optimistic in saying, at the beginning of 
this address, that Canadians were confident that 
they had surmounted the challenges of geography 
and of economic diversity and that Canada's exist­
ence as a nation was assured. Our problems are 
serious. Our differences go deep; but they are 
not likely to become dangerous, because modifying 
agencies come into action as the flashing-point is 
neared. The greatest threat to national tranquility 
has come from the attempt of powerful sections to 
impose policies designed to serve their special inter­
ests, but euphemistically termed national, upon 
less powerful sections by virtue of their numerical 
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strength, their control of commerce, credit, and 
transportation, and their naturally great influence 
wi th both political parties who alternately govern 
the country. If these policies had been pushed re­
lentlessly through by weight of numbers, regard­
less of protests, which was in keeping wi th the 
temper of many of our industrial magnates and of 
some of our political leaders, there might have been 
an explosion. Canada was saved from this by the 
failure to get the two central provinces together 
in a single party pledged to apply and extend these 
policies, and by the resistance by legitimate political 
weapons of the electors of the lesser provinces. It is 
now, I think, recognized that in a country of vast 
extent and conflicting interests like Canada, which 
is further a federation and not a unitary state, 
something more is necessary to a national policy 
than enough power in one locality to put it over. 
There must be a decent regard for the opinions and 
interests of all partner provinces. We are learning, 
in short, the virtues of policies of moderation and 
compromise in order that there may be the greatest 
possible development of an average public opinion 
throughout the whole Dominion upon our major 
issues. Policies which do not command a reason­
able measure of support in each of the provinces 
are obviously not national and can only be enforced 
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at the country's peril. Full recognition of this gov­
erning principle which the logic of events wil l in­
sure must bring about a change in the estimate of 
the policies of trade and taxation necessary to bring 
about a balanced and harmonious development 
which wil l be reflected in a measure of prosperity 
common to all parts of the Dominion. Canada is 
and must continue in ever growing measure to be 
a trading nation that buys and sells in all the 
markets of the world. Canada cannot be isolation­
ist, and her policies must take cognizance of this 
fact. One consequence of this acceptance of the 
realities wi l l be that it wi l l break the mood of irra­
tional imitation of the United States policies in 
which we have lain entranced for over forty years. 
The two countries are not alike, but different; and 
policies suiting one well, might prove very detri­
mental to the other. 

The growing sense of national unity also tends 
to discourage extreme policies, to frown upon sec­
tional selfishness or racial intolerance. The parts 
out of which confederation was fashioned are being 
brought closer together; the gaps between them 
are contracting. The great wedge of wilderness and 
rock which split Canada in two is revealing itself 
as the greatest storehouse of mineral wealth in the 
world. The thin belt of settlement and population 
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tends to become continuous; and it is also widen­
ing. Canada looks steadily northward, seeing in 
the waste places opportunity and possibilities. 
Next year at the latest the shriek of the locomotive 
wi l l waken the echoes of Hudson Bay, our great, 
silent, lonely, inland sea. Interprovincial trade 
grows. National news services keep each province 
more fully posted than formerly wi th what is going 
on elsewhere in the Dominion. A l l these tendencies 
and influences work to bind Canada together in a 
union indissoluble because it embodies the hopes 
and ambitions, the aspirations and the faith, of the 
ten million people who are proud to call themselves 
Canadians, 
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C A N A D A A N D T H E B R I T I S H 
E M P I R E 

It is a commonplace that Canada has been the 
laboratory of the British Empire: a place where 
theories of government have had their first practi­
cal test; where, upon the breakdown of theories, 
other policies have been suggested and applied. It 
was to Canada that the scheme of government for 
dependencies worked out after the American Revo­
lution was first applied; and it was in that field that 
the issue was joined between this scheme of govern­
ment and the newer, and also older, theory of re­
lationship between Great Britain and communities 
of British citizens overseas. The controversy be­
tween the government of Great Britain and the 
American colonies, which ended in tragedy, and 
the century-long readjustment of relations between 
Canada and Great Britain, ending in a happy solu­
tion, centered in reality around a single issue: 
Should the British Parliament, representing an 
electorate comprised within the territorial area of 
Great Britain, have control over citizens who had 
gone overseas to found colonies? The root of this 
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controversy is clear when we consider the origins 
of the American colonies. The charters of these 
colonies were granted by the King-in-Council an­
terior to the Revolution of 1688, which established 
the supremacy of the British Parliament and set 
limits to the kingly prerogatives. They were grant­
ed by the King in his own person; not by the King 
on the advice of ministers responsible to a parlia­
ment. From this pregnant fact flowed the consti­
tutional doctrine of colonial freedom from the rule 
of the Parliament of England. "The political rela­
tions of the colonists/' says an American writer, 
"were to the crown, not to the government of 
England; nor were they in any respect subject 
to parliamentary legislation. They were not ci t i ­
zens of the realm, but subjects of the crown, having 
only such rights as it granted them in their char­
ters.' ' 

This made the colonists subject to those pre­
rogative rights which the people of England found 
oppressive and from which they sought to escape 
by such desperate expedients as civil wars and 
revolutions; but in fact these prerogatives bore but 
lightly on the liberties of the colonists. Their re­
moteness from the seat of kingly authority, their 
poverty, and the practical operation of the legisla­
tive bodies that grew up under the charters com-
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bined to circumscribe the powers of the royal gov­
ernors. The institution of the j u r y made the en­
forcement of royal laws impossible unless these 
were in accord wi th local opinion; while their con­
trol of the powers of internal taxation gave the 
assemblies or colonial "courts" a predominant 
authority. 

After the American revolution a loyalist jurist 
of New York who found refuge in Canada expound­
ed to the governor of Canada his views as to the 
causes of the revolution. " M y Lord , " wrote Chief 
Justice Will iam Smith to Lord Dorchester, in 1790, 
"an American assembly, quiet in the weakness of 
their infancy, could not but discover, on their Ele­
vation to Prosperity that themselves were the sub­
stance, and the Governor and Board of Council 
were shadows in their political Frame. A l l America 
was thus, at the very outset of the Plantations, 
abandoned to Democracy." Seeley, in his Expan­
sion of England', notes that "the old colonial sys­
tem admitted no such thing as the modern crown 
colony." The English colonies, "subject to certain 
fixed restrictions in the matters of trade, were abso­
lutely free." "Some of them were from the begin­
ning practically independent states." 

Not that there were not clashes wi th the local 
governors over the prerogative powers of the king. 
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Unt i l the approach of the revolution any American 
protest against overseas tyranny would be certain 
to have reference to some exercise of the preroga­
tive; and it was not unt i l the Parliament of Great 
Britain showed an unmistakable intention of as­
serting and enforcing its authority over the colo­
nies that they took refuge, as the lesser of two 
dangers, behind the prerogative of the king. Unt i l 
the movement became openly revolutionary by the 
formal identification, by the colonists, of the King 
wi th the British Parliament as forces equally to 
be defied, it was the habit of the colonists to avow 
obedience to the King. Benjamin Franklin, agent 
for the colonies, urging before a parliamentary 
committee the repeal of the Stamp Act, drew the 
American distinction between King and Parlia­
ment. "The sovereignty of the crown, I under­
stand; the sovereignty of the British legislature I 
do not understand." "America," he said further, 
"is not part of the Dominions of England, but 
of the King's Dominions." And the first Conti­
nental Congress, on the very eve of rebellion, in 
a petition to the King declared, "We wish not a 
diminution of the prerogative." 

As the power of the Parliament of England, and 
later of Great Britain, grew in the seventeenth and 
eighteenth centuries, and the rights of the monarch 
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diminished, Parliament assumed as a matter of 
course that it had jurisdiction over the colonies. 
When in the days of the Commonwealth the crown 
disappeared, the Long Parliament formulated a 
theory of Empire which has only within the past 
year been formally abandoned, after destroying the 
First Empire, and involving the Second Empire in 
a century-long disputation. The Long Parliament 
declared its authority over "the people of England 
and of all the Dominions and territories thereunto 
belonging."> That doctrine was thereafter held by 
the British Parliament; but this did not affect rela­
tions wi th the American colonies because there was 
no exercise of the claimed power which provoked 
resistance. As against Ireland, which also held the 
view that its parliament was not subordinate, the 
British Parliament found it necessary to assert its 
authority in 1719. Dean Swift, in defending the 
Irish claim, let loose a devastating idea upon the 
world. " I n reason," he said, "al l government with­
out the consent of the governed is the very defini­
tion of slavery"—a phrasing not improved upon by 
Jefferson and Wilson. The conflict wi th the Ameri­
can colonies came when the British Parliament, 
upon the successful conclusion of the French War, 
embarked upon its program of enforcing British 
taxation laws by British officials in British courts 
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located in America. It may be noted that no chal­
lenge to the British Parliament's legal right to do 
this was made in Great Britain even by those who 
deprecated the exercise of this power as inexpedi­
ent. Burke's position was that while the British 
Parliament had the power to tax, it had not the 
right to do so—here is the doctrine of "constitu­
tional r ight" which has played so large a part in 
the later development of the Empire. The view 
of Dr. Samuel Johnson that the American legisla­
tive assemblies were "our vestries" was universally 
held in theory. To the claim thus put forward the 
American colonies offered resistance; and no recon­
ciliation being possible between opinions so widely 
divergent and so strongly held, the difficulty had 
to be resolved by the sword. 

One of the commonest historical misstatements 
is that the Second Empire succeeded where the 
First failed because British statesmen had profited 
by the lesson taught by the American Revolution. 
Nothing could be wider of the mark, as all histori­
ans recognize. " I t is impossible," says Professor 
H. E. Egerton, "to maintain that Great Britain 
profited by the loss of her American colonies so as 
to approach colonial questions in a new spirit ." 
Instead in the British official mind there developed 
the fixed conviction about the American Revolu-
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tion that as that trouble had arisen from the belief 
of the colonies that they ought not to be subject 
to the British Parliament, it would be necessary, 
to avoid a recurrence of trouble, to make it clear 
beyond all question that the remaining colonies 
were subject in all respects to that Parliament and 
that any rights given them were always subject to 
this overruling authority. The Constitutional Act 
of 1791, which gave constitutions to Upper and 
Lower Canada, is a museum in which this perfected 
system of imperial government is displayed in all 
its detail for the edification and instruction of stu­
dents of history. 

Let us look at this new model system of govern­
ment as exemplified in the case of the newly cre­
ated colony of Upper Canada. There is at the head 
a governor appointed by the British government 
and responsible to it for carrying out instructions 
received by him at the time of his appointment and 
in subsequent despatches. To aid him there are an 
executive council, appointed by the British govern­
ment at the instance of the governor; a legislative 
council similarly appointed; an elected legislative 
assembly wi th a limited control over public fi­
nances. These bodies are noted in the descending 
order of their importance as they were regarded by 
the makers of this constitution. Permanent and 
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growing sources of revenue were put at the disposal 
of the governor. The Home Secretary expressed 
the view that if there had been similar provisions 
in connection wi th the American colonies, they 
would have been retained "to this hour in obedi­
ence and loyalty." It was the hope of the drafters 
of the constitution to make the legislative council 
a hereditary body, the purpose being to "establish 
a body of men having that motive of attachment to 
the existing form of government which arises from 
the possession of personal or hereditary distinc­
tion. " Colonel Simcoe, the first governor, rejoiced 
in the protection which an appointed council would 
afford him against a possibly "tenacious and un-
tractable assembly," chosen by "the elective prin­
ciple," about the wisdom of which he had his 
doubts. Thus the new colony began business on 
the new plan, which it was thought afforded a 
guaranty to officials and governor that it would be 
obedient and contented in its subordination. 

The organization of the governing bodies and 
the services followed along inevitable lines. The 
population of the colony was almost entirely made 
up of refugees from the American colonies, known 
to history as United Empire Loyalists. A l l the so­
cial classes of the American colonies were repre­
sented in this loyalist population: backwoodsmen, 
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farmers, merchants, men of the official, profession­
al, and officer type. The latter classes were called 
upon to fill the public offices and the positions in 
the legislative and executive councils. The Church 
of England was made the state church. The ar­
rangement was an ideal one for those who belonged 
to the upper strata of society. The governor, com­
ing to the colony wi th very extensive powers, 
found himself at once in the hands of the executive 
council which represented the official class, the 
aristocracy so far as there was one, and the ruling 
church. It was emphatically an organization where 
"a l l the best families had all the best offices." The 
legislative assembly was l i t t le more than a debat­
ing society. By such means the evil virus of democ­
racy which had contaminated the American colo­
nies was excluded from the body politic. 

Thus the Second British Empire started on its 
way, safeguarded, as its directors thought, from 
the tendencies in political thinking which had 
brought the First Empire down. The scheme was 
much too perfect to be workable. In its nice bal­
ances and adjustments it overlooked one thing: 
the instinctive repugnance of Anglo-Saxons to au­
thoritarian systems of government and their in­
eradicable desire to govern themselves. The record 
of the constitutional evolution of government in 
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Canada, which now goes back over a century, is 
the story of an instinctive struggle to return to the 
earlier and more natural conception of Empire re­
lationship: freedom of the overseas communities 
from control by the British Parliament, in which 
they were not and could not be represented—a 
movement which at the same time was neither Re­
publican nor Separatist because there was in it 
nothing that questioned the great fact of allegiance 
to a common king. 

Not unt i l a very recent period did the goal of 
this evolutionary process become visible, the spirit 
of this program of self-government reveal itself. 
The early reformers builded better than they knew. 
They battled for obvious things, necessary for the 
peace, order, and good government of the colonies: 
popular control of the purse, self-government in 
local affairs. As these were acquired new needs re­
vealed themselves; and as Canada acquired or as­
sumed the power to deal wi th them she trans­
formed herself from military dependency to crown 
colony; from crown colony to self-governing do­
minion; from self-governing dominion to nation. 
Durham, in recommending responsible govern­
ment, fixed its bounds, which it was not in fact 
possible to do. "When a nation was made," says 
Lucas, " i t was not possible to set bounds to nation-
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al aspirations, or to uphold the limits wi thin which 
he proposed to grant responsible government." 
There can in fact be no stopping short of the 
achievement of full powers of self-government in 
the whole field of Canadian interests. This fact 
would have been apparent earlier if the legislative 
powers of Canada were centered in a single parlia­
ment instead of being distributed throughout a 
federal union. The great achievement of the I m ­
perial Conference of 1926 was that it accorded full 
recognition to the theory that dominion parlia­
ments are not subject to external control. 

Let me travel rapidly along the road of this 
development. There are several roads of constitu­
tional development which merge at confederation 
into a common highway; but I shall deal only wi th 
Upper Canada and afterward wi th the united prov­
inces of Canada, without prejudice to the claim 
made on behalf of Nova Scotia that its achieve­
ment of freedom of government is more significant 
and honorable because there no acts of violence 
stained the record. When Upper Canada was given 
its limited constitution the fact of direct control 
and supervision by the British government was ac­
cepted as right and proper. But in a few years the 
demand began to be made that the control of the 
Legislative Assembly, the elected body, over public 
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funds should be strengthened in order that public 
grievances might get a better hearing from the gov­
erning powers. The history of the earlier struggle 
between the English Parliament and the preroga­
tive powers of the crown was repeated, on a diminu­
tive scale, in the backwoods of Upper Canada, the 
resisting power in this case being the governor and 
the governing clique. If there was a democratic 
instinct to expand popular rights, there was a 
bureaucratic and Tory instinct to oppose every 
suggestion of change as a treasonable undermining 
of the structure of Empire. To set up centers of 
local power was to impair the authority of the 
motherland; it was the thin edge of the wedge; 
those advocating it were Republicans in disguise; 
and so forth. This note was sounded as early as 
1792, when Governor Simcoe found serpents in his 
Eden. He smelled republicanism in two members 
of his executive council who disagreed wi th some 
of his policies. It has been sounded within the last 
six months over the appointment of a Canadian 
minister to Washington. It has, in fact, been pret­
ty continuously in the air between these two 
dates. 

The scheme of government put into effect in 
Upper Canada became speedily a vested right of 
the governing oligarchy in whose bosom each gov-
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crnor in turn reclined; and it was defended wi th 
the fury, bitterness, and unscrupulousness which 
always marks the struggles of a caste in defence of 
its privileges. Every step along the road to self-
government was resisted as a step away from Em­
pire unity and toward separation, republicanism, 
and annexation to the United States. To ask for 
enlarged powers over taxation for the Assembly 
was a plain manifestation of treasonable designs. 
Baldwin's formula for responsible government— 
that within certain bounds self-government should 
be as complete in Canada as in Great Britain and 
should be secured by the same parliamentary meth­
ods—struck them as monstrous. When, following 
the rebellions and Durham's report, the British 
authorities modified the system to the extent of 
requiring the governor to seek his executive coun­
cilors in the popular chamber, it meant simply that 
the governor became his own prime minister and 
stepped directly down into the arena of party 
politics. This meant that if the governor became 
a party leader there would be another party in 
opposition to him, and, of course, this opposition 
became at once a treasonable conspiracy. One gov­
ernor put himself on record as declaring that while 
there could be parties in an independent country, 
they could not be tolerated in a colony where op-
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position to the governor meant treason to the Em­
pire. 

In the state papers dealing wi th the demand 
for responsible government we find the reasons 
why it could not be given, if the accepted view of 
Empire government was to prevail, stated over and 
over again wi th patient clearness, never more con­
vincingly than by two governors who in succession 
expounded to Robert Baldwin the illogicality of 
his whole system. Sydenham thus expressed him­
self: "Either the governor is the sovereign or the 
minister; if the first, he may have ministers, but he 
cannot be responsible to the government at home 
and all colonial government becomes impossible. 
He must, therefore, be the minister, in which case 
he cannot be under the control of men in the colo­
ny. " His successor, Sir Charles Metcalfe, declared 
that Baldwin's theory of responsible government 
was a perversion of the accepted theory. Syden­
ham explained to the colonial secretary the line he 
had been obliged to take: "I have declared that 
to attempt to make a council responsible to any­
one but the governor for advice tendered to him 
is incompatible wi th colonial government and can 
never receive the sanction either of His Majesty's 
government or Parliament. , , Lord John Russell 
pointed out the logical absurdity of the argument 
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for responsible government in a few compact 
sentences: 

Can the colonial council be the advisers of the Crown of 
England? Evident ly not, for the Crown has other advisers 
for the same function and w i t h superior authori ty . It may 
happen, therefore, that the governor receives at one and the 
same time instructions from the Queen and advice from his 
executive council total ly at variance w i t h each other. If he is 
to obey his instructions from England, the parallel of constitu­
tional responsibility entirely fails; if on the other hand he is 
to follow the advice of his council he is no longer a subordinate 
officer but an independent sovereign. 

Never was the dilemma created by responsible 
government more trenchantly put. It never was 
answered because logically it could not be. A l l that 
was left to be done was to ignore i t , put it aside, 
and forget about i t . After eight years of stubborn 
resistance in the face of the determined attitude of 
the reformers in Upper and Lower Canada and in 
Nova Scotia the British government conceded the 
principle, and embodied in the principle, as Lord 
John Russell clearly foresaw, was the implication 
that in Canadian matters the crown of England 
could be advised exclusively by Canadian minis­
ters. The winning of responsible government was 
the great step toward the attainment of Dominion 
independence. A l l subsequent achievements were 
trivial in comparison wi th i t . "I confess," says a 
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Canadian historian, " I am sometimes astonished 
how lightly Canadians seem to regard this most 
dynamic achievement in our history. Picture, if 
you can, the English-speaking world today had the 
Dominion, seventy-five years ago, like the original 
thirteen colonies been forced into bloodshed and 
violent separation. Without false modesty I should 
be inclined to say that the winning of responsible 
government saved the Second Empire, and in the 
process of saving the Second Empire, Canada laid 
the foundation of the Commonwealth as we know 
it today." 

Moreover, this was an almost wholly Canadian 
achievement. It is, I know, customary to credit 
Lord Durham wi th the authorship of our system 
of responsible government, but it is very doubtful 
if the scheme of responsible government which was 
in Durham's mind was the system which ultimately 
came into force. The hybrid scheme of government 
brought in by Sydenham and continued by Met-
calf, by which the governor was also prime minister 
wi th an executive chosen by him from the assem­
bly, was defended by them—and, what is more 
convincing, by Buller and Wakefield who had as­
sisted in the preparation of the Durham report— 
as a fulfilment of Durham's recommendation. The 
true father of responsible government was Robert 
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Baldwin. He set forth the scheme wi th perfect 
clearness in a letter to the Colonial Secretary in 
1836; and later supplied Durham wi th a copy of 
this memorandum. I might say that this document 
was not known to exist unti l it was found in the 
Durham papers after their transfer to the Canadian 
archives some four years ago. Baldwin, though a 
man of notable moderation of views, refused to 
have anything to do wi th the Sydenham makeshift; 
and it was his unflinching opposition that finally 
obliged the British government to throw up its 
hands and concede responsible government on the 
terms of Baldwin's demand, though they did so in 
the conviction, of which many proofs were given 
in the next fifteen years, that it meant inevitably 
the separation of the colonies from Great Britain. 
Baldwin was the founder of the modern British 
Empire; and there ought to be a monument to him 
in every dominion capital. A memorial to him 
somewhere in the immediate neighborhood of 
Downing Street would also be in order. 

A l l the enlargements of the powers of self-gov­
ernment arose naturally out of the operation of the 
principle of responsible government. Among these 
was the winning of fiscal freedom in 1859, the right 
to negotiate commercial conventions, the l imita­
tion of the governor-general's instructions in the 
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seventies as the result of representations by Ed­
ward Blake, the separate representation of Canada 
in the Peace Conference and in the League of Na­
tions, the negotiating of the Halibut Treaty in 
1923: all these were successive entrenchments upon 
the theory of the indivisible sovereignty at the 
center representing the crown as advised by the 
King's British ministers, and as such they were 
viewed wi th concern by officialdom in London and 
by a large public in Canada as successive manifes­
tations of a separatist tendency. 

"Separatist" has been the term invariably ap­
plied by the holders of the conservative view of 
Empire to everyone from Baldwin down who has 
advocated increase in the governing powers of 
Canada. It has been idle for them to protest their 
fidelity to that conception of the Empire which has 
at last taken form as the Commonwealth of British 
Nations. Waiting of Baldwin and his associates, 
Lord Metcalfe said, over eighty years ago, "I re­
gard their faint profession of a desire to perpetuate 
the connection of the colony wi th the Mother 
Country as utterly worthless." A later and wiser 
governor, Lord Elgin, wrote the Pnme Minister 
of Great Britain that Baldwin was worth more to 
British connection than a regiment of soldiers. 
This is still the spirit in which these changes are 
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viewed by those who hold to the older conception 
of Empire. That conception has, of course, changed 
somewhat; it has been unable altogether to resist 
modernization. The simple views which were held 
so strongly from 1792 to 1850 have long since been 
regarded as archaic; but the attitude that the at­
tainment by the Canadian parliament of full pow­
ers is incompatible wi th the continuance of the 
Empire or Commonwealth persists. There must 
be, for those who cling to the ancient point of view, 
a supreme center of authority; and its seat, for the 
present at least, must be London. They would be 
very willing to have this central government the 
government of an imperial federation; but wi th this 
an unattainable dream they hold grimly to the 
doctrine that, in the last analysis, Canada must be 
subject to the authority of the British government 
—that is to say, the final and determining advice 
to the King, in matters of high policy, is to be 
given by his British ministers. 

It is the virtue of the constitutional declaration 
by the Imperial Conference of 1926 that upon this 
issue, which is the heart of the imperial contro­
versy, it is clear beyond all possibility of question­
ing. Great Britain and the dominions are now de­
fined as "autonomous communities within the Br i t ­
ish Empire, equal in status, in no way subordinate 
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one to another in any aspect of their domestic or 
external affairs, though united by a common al­
legiance to the crown, and freely associated as 
members of the British Commonwealth." A good 
many ingenious minds have been busily engaged in 
the last six months trying to make it appear that 
this is meaningless verbiage; but their efforts have 
been vain. The words are clear and they were 
meant to convey the idea they express. They are 
far-reaching in their effects; because they express 
the settled and unanimous judgment of the prime 
ministers of the British nations that the doctrine 
upon which the Second Empire was built—that 
ultimate authority in the Empire was vested in the 
government of Great Britain—is now obsolete; and 
that the Th i rd Empire, or Commonwealth, must 
be built upon the doctrine of absolute equality of 
the parts. 

The making of this declaration has profoundly 
changed the relationship between the theory of 
Empire and the facts. Hitherto the theory of 
Empire has been that the dominions are subordi­
nate to Great Bri tain; and it has been necessary to 
interpret the theory in the light of facts to prove 
that this conception of Empire has been yielding to 
realities. The new theory of Empire is that there 
is no subordination of any part to any other part; 
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and we see those to whom this doctrine is distaste­
ful trying to water down its significance by point­
ing out that it is not in strict accord wi th the facts. 
They say that the Colonial Laws Validi ty Act is 
still in operation; that the merchant shipping of 
Canada is controlled by the imperial acts; that the 
preamble to the British Nor th America Act clearly 
avows the subordination of Canada; that the legal 
right of veto still exists; and so forth. The facts 
which were once despised because they seemed to 
cast some doubt upon the theory of perfect sub­
ordination have become the last hope of the believ­
ers in a centralized Empire. Comfort is also taken 
from the observation in the declaration that "pr in­
ciples of equality and similarity, appropriate to 
status, do not universally extend to function/ ' a 
phrase which is hopefully regarded as reducing the 
main declaration of the Conference to matchwood. 

Nevertheless the transforming power of the new 
principle of Empire relationships avowed by the 
declaration wi l l be manifest as time goes on. The 
definition of complete equality wi l l stand, un­
changed and unchangeable; the l imit ing facts have 
no necessary permanency; they are removable at 
the instance of the dominion which finds them in­
convenient. General Hertzog, the prime minister 
of South Africa, it is known, submitted to the I m -
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perial Conference a very brief declaration of equali­
ty. After setting forth the equality in status of the 
British nations the declaration went on to state 
that where a dominion did not live up to its op­
portunities in this respect it was to be assumed as 
being a consenting party to the limitations. That 
in reality is the present position of the dominions; 
but it has now been declared to be a transitional 
position terminable at wi l l by each dominion. 
Equality of function there may not be at the 
moment; but in the case of a dominion which as­
pires to exercise all the rights and accept all the 
responsibilities of nationhood there wil l be a rapid 
advance to equality in this respect. There has thus 
been brought into the matter of Empire relation­
ship a flexibility that was greatly needed. If New 
Zealand desires to remain, in practice, subordinate, 
leaving all her international functions to be exer­
cised by the British government, it is her right to 
take this course; but the progress of other domin­
ions is not hereafter to be limited by her reluctance 
to undertake responsibilities to which, at the 
present time, she does not feel equal. 

On the other hand, if Canada goes forward exer­
cising more and more fully her national functions 
there wi l l be no occasion hereafter for the public 
men and the newspapers of other parts of the Em-
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pire to lecture her on the impropriety of her course. 
When in 1923 Canada undertook to negotiate a 
treaty for the protection of the halibut fisheries in 
the Nor th Pacific wi th the United States, l imit ing 
the application of the treaty solely to Canada, 
there was a chorus of criticism from all over the 
Commonwealth. M r . Bruce took the stump in Aus­
tralia to express his fears that Canada was chop­
ping down one of the supports of Empire; and the 
Times in London thundered in its most Jove-like 
style. The making of this treaty was a venture, out 
of due time perhaps, in the exercise by Canada of 
her rights as a nation; and among those who were 
mystified were the worthy senators of the United 
States, who took several months to learn that 
Canada could, in fact, make a treaty wi th the 
United States in her own right. 

Hereafter there should be no misconceptions in 
the Empire or outside of it about the further exer­
cise by Canada of her right to look after her exter­
nal affairs; it means nothing but the carrying into 
practice of the theory of imperial relationships 
which has been formulated and made known to the 
world by the Imperial Conference of 1926. That 
there wil l be no such misconceptions is perhaps too 
much to hope. Legalists and pundits are fighting 
a rearguard action in defense of their theories. 
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The fact that, as the dominions express an inten­
tion of taking over functions now exercised on their 
behalf by the British government, the latter must 
consent to the extent in many cases of renouncing 
present powers by legislative or treaty instruments 
leaves in their minds the conviction that the British 
government wi l l be able to exercise an option, 
thereby establishing in very definite fashion its 
ultimate supremacy. What they do not under­
stand and cannot get through their heads is that 
a legal right could not be exercised in this way in 
the face of a recognized constitutional right wi th­
out bringing the whole structure of imperial rela­
tionships to the ground. There is no likelihood of 
any such bankruptcy in Empire statesmanship as 
a clash of that kind would reveal. 

Canada accepts as satisfactory the declaration 
of Empire relationships made by the Imperial Con­
ference. Nothing less would have been acceptable 
to her ambitions and her susceptibilities. It does 
not follow that she wi l l proceed immediately to 
claim and exercise all the powers and rights which 
are now hers for the taking. There wil l be those 
who wi l l favor things going on as they are, the 
declaration being allowed to remain nothing much 
more than an ornament for the national mantel­
piece. There wil l be those in favor of some under-
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standing by which the British government wi l l con­
tinue to function for us in the outside world, sub­
ject to some right of consultation. The people who 
declare that Canada should make a contribution 
proportionate, to her population and her overseas 
trade to the cost of the British navy and think that 
Canada should be content to have her interests in 
the United States and elsewhere looked after by 
ministers appointed by the government of Great 
Britain belong to this school of thought. And there 
wi l l be the great and ever growing nationalist body 
of opinion which wil l expect Canada to develop 
steadily to the point where she wi l l exercise on her 
own behalf all those functions which mark the 
fully developed nation. 

It may be that hereafter these divergencies of 
view wi l l take the form of domestic political issues 
by which Canadian political parties wil l be dis­
tinguished from one another. Heretofore the ques­
tion of imperial relationships has not been a con­
tinuing factor in Canadian politics. While the Con­
servative party is traditionally the " loyal" party 
and has found it politically profitable, at certain 
political crises, to charge their opponents, the 
Liberals, wi th a desire to "disrupt the Empire"— 
as witness the elections of 1891 and 1911, when 
advocacy by the Liberals of freer trade relations 
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with the United States was denounced as a dis­
guised movement toward political union—it is an 
unchangeable fact that in office the Conservative 
party since 1854, when the old Tory party was 
made over on broader lines by John A. Macdonald, 
have shared wi th the Liberals the credit of taking 
advantage of every favorable occasion to vindicate 
the right of Canada to enlarge her powers of self-
government. Sir John A. Macdonald put an end 
to the custom of the governor-general attending 
council meetings, vindicated the right of Canada 
to make her own tariffs without interference from 
Downing Street, and denied any obligations by 
Canada to take part in Empire wars unti l the 
mutual obligations of Great Britain and Canada 
in this respect were set out, formally, as the result 
of negotiations. The earlier plan to federate the 
Empire was shipwrecked largely through the effec­
tive resistance offered to it by Sir John Macdonald 
and his colleague, Sir Charles Tupper. Sir Robert 
Borden, during the later years of his premiership, 
by the position which he took upon such external 
questions as Canada's right to membership in the 
Peace Conference, the League of Nations, and the 
International Labor organization and such domes­
tic matters as the power of the imperial govern­
ment to requisition Canadian shipping in war time, 

[203] 



G R E A T B R I T A I N A N D T H E D O M I N I O N S 

made inevitable the early and complete recognition 
of equality of status for the dominions. It was not 
unti l the Canadian people realized the significance 
of these acts that they saw clearly the goal to which 
the road upon which they had been travelling for 
two or three generations led. As for the Liberals, 
their record as consistent advocates of ever widen­
ing powers is without blemish save for a momenta­
ry hesitation in the interregnum between the lead­
ership of Sir Wilfr id Laurier and the leadership of 
M r . King, when the party tacticians flirted wi th 
the idea of appealing to the imperialist sentiment 
of the country against the nationalist policies of 
Sir Robert Borden. Sir Wil f r id Laurier met and 
successfully baffled the masterful Joseph Chamber­
lain, who had a vision of a highly centralized em­
pire. The present Liberal government, under the 
premiership of M r . Mackenzie King, by its course 
wi th respect to the making of the Halibut Treaty 
in 1923 and by its polite refusal to accept the spe­
cial responsibilities of the Lausanne Treaty because 
Canada was not represented in the negotiations, 
supplied the final evidence of the need for a frank 
reconsideration of the whole question of imperial 
relationships. 

The Conservative party of Canada is at present 
without policy or program. M r . Meighen retired 
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from the leadership following the defeat of his gov­
ernment last September; and a national conven­
tion of the party has been called for October of this 
year in Winnipeg to choose his successor and decide 
upon policies. Those who have temporary charge 
of the party certainly showed, in the last session 
of parliament, an inclination to make an issue of 
the question of imperial relationships. They ap­
peared to be in favor of the constitutional declara­
tion of the Impetial Conference provided no steps 
were taken to give effect to it by an extension by 
Canada of her external activities. Conservative 
tactics in respect to this question were governed in 
large measure by a hope that thereby the party 
might strengthen its appeal to the French-Canadi­
ans, who at present are overwhelmingly Liberal. 
The French are strongly nationalist, with certain 
reservations. They have been taught to think that 
it is necessary, for the protection of their special 
privileges, that the appeal to the Privy Council 
should remain, and that the power to amend the 
Canadian constitution should continue to be vested 
in the Parliament of Great Britain. Since the spirit 
of the declaration of the Imperial Conference is 
not in harmony wi th the retention of these vestigial 
remnants of subordination, the Conservatives have 
hopes that, by stressing the contention that further 
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advances toward full nationhood, to which the 
Liberals are committed, wi l l weaken their guaran­
ties, they wi l l detach French support from the 
Liberal party. It would be premature to say that 
the tactical maneuvers of last session foreshadow a 
permanent policy. But Ernest Lapointe, the leader 
of the French Liberals, has shown his readiness to 
meet the issue, if raised, by an emphatic declara­
tion that the protection of French-Canadian pr ivi ­
leges does not depend upon Canada remaining in 
a position of subordination to the British courts or 
the British Parliament. It wi l l be regrettable if 
this becomes a domestic political issue, but if it 
does i t wi l l have no effect beyond slowing down the 
pace of Canada's advance. 

No one who knows anything about the history 
of Canada or the currents of national feeling which 
are setting in in that country wi l l have any doubt 
as to Canada's future constitutional development. 
The evolutionary movement toward full national 
existence, in function as in status, is not the result 
of volition; it is the irresistible growth of a natural 
urge. Canada has to grow into full national stature 
just as the vigorous youth must develop into man­
hood; it is the law of her being. Every new exercise 
of power creates the necessity for further exten­
sions; and once a power is exercised it becomes a 
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permanent part of Canada's national equipment. 
Thus, the Canadian embassy at Washington has 
been established for only four months; but it is not 
an experiment; it represents a considered and per­
manent addition to our functions of government. 
There wi l l be other Canadian ministers in other 
capitals as the need for them becomes apparent; 
Canada wi l l take over, wi th grateful acknowledg­
ment for past services from the British minister. 
There are people who see in this movement to at­
tend to our own business w i th our own officials, 
paying the cost ourselves, a manifestation of un­
friendliness toward Great Bri tain. Not to let the 
British government attend to our external business, 
charging the expense up to the overburdened Br i t ­
ish taxpayer, is, to these victims of the colonial 
complex, to display ingratitude toward Great 
Britain for her past services. This is, of course, 
wholly to misjudge the spirit of this development, 
which is one of full recognition of our great obliga­
tion to Great Bri tain, wi th an abounding readiness 
to co-operate in every way consistent wi th main­
taining our national self-respect. Canada, by her 
geographical position, her wealth, actual and po­
tential, her considerable and growing population, 
is no insignificant country; her people feel w i th 
increasing keenness that she must assume, as rapid-
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ly as possible, the burdens and responsibilities that 
go wi th the station she has acquired in the world. 

President Lawrence Lowell of Harvard, in a 
recent article in Foreign Affairs, made a just ap­
praisal of this tendency on the part of the domin­
ions to reach out and take hold of new powers. He 
says: 

In the absence of any attempt at federation, which has of 
late been out of the question, the evolution of self-government 
has borne its logical f rui t . It has brought the Dominions to 
a condition of full constitutional independence. No doubt the 
powers that appertain to such a condition wi l l be used spar­
ingly at first, but they can hardly fail to be applied more and 
more freely as the larger Dominions become more conscious 
of nationhood and come into more direct relations w i t h other 
countries. The process of development that has produced the 
present situation has been continuous and may be expected 
to continue. 

What, you may well ask, remains of the Empire ? 
It seems to me that, in the former sense of the 
term, not much remains; and it would greatly sim­
plify our own thinking and remove some of the fog 
which descends upon the minds of outsiders when 
they contemplate the puzzle of the British Empire 
if we should cease trying to maintain the position 
that while everything has changed nothing has 
changed. What remains is an association of free 
nations who have a peculiar relationship to one 
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another—a moral, more than a legal, obligation to 
one another which insures common action in mat­
ters of high policy because failure to act together 
would reveal a moral disunity which would mean 
the dissolution of the community. This is the mys­
tery of the British Empire, and it is, I think, under­
standable, without too much effort. The Empire 
is, I should say, a moral uni ty; it is therefore a 
political unity in the larger sense of that term; and 
it functions as a diplomatic unit when these large 
questions of common interest emerge. This moral 
unity is woven of many strands: an allegiance to a 
common king, wide and deep strains of common 
blood, a common British citizenship, a kinship of 
ideas and feelings, a similar outlook on the world, 
and above all an instinctive sense of a common 
destiny. 

But it is possible, I cannot but think, to push 
the theory of common foreign action and policy 
too far, clear away from the world of actual affairs 
into a field of dialectic disputation. This tendency 
arises from adherence to a conception of sovereign­
ty which can no longer control realities. Put in a 
nutshell it is this: There is one high contracting 
party for all the British nations; therefore there 
must be unity in external manifestations of action 
and policy. Now this fits in perfectly wi th the theo-
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ry of the Second Empire; the high contracting 
party acts upon the advice of his British minister 
and all the subordinate nations are bound. It should 
work quite well wi th a federated empire, wi th a 
common organ of government; but there wi l l never 
be, so far as can be foreseen, a federated empire. 
But when you have a common high contracting 
party wi th six sets of advisers, not one of whom 
can advise on behalf of all his territories, what is the 
situation ? It would be idle to pretend that we have 
not a problem here. It would be futile to claim 
that there is not diversity of view about the right 
solution. But it wi l l be solved, as all previous prob­
lems have been solved, not by the scoring of points 
in debate, but by the march of events. Solvitur 
ambulando would be a fitting motto for the Brit ish 
Empire. We go forward; the difficulties disappear; 
the shadows flee away. 

In fact, by this very process the difficulties are 
now being resolved; precedents have been and are 
being made which modify the abstract theory. 
When from the stresses of the World War and its 
aftermath the doctrine of the autonomous domin­
ion and its right to a share in the determination of 
foreign policy emerged, the most ingenious and 
persistent efforts were made to fit this doctrine into 
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the existing framework. The idea was that so far 
as the outside world was concerned, it must not 
know that there had been any change whatever in 
the relationship of the component parts of the 
Empire; it would continue to deal solely wi th the 
British Foreign Office, which would thereafter 
represent a single policy for the Empire and all 
its parts to be arrived at by processes as yet unde­
fined, but covered by the large and spacious word 
"consultation." But that in some way the Foreign 
Office must be the only visible external agency for 
all the British nations was a fixed belief. Complete 
proof of this is supplied by Lloyd George, who, 
speaking as prime minister in December, 1921, in 
the British House of Commons, said that "the 
position of the dominions in external affairs has 
been completely revolutionized in the course of the 
last four years." Under the new system the domin­
ions must be "consulted" about foreign policy. 
"The machinery is the machinery of the British 
government: the Foreign Office, the ambassadors. 
The machine must remain here. It is impossible 
that it could be otherwise unless you had a council 
of Empire where you had representatives elected 
for the purpose. Apart from that you must work 
through one instrument. The instrument of the for-
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eign policy of the Empire is the British Foreign 
Office. This has been accepted by all the British 
dominions as inevitable." 

I venture the observation that while that con­
ception of policy outlined by Lloyd George may 
survive as a theory, it has in fact been profoundly 
modified by events. The milestones on the road to 
disillusionment as to the possibility of centralizing 
all the external activities of all the British nations 
in the Foreign Office were the Washington Confer­
ence of 1921, the Chanak episode of 1922, the 
divergencies in views of the Canadian and British 
governments about the Lausanne conference in 
1923, similar divergencies wi th respect to the com­
position of the interallied conference in London in 
1924, the Locarno conference of 1925, the formal 
recognition by the Imperial Conference in 1926 
that whatever the international personality of 
Great Bri tain may be, that is the international per­
sonality of Canada if she chooses to put it on. A 
milestone a year. And I should not be surprised 
to learn that 1927 has added another milestone in 
the processes by which the British personnel at 
the Disarmament Conference has been chosen. 

Locarno is perhaps the best example of how the 
theory of common action based on prior consulta­
tion does not always prove equal to situations that 
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arise. If that principle had been rigidly followed 
Great Bri tain would have pleaded her inability to 
join the conference unt i l she could either speak for 
all the dominions or induce them to have their 
own representatives; or, having attended alone, 
she would have professed her inability to sign the 
pact and to assume the responsibilities involved 
until all the dominions agreed to sign also. No 
doubt Great Britain kept the dominions fully ad­
vised, but she entered the conference alone and 
signed the treaty alone, wi th the reservation, form­
erly necessary but no longer necessary, that the do­
minions were free from the special obligations of 
the pact unt i l they signed themselves. No domin­
ion government, I am sure, objected to Great Br i t ­
ain's course in respect to either of these acts. They 
felt that this was something in which Great Britain 
had a direct interest and they were willing that 
Great Britain should have a free hand to forward 
her own special interests even though her guaran­
ties involved the possibility of war in which they 
would be, at least technically, involved. But the 
same consideration that led Great Britain to de-
dine to associate herself wi th the understanding 
also reached at Locarno wi th respect to the eastern 
European boundaries, that she was not directly 
interested, operated to keep the dominions, or at 
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any rate Canada, from assuming special obliga­
tions wi th regard to the western boundary. There 
were several reasons why Canada did not attend 
the conference and sign the pact; one very good 
one was that public opinion would not have sup­
ported the government had it taken this course. 
Canada is a democracy and the government cannot 
run counter to the wishes of the people. It is to 
be noted, however, that the British government did 
not lack critics. General Smuts denounced its ac­
tions as in contravention of what he understood it 
had been decided Empire policy would be, and said 
that this precedent, if followed, would break up the 
Empire, or something to that effect. 

Locarno is the perfect illustration of the fact 
that the action of the Foreign Office of Great Br i t ­
ain cannot wait upon and be dependent upon ap­
proval by five overseas governments; under those 
conditions the Foreign Office could not serve the 
interests specially committed to its charge—those 
of Great Britain and its dependencies. It therefore 
goes ahead and attends to its affairs; and the do­
minions are perfectly willing that it should. But 
these policies and acts are not the acts and policies 
of the British Empire; they are the policies and 
acts of Great Britain, one of the constituent parts 
of the Empire. But where the Foreign Office pro-
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poses to deal wi th matters in which one or all of the 
dominions are affected, those dominions being ad­
vised wil l come in ; and the result wil l be an Empire 
policy or instrument, as for instance the 12-mile 
treaty negotiated wi th the United States on behalf 
of the whole Empire by the British Foreign Office 
in 1924. 

I n fact, however, these complexities and diffi­
culties about which there is so much discussion are 
matters wholly within the family. There is no need 
for any mystery in relation to contacts between an 
outside country and the British Empire or any 
British nation; though to attain this end it may be 
necessary to have a further statement for the 
information of the outside world. To take the case 
of the United States, for instance, when it deals 
wi th a British nation or the British Empire it 
simply needs to know wi th whom it is dealing; and 
when it signs an instrument it needs to be informed 
as to what the other signatures stand for. A simple 
matter of business. If it wants an understanding 
wi th the Empire on some matter upon which it is 
proper that there should be such an understanding 
there wil l never be the slightest difficulty in dis­
covering that the British Empire is a diplomatic 
unit. If it wants a treaty with respect to the pro­
tection of rum-running on its northern boundary 
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it looks to Canada alone. What your state depart­
ment needs to guard against is making an agree­
ment wi th one of the six British nations and imag­
ining that it has thereby made an agreement wi th 
all six. But I believe that your officials are suffi­
ciently alert and informed about the internal rela­
tions of the British Empire that they wi l l not make 
this mistake more than two or three times. The 
British nations, of course, owe it to themselves and 
to the world to perfect an interimperial diplomatic 
system that wi l l make it certain that the inter­
national business of the family firm wil l be handled 
wi th promptitude and by the right department. 
Again a simple matter of business organization 
which wi l l I think be attended to shortly. 

There are, as I have said, many people in the 
British Empire, in all parts of i t , who dislike these 
developments; and they relieve their feelings by 
thinking up all sorts of hypothetical and conjectur­
al developments and demanding that they be told 
how they are to be met. I do not deny that there 
is a possibility of anomalies and difficulties arising, 
which in prospect appear to be alarming; but 
statesmanship does not consist in providing ready-
made solutions for every conceivable emergency 
that may arise, but in dealing, wi th knowledge and 
sagacity, wi th emergencies when they arise. Most 
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of the hypothetical problems which are posed by 
those to whom the solution of the imperial problem 
as reached is unacceptable have to do wi th the 
question of war. None of these questioners and 
doubters appear ever to have heard of the League 
of Nations. They live in the pre-war world where 
nations delivered ultimatums and declared war 
overnight. If the League of Nations and all that 
it stands for were to go by the board there are 
questions of imperial relationships, at present of 
only academic interest, to which answers would 
have to be found. Chief among these would be the 
matter of to what degree one British nation could 
involve another in active war by pursuing an indi­
vidual policy to the point of embarking upon hos­
tilities. There would be lit t le profit in exploring the 
possibilities of such a situation; but one thing can 
be said wi th perfect confidence that events, if the 
necessity arises, wi l l confirm i t . The principle of 
equality wi l l apply here as elsewhere. The power 
of declaring war and involving all the British 
nations in the responsibility of being at least in a 
state of war, i f that is to be the rule, wil l not be the 
prerogative of one of the British nations; it wi l l 
be common to them all. 

But meanwhile the British Commonwealth goes 
on its way in the belief that the world has got past 
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the stage of the waging of wars by individual na­
tions in furtherance of national aims and ambi­
tions, and in the expectation that if the British 
nations are called upon to take part in the future 
in war it w i l l be under the sanction of the League 
and in conjunction wi th other members of the 
League in the defense of the worlds peace. If the 
League of Nations thrives and develops, the prob­
lem which most disturbs the doubters of the new 
imperial relationships can never arise in acute 
form; if this venture in idealism should collapse, 
the British nations, like all other nations, wi l l have 
to take stock of their position in a world made 
doubly dangerous by the failure of this experiment. 

Putting these questions aside, it can be foreseen 
that the future of the British Commonwealth is 
one of consistent development in each of its con­
stituent parts of that sense of nationality and that 
expression of this feeling necessary for its own 
social and national unity, taking place side by 
side wi th processes of integration which wi l l tend 
to bring these nations closer together in knowledge, 
in sympathy, in understanding, in readiness to co­
operate where the need arises. These two develop­
ments are in harmony, not in conflict; in the recog­
nition of this fact—so difficult for minds trained in 
the Austinian conception of sovereignty and in the 
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old view of Empire—there lies the assurance that 
so many need: that the profound, even revolution­
ary, change in Empire relationships now impend­
ing wi l l not impair in fact that community of inter­
est and feeling which has in the past, and so no­
tably in the crisis of the great war, revealed the 
British nations as a whole, one and indivisible. 
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A question under constant discussion in Canada 
is whether there is more gain than loss in our con­
tiguity to a country so rich, so powerful, and so 
alluring as the United States. Would it be better 
for us if we were removed, as Australia is, from 
continuous immersion in a flood of American influ­
ences of all kinds which would leave us free to make 
a selective choice, as the Australians do, of the 
features of American civilization we wished to 
adapt to our uses? It is not my intention to sum 
up losses and gains and endeavor to strike a bal­
ance. In keeping wi th the general scheme of these 
lectures, I propose chiefly to discuss the effect 
which the proximity of the United States has had 
upon our political and constitutional development; 
but to one or two of the outstanding items upon 
the two sides of the ledger your attention might be 
briefly directed. 

First among the disadvantages which we suffer 
from the intimacy of our relations wi th you is the 
loss of population. In the seventy years from 1850 
to 1920 nearly two million Canadians emigrated to 
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the United States. In the latter year there were in 
the United States 1,117,878 native-born Canadi­
ans, as against 6,832,747 in Canada. There was 
therefore some ground for Goldwin Smiths remark 
in 1891: "The Americans may say wi th t ru th that 
if they do not annex Canada they are annexing 
Canadians/' This drift of population is not wholly 
due to difference in economic levels. The large 
cities of the south wi th their wider opportunities 
wi l l always prove a lure to our adventurous and 
ambitious youth; we shall always, like Scotland, 
breed and train men who wi l l go out to conquer 
success in other lands. Everywhere in the United 
States one meets Canadians who have achieved 
high distinction in their adopted land, leaders in 
transportation, banking, and commerce, college 
presidents and professors, statesmen, journalists, 
and writers. The transfer of the young Canadian 
to congenial surroundings in the United States is 
made astonishingly easy by geographical contigui­
ty, identity of business and social customs, and by 
a welcoming attitude on the part of Americans 
generally. To this loss of population there has been 
an offset since the turn of the century. In 1921 
there were 374,000 native Americans resident in 
Canada; and in addition there was a large immigra­
tion from the United States of people who first 
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settled in that country and then moved north into 
western Canada. In the matter of population the 
balance is thus heavily against us; but the account 
is not yet closed. We look forward to a renewed 
volume of immigration from the United States, 
ultimately to reach large proportions as our natural 
resources are developed and the pressure of popula­
tion forces up the price of agricultural land in the 
United States. There are those in Canada who fear 
a large American immigration because of its possi­
ble bearing on Canada's political future; but Ca­
nadians generally welcome Americans. They wi l l 
take a chance on their turning into good Canadians 
when they take up permanent residence wi th us. 
It has been our experience to date that this is what 
happens. 

The outstanding gain which accrues to Canada 
from her close contact wi th the United States is 
the ease wi th which she secures United States 
money for developmental purposes. Foreign capi­
tal investments in Canada now top the five-billion 
mark; more than three billions of this represents 
the United States investment in Canada. Much of 
this money has come in since the war; without it 
Canada would still be prostrate from the deflation 
which followed the peace. Canada could not have 
obtained money in these quantities from the 
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British markets; and for the much less amount 
there obtainable much higher interest rates would 
have had to be paid owing to exchange and other 
conditions. The financial editor of the New States­
man^ London, after a study of the situation on the 
ground, wrote in M a y of this year: 

A potent factor in the recovery of Canada is that she can 
get phenomenally cheap capital from her rich southern neigh­
bour. It may be said that the bonds of interest uni t ing the two 
countries carry incredibly low interest. T h a t Canadian cities 
can borrow more cheaply than the Br i t i sh Government is 
at tr ibutable to the fact that the Uni ted States investor under­
stands Canada and the Canadian dollar, and regards it as part 
of his own economic system. The inflow of all this cheap 
American capital, which is spent in Canada and makes em­
ployment, is of inestimable advantage to the Dominion. 

Here again there are those who see in this huge 
investment of United States capital a possible 
menace to our future political independence. But 
I have never heard of a Canadian city seeking to sell 
debentures or of a Canadian company seeking mon­
ey for developmental purposes refusing to consider 
offers by United States investors if these were the 
best in the market. Canada to a much greater ex­
tent than formerly does her own financing; but 
enormous supplies of outside capital wi l l be neces­
sary if the development to which we look forward 
takes place; and the United States is the only possi-
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ble source from which the great bulk of this money 
can be obtained. Again we shall have to take a 
chance; but I might add that the apprehensions 
I have noted are not generally held. They are chief­
ly voiced by a group of alarmists forever a-twitter-
ing wi th fright as they note the increasing develop­
ment of trade and financial contacts between the 
two countries in spite of political attempts to dis­
courage commercial relations. 

One patent reason for our singular suscepti­
bi l i ty to American influences we sing your songs, 
read your publications, talk your slang, adapt your 
social and business innovations, link up wi th your 
business and fraternal organizations—is the kin­
ship between the English-speaking Canadian and 
the American of Anglo-Saxon origin. The obvious 
similarity of the two peoples is commonly explained 
on the ground of descent from a common ancestry 
in Great Britain. But between Americans of the 
original stock and English-Canadians, other than 
relatively recent arrivals, there is a much closer 
relationship, a fact the significance of which is not 
generally recognized. English Canada is the child 
of the old British-American empire which came to 
an end wi th the American Revolution. The first 
generation of Canadians in the Marit ime Provinces 
and Ontario were Americans wi th more than a cen-
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tury of life in the English colonies behind them. 
This movement began in Nova Scotia before the 
Revolution. Nova Scotia was an American colony 
which did not revolt. At the close of the revolution 
nearly four millions of the King's American sub­
jects became citizens of the new American Re­
public; forty thousand turned northward and ac­
cepted exile in the northern wilderness which was 
still a British possession. Included in these there 
were die-hards and irreconcilables, being in the 
main men of wealth and high position who found 
themselves utterly ruined by the revolution; but in 
large part the colonists were people who, while not 
in sympathy wi th the policy of the British govern­
ment, did not believe that the situation called for 
renunciation by them of their British citizenship 
and their allegiance to the King. These colonists, 
wi th habits of mind formed by their sojourn of 
more than a century in the democratic life of the 
original colonies, laid the social and political foun­
dations of the Canada of today. They fixed the 
channels of thought, determined the focal points 
of national feeling, and left their impress for all 
time upon the country they brought into being. 
There is hardly a Canadian of the third generation 
who does not derive in part from this virile, tena­
cious stock. 
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One good reason why Canada is never likely to 
be annexed to the United States is that these 
40,000 original settlers would forbid it from their 
graves. Between these exiles in the'northern wi l ­
derness and their kindred and former neighbors 
who became American citizens there were feelings 
of dislike, suspicion, and apprehension. The Ameri­
can leaders were a l i t t le chagrined and disturbed 
at their failure to extend the revolution to the 
whole continent; to the north the British flag still 
flew and the British drumbeat greeted the morn­
ing. The exiles in Canada on the other hand looked 
forward wi th fear to the day when the struggle 
would be renewed and they would be pursued into 
their forest fastnesses by Americans bent upon 
ejecting Europe from the continent, an apprehen­
sion which found fulfilment in the War of 1812. 

Despite these fears and hatreds, however, the 
British-Americans and the Canadians were one 
family; divided by civil war and a blood feud, they 
were kinsmen stil l . The British-Americans brought 
into Canada and established there customs and' 
institutions wi th an American background, chief 
among them the common school supported by 
taxation; and on the part of many there was an 
incompatibility of temper wi th projects for giving 
the colonies an established church, a landed gentry, 
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and a governing caste which in time had political 
consequences. They brought wi th them American 
variations in language and in intonations. " I n the 
very tones and words," says Sir Robert Falconer, 
"closer racial affinities are shown between Cana­
dians and their neighbors than exist between the 
people of the south of England and those of the 
lowlands of Scotland. Experts in philology main­
tain that the present accent of the average people 
of large portions of Ontario has been derived main­
ly from Americans, either loyalist or later arrivals, 
who came from Pennsylvania and western New 
York." 

Such being the starting-point of English 
Canada, it was inevitable that the political and 
constitutional development of the country should 
be powerfully affected by the contiguity of the 
United States and the possibilities that were felt 
to be inherent in that geographical relationship. 
Indeed, the influence of the southern colonies upon 
Canada antedates the revolution. The Quebec Act 
of 1774 was an astonishing display of tolerance in 
religion and politics, having in mind the attitude 
at that time and for the next fifty years of the 
British king and the British parliament toward 
every proposition to lighten the disabilities under 
which the Roman Catholics of Great Britain and 
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Ireland suffered. It established the Roman Catho­
lic church in the province of Quebec, confirmed the 
French feudal system, brought English residents in 
the province under French laws, and enlarged the 
boundaries of the province to include all the un­
organized Brit ish territory north of the American 
colonies. The "statesmanship" of this legislation 
has been much lauded; but it meant nothing except 
that the British government, which would yield 
nothing to the English colonists to reconcile them 
to a continued connection wi th Great Britain, was 
prepared to concede every concession and guaranty 
asked for by the clerical leaders of the French 
colonists in the hope of securing their active sup­
port in the conflict which they foresaw. "Canada," 
says Duncan MacArthur {Canada and Its Prov­
inces^ I I I , 44) "would remain British by becoming 
French and could then be used as the instrument 
for subduing the revolting colonies. W i t h the loy­
alty of Quebec assured, French-Canadian troops 
could be poured into the New England colonies 
and insurrection soon suppressed." The Quebec 
Act was one of the proximate causes of the Ameri­
can Revolution, as the Declaration of Independence 
makes clear. This act exercised a major influence 
on the subsequent political development of Can­
ada; its enactment was a turning-point in Cana-
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dian history. This legislation, wi th its wide-reach­
ing effects in both countries, was the first fruits of 
the policy, observed for the next ninety years, of 
considering, wi th respect to legislative enactments 
and administrative act, what their effect would be 
upon the relations between the United States and 
the British-American colonies. 

The elaborate system of government devised 
for the Canadian provinces and set out in the 
Constitutional Act of 1791, wi th its concentration 
of authority in the hands of an appointed governor 
and its limitation of the power of the Assembly, 
was admittedly intended to safeguard these posses­
sions from the possible i l l effects of the American 
example. There is something pathetic and child­
like about the dreams of Sir John Graves Simcoe, 
the first governor of Upper Canada, as set out in 
his voluminous state papers. Colonel Simcoe had 
been through the whole revolution, from Bunker's 
H i l l to Yorktown; and he carried wi th him to the 
new loyalist province a hope that there in the 
wilderness a community so exactly the counterpart 
of Great Britain in its political and social organi­
zation would be created that by contrast the popu­
lar government of the new Republic would be dis­
credited. He held firmly to the belief that at least 
half the Americans were still devoted to British 
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institutions; he issued invitations to them to come 
to Upper Canada; he had visions of a great and 
constant immigration from Vermont and Connecti­
cut. Upper Canada was to have a landed aristoc­
racy, ready made from the leading figures in 
the Loyalist movement; an established Anglican 
church, all other denominations to be frowned 
down; education was to be turned over to this 
church; and the participation of the people in 
government, both municipal and provincial, was 
to be kept within narrow limits. Upper Canada, 
in his opinion, held a strategic position of great 
importance in relation to the United States; and as 
he was convinced that the peace was only a truce, 
he hoped that in due time Upper Canada, as fash­
ioned by him, would be instrumental in restoring 
the King's dominions in America. 

Poor Simcoe encountered many disappoint­
ments and retired broken-hearted in a few years' 
time. One of his chief griefs was that the people of 
Upper Canada, upon whom he counted so wholly, 
were unsympathetic to his ideas. Thus the people, 
in preference to "half-pay officers," elected to the 
Assembly "one-table men," that is, men who ate 
with their hired help. Simcoe was forever discover­
ing dangerous evidences of sympathy wi th the 
popular methods of government which he identified 
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as republicanism. In short, it became evident very 
early that the Loyalist settlers in Upper Canada— 
or at least a very considerable element among them 
—had no intention of submitting tamely to a dep­
rivation of those democratic rights of self-govern­
ment which they had enjoyed in their old homes. 
Just as the movement for the restoration of these 
rights began to make its appearance there came the 
War of 1812. To the Americans this war may have 
appeared as a vindication of rights at sea; but to 
the Canadians it was merely a pretext for an at­
tempt to bring them into subjection to a rule from 
which they or their fathers had fled. " I t is absurd/' 
said Henry Clay, who was the chief architect of this 
war, "to suppose we shall not succeed. We have 
the Canadas as much under our command as 
Great Britain has the ocean, and the way to con­
quer her on the ocean is to drive her from the land. 
I am not for stopping at Quebec or anywhere else; 
but I would take the whole continent from her and 
ask no favors." 

The American Revolution would have left no 
permanent bitterness between the Americans and 
their Canadian kinsmen. There was about this 
tragedy the inevitability and some of the dignity 
of a Greek drama; and the protagonists of the rival 
causes would have learned in retrospect to respect 
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one another's principles. But the attempted war 
of conquest in 1812, which brought every adult 
man in Upper Canada into the fighting lines, plant­
ed in the Canadian mind a fear of the Americans 
which was to affect the national policies for a cen­
tury, and is to this day a political factor of impor­
tance in Ontario. As for the constitutional move­
ment, it stopped it for twenty years; and when it 
was revived it had to carry the weight of the 
charges, constantly made against its leaders, that 
they were annexationists in disguise. 

Nevertheless United States influence, quite un­
consciously exercised, played its part in giving 
Canada self-government. When Lord Durham, in 
his report, urged the British government to throw 
over its system of governing the colonies by an 
official responsible to it and grant self-government 
to the British-American colonies, he pointed his 
argument wi th comparisons between American and 
Canadian conditions. "To Lord Durham," says 
Lucas, "the United States were a bright illustra­
tion of the blessings which flow from responsible 
government, coupled wi th wise treatment of public 
lands." To the suggestion that the proper remedy 
for the situation in Lower Canada, where the strug­
gle for larger powers of government took also the 
form of a feud between English and French, was 
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a government imposed from above, he had an apt 
reply: 

The maintenance of an absolute form of government on 
any part of the N o r t h American Continent can never continue 
for any long time wi thout exciting a general feeling in the 
Uni ted States against a power of which the existence is secured 
by means so odious to the people; and as I rate the preserva­
tion of the present general sympathy of the Uni ted States 
w i t h the policy of our Government in Lower Canada as a 
matter of the greatest importance, I should be sorry that the 
feeling should be changed for one which, if prevalent among 
that people, must extend over the surrounding provinces. 

Of still greater bearing on the future of Canada 
was his long-visioned declaration that political re­
sistance to the all-surrounding influence of the 
United States could not be permanently expected 
from weak and subordinate provinces; there must 
be a countervailing influence only possible by the 
transformation of these provinces into a nation. 
" I f we wish," he wrote, "to prevent the extension 
of this [American] influence, it can only be done by 
raising up for the Nor th American colonist some 
nationality of his own; by elevating these small and 
unimportant communities into a society having 
some objects of a national importance; and by thus 
giving their inhabitants a country which they wi l l 
be unwilling to see absorbed even into one more 
powerful." This same idea was given expression 
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to anew ten years later by Durham's son-in-law 
and successor in the governor-generalship of Can­
ada. "By creating such a country as might so fill 
the imagination and satisfy the aspiration of its 
sons," wrote Lord Elgin, "the danger of absorption 
wi th its great neighbor might be forever set at 
rest." Here we have the root idea which had par­
tial fulfilment in confederation and has now come 
to full flower in the assumption by Canada of the 
rights and power of nationhood. 

But confederation might have remained a mere 
dream had not the apprehensions aroused by the 
immense disturbance of the American civil war 
compelled the public men both of Canada and 
Great Britain to bring the project down from the 
clouds and make its fulfilment a matter of urgent 
practical politics—as has been set forth in an earli­
er lecture. Perhaps confederation could only have 
been effected at the time it was; it certainly could 
not have been effected then had it not been for 
indirect but powerful pressure from United States 
events and influences. 

Again at a turning-point in our history the de­
termining influences came very largely from south 
of the line. And in the making of our federal con­
stitution the United States played its part as an 
object lesson, to the minds of the makers, of the 
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danger of not giving sufficient power to the central 
government. Hence the provisions in the British 
Nor th America Act giving the federal government 
the reserve powers and vesting it wi th the veto 
power over provincial legislation. 

One further effect of United States influence 
upon our constitutional development is to be noted. 
Here the influence was silent, not consciously ex­
erted; and it operated only in the mind of a t imid 
British statesman. Yet the results to Canada were 
most unfortunate. In the draft of the British Nor th 
America Act prepared by the Canadian statesmen 
Canada was termed a kingdom. This was the ar­
dent desire of Sir John A. Macdonald, who was at 
the head of the Canadian delegation which visited 
London to watch the passing of the Act. Had 
Canada come into existence as a kingdom the whole 
constitutional development of the country for the 
past sixty years would have been different. The 
use of the word would have been an announcement 
to all, including colonially minded Canadians, that 
Canada had ceased to be a colony and had become 
a nation, an auxiliary kingdom in the British sys­
tem. Instead the word "dominion" was substitut­
ed; and it blurred for everybody—for Canadians 
themselves, for British officialdom, for the people 
of Great Britain—the significance of the establish-
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ment of the Canadian confederation. No one but 
the monarch could have used the phrase "Our 
Kingdom of Canada"; but the words "our do­
minions overseas" can come trippingly from the 
tongue of any enthusiastic orator in Great Bri tain, 
conveying the impression lurking in his own mind 
that these dominions are in some way the appanage 
of the people of that country. This unfortunate 
change of name was due to fear of American opin­
ion. Wri t ing to Baron Knutsford in 1889 Sir John 
Macdonald said: " I t was made at the instance of 
Lord Derby, then foreign minister, who feared the 
first name would wound the sensibilities of the 
Yankees. I mentioned this incident in our history 
to Lord Beaconsfleld at Hughenden in 1879, w n o 

said, 'I was not aware of the circumstance, but it 
is so like Derby—a very good fellow, but who lives 
in a region of perpetual funk.' " 

Out of Canada's belief that it was desirable in 
her interests that she should have a good deal to 
say about how international business arising from 
contacts between Canada and the United States 
should be dealt wi th came the gradual recognition 
that i t was necessary that she should take full 
charge of her external affairs so far as they affected 
the United States. Since national status was neces­
sary before Canada could look after her external 
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affairs, this feeling of the Canadians that they 

should deal directly w i t h the Americans had a good 

deal to do w i t h the speeding up of our evolution 

toward nationhood. This desire, first to have a 

hand in and then to take over ourselves the busi­

ness of dealing w i t h Americans, arose part ly from 

the natural feeling that since they were our affairs 

we had a r ight to have a good deal to say about how 

they should be handled; but sti l l more from our 

understanding of the fact that their presence was 

necessary to discourage the Americans from acting 

too freely upon the belief, which they held firmly 

un t i l yesterday and which is not yet entirely ex­

t inct , that the control of the Bri t ish government 

over Canada was so absolute that if the Uni ted 

States could only get it in a sufficiently favorable 

mood it could do what it would w i t h Canada or her 

interests without regard to Canadian sentiment. 

There are many evidences of this belief on the 

part of American public men in the troubled years 

following confederation. The creation of the Ca­

nadian confederation was not favorably received at 

Washington; it was regarded as a challenge to that 

"manifest" destiny which Seward sketched for Can­

ada in 1868. American statesmen saw an easy way 

of adjusting the serious difficulties between the 

Uni ted States and Great Br i ta in through the trans-
[237] 



G R E A T B R I T A I N A N D T H E D O M I N I O N S 

fer by the latter of Canada as a settlement of all 
claims. Senators Sumner and Chandler made public 
speeches in these terms; and Sumner further set 
out his view in a letter to Hamilton Fish, secretary 
of state in Grant's administration. Upon at least 
two occasions Fish broached the subject to Sir 
Edward Thornton, the British minister at Wash­
ington, who parried the question by pleading that 
the Canadians would not hear of any such proposal. 
Canadians viewed these overtures wi th jealous fear 
because they were quite aware that there was a 
considerable sentiment in England favorable to 
Canada taking her way into the American union. 
They were told by the Times in 1869 that no one 
in England would object if they were quietly to 
slip into the Union. In the following year Lord 
Lyons, who had been British minister at Washing­
ton, wrote Lord Clarendon that he wished "we 
were well and creditably out of the scrape" of hav­
ing Nor th American possessions. "I agree in every 
word you say," wrote Clarendon in reply, "about 
our possessions in Nor th America, and wish that 
they would propose to be independent and to annex 
themselves." W i t h ideas like these current in high 
places the presence of Sir John A. Macdonald in 
the British delegation which journeyed to Wash­
ington in 1871 to make a treaty in settlement of 
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outstanding differences was highly essential to the 
interests of Canada. He has left in his personal 
correspondence a lively account of his experiences. 
He found it difficult to make the Americans under­
stand that the British government had "no dis­
pensing power as a paramount authority which 
would override any action of the Canadians." 
When Lord de Grey, the head of the delegation, 
tells them this cannot be done, "they pooh-pooh 
it altogether." On the other hand the British com­
missioners seemed to have only one thing in their 
minds: " to go home to England wi th a treaty in 
their pockets settling everything, at no matter 
what cost to Canada." 

The American official attitude then and for long 
after was that Canada was completely subordinate 
to Great Bri tain; that, therefore, Canada in her 
own behalf would welcome "freedom" in the form 
of union wi th the United States; or conversely that 
Great Bri tain, having this complete control, could 
do as she pleased wi th Canada and Canadian inter­
ests in her dealings wi th the United States. Can­
ada's rejoinder was to take thereafter a large part 
in all negotiations wi th the United States in which 
her interests were involved, and generally to keep 
a suspicious eye on the United States. Sir John 
Macdonald, whose views governed Canadian poli-
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cy for the first twenty-five years of confederation, 
was incurably suspicious of the United States. 
"Tupper wil l tell you," he wrote to a friend in 1890, 
"that every American statesman (and he saw them 
all in '88) covets Canada. The greed for its acquisi­
tion is still on the increase and God knows where 
it wi l l end." 

A Canadian representative was associated wi th 
the British representative in the abortive reci­
procity negotiations of 1874; and this became the 
invariable rule unti l in 1923 Canada established 
her right to make her own treaties wi th the United 
States. Further, in questions arising in the ordi­
nary diplomatic routine the Canadian government 
claimed and exercised a power of consultation and 
intervention which sometimes interfered wi th the 
orderly processes of negotiation. Thus, there were 
recurrent troubles over the enforcement by Canada 
of the provisions of the 1818 convention which for­
bade American fishermen from fishing within three 
miles of the Canadian shore and of drying fish 
except on the shores of unsettled bays. Macdonald 
differed violently wi th his British colleagues in the 
Washington conference about the propriety of ac­
cepting the proposals of the United States for the 
settlement of these difficulties. "The United States 
commissioners," wrote Macdonald, "found our 
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English friends so squeezable in nature that their 
audacity has grown beyond all bounds." W i t h the 
abrogation of the fisheries provisions of the Wash­
ington treaty in 1885 the question again became 
acute; and the United States government again 
found the inconvenience of negotiating ostensibly 
wi th the British government but having in fact to 
deal wi th a much more exacting government at 
Ottawa. M r . Bayard, secretary of state of the 
United States, wrote in 1887 to Sir Charles Tupper 
about the "awkwardness" of the situation. 
"Nothing," he said, "could better illustrate the 
embarrassment arising from this amorphous condi­
tion of things than the volumes of correspondence 
published severally this year relating to the fish­
eries of the United States, Great Britain, and the 
government of the Dominion." 

The solution of the problem suggested by the 
Liberal party, then in opposition, was the appoint­
ment of a Canadian minister at Washington and 
the taking over by Canada of the control of her 
relations wi th her neighbor. Thrice in the ten years 
between 1882 and 1892 did the Liberals unavailing-
ly press this suggestion upon the Canadian parlia­
ment; but this solution, though rejected, remained 
thereafter within the consciousness of the Canadi­
an people, and in the course of forty years got itself 
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acted upon. During their fifteen years of office 
from 1896 to 1911 the Liberals took no steps to give 
effect to the policy in this respect advocated in 
opposition; but in other ways they established 
more direct contacts between Ottawa and Wash­
ington. Thus the reciprocity agreement between 
Canada and the United States in 1911 was nego­
tiated directly between the two governments. This, 
however, was not a treaty, but an agreement for 
concurrent legislation. More significant was the 
treaty of 1909 relating to boundary waters, by 
which a tribunal of six commissioners, three from 
each country, was established, wi th quite remark­
able powers. In addition to acting in a judicial 
capacity in all disputes arising out of boundary 
waters, the commission may consider any question 
or matter of difference between the two countries 
which may arise, which is referred to it by the 
governments, a majority being authorized to make 
a finding. " I t is not too much to say," said the 
American Journal of International Law in 1912, 
"that it constitutes a permanent international t r i ­
bunal between Canada and the United States to 
which any questions or matters arising between 
them may be referred and decided by the principles 
of law and justice." 

The establishment of a Canadian minister at 
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Washington was expedited by the war. Canada 
found it necessary after the United States entered 
the war, to maintain a war mission in Washington. 
This was to all intents and purposes, for the time 
being, a Canadian legation. After the war the mis­
sion was withdrawn, but a member of it was at­
tached to the British legation to look after Canadi­
an affairs. In 1920 Sir Robert Borden arranged 
with the British government that Canada should 
appoint a minister to Washington and secured the 
approval of the Canadian parliament, but six years 
were to elapse before the actual appointment was 
made—a delay into the reasons for which it might 
be well not to inquire too curiously. The accept­
ance of a Canadian minister by the United States 
government and its reciprocal action in sending a 
minister to Ottawa proved a great disappointment 
to certain colonial elements in Canada to whom all 
these increasing manifestations of nationhood were 
displeasing. They hoped that the United States 
would put Canada " i n her place" by refusing to 
accept a minister from Canada on the ground that 
whatever Canada might be in the light of constitu­
tional conventions, she was incontestably only a 
colony stil l under the terms of the British Nor th 
America Act. There were certain grounds for this 
expectation since the United States authorities 
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have apparently found it difficult to understand 
the evolution of Canada to national status by 
means of precedent and convention in the absence 
of formal and legal registration of the changes. It 
was the representatives of the United States, 
President Wilson and M r . Lansing, who at the out­
set objected to the appearance of representatives 
of the Dominions in the Peace Conference at Paris; 
they could not see, at first, that they had any claim 
to distinct representation. When the Dominions 
were admitted to the League of Nations the United 
States Senate challenged their right to membership 
by the Lenroot reservation. 

Most notable of all, as revealing a persistent 
misapprehension of Canada's position, was the at­
tempt of the United States Senate to add reserva­
tions to the Halibut Treaty in 1923, the effect of 
which would have been to make it an Empire and 
not a Canadian treaty. As the purpose of Canada 
in negotiating this treaty had been to establish her 
right to make treaties on her own behalf in matters 
solely affecting Canadian interests, this reservation 
showed either a singular misunderstanding of 
Canada's position or a reluctance to admit that 
Canada had the powers she claimed. Canada was 
obliged to stand on her rights even at the risk of 
endangering the treaty; and later the United States 
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Senate quietly abandoned its reservation and the 
treaty came into effect. In view of these incidents 
there were perhaps some grounds for the expecta­
tion, confidently expressed by a Canadian news­
paper at the time of M r . Massey's appointment as 
Canadian minister to Washington, that while he 
might be allowed to play about in Washington, the 
United States government would continue to deal 
wi th the British minister as the only one legally 
qualified to represent Canada. But wi th the ac­
ceptance of the Halibut Treaty and the welcoming 
of the Canadian minister Washington may be said 
to have accepted Canada, notwithstanding anoma­
lies in the situation which puzzle the legalistic 
mind, as a nation to be dealt wi th on terms of 
equality. The two countries are now in full and 
intimate diplomatic relationship. 

Between the Canadian and the American capi­
tals there is already a great and growing diplomatic 
traffic testifying to the urgent need of direct rela­
tions; but most of this has to do wi th matters of 
routine. There are no serious questions outstand­
ing between the two countries, but there are mat­
ters of some importance which may at any time 
become subjects for diplomatic negotiations. One 
such question is the suggested agreement for the 
building of a waterway from the Great Lakes to 
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the ocean by way of the St. Lawrence River, deep 
and wide enough to permit the ordinary ocean 
freighter to tie up at the wharves of the ports of 
the Great Lakes. As long ago as 1922 the United 
States Secretary of State suggested the negotiation 
of a treaty "looking to the deepening of the water­
ways which would enable ocean-going ships to 
reach the Great Lakes." The Canadian govern­
ment replied, through the British ambassador, that 
"having regard to the magnitude of the project 
and the large outlay of public money involved, the 
Canadian government is of the opinion that it is 
not considered expedient to deal wi th this matter 
at the present time." Though since then the Ca­
nadian government has had the project under con­
sideration by a specially appointed commission and 
has had detailed estimates compiled by a board of 
engineers, it may be stated that the Canadian gov­
ernment is still of pretty much the same opinion 
that it was in 1922: it does not find it expedient, 
for reasons quite well known to those familiar with 
the Canadian political situation, to make up its 
mind as to whether or not it favors this project. 

In Canada, as in the United States, there are 
areas which are bitterly hostile to the project 
through fear that it wi l l affect existing transporta­
tion interests injuriously; and it so happens that in 
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Canada this feeling is strongest in the province of 
Quebec, whose support is indispensable to the life 
of the present Liberal government. The great 
transportation companies may be assumed to be 
far from enthusiastic over the prospect of the com­
pletion of the waterway; and there are powerful 
private power interests which regard with disfavor 
the development of a great additional volume of 
power, necessarily under state auspices. It may, 
therefore, be accepted as a fact that Canada wil l 
not come to a decision on this matter unti l the 
United States government makes up its mind and 
submits a definite proposition to go on with the 
work. When such a proposition is made Canadian 
public opinion in favor of the project wil l manifest 
itself wi th sufficient force to insure the necessary 
reciprocal action by Canada upon terms mutually 
satisfactory. 

The opposition to the enterprise, which arises 
in fact almost wholly from private fears, is put 
ostensibly on high public grounds. "The basic ob­
jection to the projected international development 
of the St. Lawrence River," says the Montreal 
Gazette, which has been active in opposition, "is 
that under the proposed arrangement Canada wil l 
relinquish for all time the control of navigation 
and power resources that are part of the Canadian 
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heritage." Hon. L. A. Taschereau, premier of 
Quebec, in a newspaper interview, (Toronto Star, 
January 19, 1927), gave four reasons for his oppo­
sition: (1) it would mean jo in t control by Canada 
and the United States of a Canadian waterway; 
(2) it would involve the export of Canadian 
power; (3) it "would hurt very much the port of 
Montreal;" (4) its cost would be too great for 
Canada. 

The objections based on supposed loss of con­
trol by Canada over power and navigation are not 
real; there could and would be no impairment of 
Canadian control in either respect. The principle 
upon which navigable waters flowing from one 
country into the other are to be made available to 
both countries was settled long ago—in fact, in the 
peace treaty by which the independence of the 
United States was recognized. Under the mistaken 
idea that the Mississippi rose in British territory, 
that treaty provided that this river from its source 
to the ocean should "forever remain free and open" 
to both British and American citizens. The Jay 
treaty in 1794, in its provisions relating to bounda­
ry waters, provided for their free use by citizens 
of both countries for the transport of goods. It was, 
however, provided that goods while in process of 
being transported through outside waters could not 
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be sold. These rights were confirmed in subsequent 
treaties; and in 1871 in the Treaty of Washington 
it was provided that the St. Lawrence waterway 
to the sea "shall forever remain free and open for 
the purposes of commerce to the citizens of the 
United States, subject to any laws and regulations 
of Great Britain or of the Dominion of Canada not 
inconsistent wi th such privilege of free navigation." 
The same rights were conferred upon Canadians 
in connection wi th the Yukon, Porcupine, and 
Stikine rivers. The principle has thus been very 
clearly established. There is common usage of the 
waters, but there is no limitation, apart from this, 
of the police powers of each country over the waters 
lying within its boundaries. To represent the prop­
osition to complete the St. Lawrence waterway as 
an insidious attempt to invade the sovereign rights 
of Canada is an attempt to mislead the public. On 
this point there can be no difficulty; but the poli t i ­
cal opposition of Montreal and Quebec based upon 
fears, probably wholly groundless, that they may 
suffer injury, wi l l keep Canada from actively par­
ticipating unti l a decision shall be made necessary 
by the submission of a definite proposition by the 
United States government. 

There is also the ever present matter of trade 
relations. Ever since the denunciation sixty-one 
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years ago of the Marcy-Elgin reciprocity agree­
ment there have been periodical attempts to put 
trade relations between the two countries in a pre­
ferred position by treaty or statutory arrange­
ments. A l l these attempts have failed; and each 
has been marked by the stirring up of old enmities 
and jealousies, the fanning into flame of the smol­
dering embers of national dislikes. In the Canadi­
an tariff law there are provisions looking to recipro­
cal relations. There is a declaration of Canada's 
willingness at any time to enter into negotiations 
" w i t h a view to the making of a commercial agree­
ment between the two countries that may be 
deemed mutually beneficial" and a provision by 
which the Canadian government can, by order-in-
council, lower the existing duties on certain agri­
cultural products imported from the United States 
in the event of the president, by virtue of the 
powers vested, reciprocally lowering duties on the 
same products imported into the United States. 
M r . King, the Canadian prime minister, has also 
expressed the hope that the appointment of a Ca­
nadian minister at Washington may facilitate the 
making of reciprocal arrangements. Of the desire 
of the people of the two countries to trade wi th 
one another there is no doubt. In spite of tariffs 
carefully designed to discourage Canadian-Ameri-
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can trade it ran last year to well over a billion 
dollars, being considerably more than 50 per cent 
of Canada's total external trade. Canada is, on a 
per capita basis, much the best customer the 
United States has. 

Despite these proofs of the volume and the 
profitableness of this trade it is not desirable, in my 
opinion, that any further attempts should be made 
to encourage it by special concessions set out by 
statutory agreement. These are apparently impos­
sible to obtain; and if they were obtained they 
would not endure beyond the moment when one 
party to the arrangement found, or imagined it 
found, that the other party enjoyed an advantage 
from the arrangement. While the people of the 
United States and, to a somewhat less extent, the 
people of Canada hold to the extraordinary view 
that international trade is not barter for mutual 
benefit, but war in which there must be victor and 
vanquished, the tariff relations between the two 
countries wi l l make a minimum of trouble if they 
are cold-blooded and realistic in their character. 
Canadians, notwithstanding their gesture in the 
tariff act, realize this. They recognize as a hard 
fact about which they make no complaint that not­
withstanding the fact that Canada is the best cus­
tomer the United States has, it and its trade receive 
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not one iota of consideration from the tariff-mak­
ing authorities of the United States. The United 
States buys from Canada what it is in her interest 
to buy, but she would shut off tomorrow imports of 
any class, no matter what the resulting disaster to 
Canada, if any considerable interest, sectional or 
manufacturing, were to make a demand to this 
effect. As witness the prohibitive tariff on stocker 
cattle and the raising by executive action of the 
duties on wheat and other grain. In return Canada 
makes her tariff without regard to its effect on 
American trade. If Canada does not match tariff 
for tariff wi th the United States it is due simply 
to the judgment of her people that it is not in her 
interests to enter into a competition of this charac­
ter. 

In the long run this policy of tariff aloofness 
wi l l do more to bring about better trade relations 
than attempts to make special arrangements in ad­
vance of public appreciation of the worth of such 
arrangements. In any attempt now to induce the 
acceptance of reciprocity it is necessary for each 
side to claim that it has the best of the bargain, 
an argument reciprocally fatal to the adoption of 
the agreement. When in 1911 President Taft wrote 
Theodore Roosevelt that the reciprocity agreement 
would make Canada an adjunct to the United 
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States and prevent Canada from entering into pref­
erential tariff agreements wi th the other nations 
of the British Empire he did much more than con­
vince Roosevelt that the arrangement was a good 
one; he, by the same letter, torpedoed the Liberal 
government in Canada which had made the ar­
rangement. That stately ship was seen no more. 

As a by-product of this mutual policy of aloof­
ness which must necessarily be followed for the 
present, some Canadians hope that we shall be able 
to get away, to some extent, from the fascination 
which your tariff policies have long exercised over 
the minds of our people. For nearly seventy years 
we have been playing the sedulous ape to your 
fiscal experiments. It was in 1859 that the Hamil­
ton Spectator, whose editor came to be known as the 
"father of protection/* advised a tariff policy for 
Canada. "The freetraders, so called," said the 
Spectator, "have been worsted, and they have prob­
ably learned by this time that their nostrums are 
by no means palatable to the people of this coun­
try. Though this country is not, and we trust never 
wil l be, republican, its material interests are the 
same as those of our republican neighbors. Canada, 
therefore, wants no untried theory of trade and in­
dustry, seeing that we have the actual and dearly 
bought experience of the United States." In 1925, 
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sixty-five years later, we had a general election in 
Canada, fought out on the issue that we had no op­
tion but to make our tariff a close approximation to 
that of the United States. "Our course is mapped out 
for us," said M r . Meighen, the leader of the Conser­
vative party on that occasion, "and we must follow 
it so long at least as the United States pursues a pro­
tective tariff'." "The United States," M r . Meighen 
continued, "necessarily and inevitably influences 
us more than the course of all other countries." 
The country was flooded wi th literature insisting 
that our economic salvation depended upon slavish 
imitation of United States fiscal policies. Our eco­
nomic conditions, it was claimed, were fixed by 
external influences over which we had no control. 
This contention, put forward wi th great vigor and 
strongly backed by Canadian industrial interests 
eager for high tariff, just missed getting the ap­
proval of the Canadian people. Fought over again 
within a year, this policy met wi th a decisive check 
which resulted in the retirement of the political 
leader primarily responsible for it and the calling 
of a Conservative convention, on democratic lines, 
to reconsider party policies. 

The view that Canada, in making tariff policies 
wi th a single eye to her own interests, can do better 
than imitate the United States is being held by an 
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increasing number of Canadians. The United 
States appears to be committed for a long time to 
come to unshaken faith in the efficacy of a system 
by which i t sells abroad but seeks to make i t diffi­
cult to take payment in the form of return goods. 
Any such policy would be highly injurious to 
Canada. We cannot finance our sales abroad by 
credits which take the form of permanent invest­
ments in the purchasing country. We must take 
payment in goods; therefore our tariff must be a 
competitive one, giving local industries a reason­
able advantage but compelling them, subject to 
this, to face external competition. The growing 
recognition of this fact wi l l tend to keep the tariff 
levels of the two countries far removed from one 
another. Canada is today mildly protectionist in 
contrast wi th the United States. The indexes of 
tariff'levels prepared for the recent world-economic 
conference showed the United States level on 
manufactured articles at from 35 to 40 per cent, 
while the Canadian level is from 20 to 25 per cent. 
It is the resolute purpose of many Canadians, con­
stituting, I trust, a majority, to maintain that 
spread while the United States remains devoted to 
high protection, in the belief that it is highly to 
our advantage to do so. W i t h such spreads it is 
easy to see that the negotiation of any durable 
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reciprocity treaty between the two countries is im­
possible. On this question of the tariff we must 
each go our own way. 

The American and Canadian peoples have come 
now to the era of good feeling, mutual respect, and 
thorough understanding. There is an end to what­
ever feeling may once have existed in the United 
States that a British nation to the north was an 
uncomfortable neighbor. There is an end, on our 
side, of the old apprehensions and suspicions. We 
are all in agreement wi th what President Harding 
said, in a speech delivered on Canadian soil within 
a week of his death: "The bugaboo of annexation 
having become extinct long ago, let us go our own 
gait along parallel roads, you helping us and we 
helping you." And thus Canada has come to the 
place where she plays her part as a sort of liaison 
officer between the English-speaking nations. We 
are American by more than the common inherit­
ance of blood and ideas which we share wi th you. 
We are, wi th you, the fashioners and practitioners 
of what may be called American civilization, which, 
though in part derived from the western civiliza­
tion of Europe, is indigenous to this continent, be­
ing the product of men politically free and in great 
measure economically free, functioning in keeping 
wi th their talents and opportunities in a plastic, 
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not a rigid, social and economic environment. Our 
membership in the British Commonwealth gives us 
a window on every continent; our outlook, our 
knowledge, and our sympathies must, by virtue of 
this fact, be wider than the Nor th American conti­
nent. And we are by way of being internationalist 
in our growing recognition that we must do busi­
ness wi th the whole world. We are, therefore, in 
our own family conferences, in international gath­
erings in which the United States takes part, and 
in the ordinary everyday contacts of diplomacy, 
often enabled to play the role of interpreter, to use 
a word which has become a commonplace. 

There has already been a classic illustration of 
the service which Canada in this role can render 
the English-speaking world. The Imperial Confer­
ence met in 1921 wi th the intention of renewing the 
Anglo-Japanese alliance. M r . Hughes, of Australia 
was vociferous that this should be done; not to do 
i t , he held, would be to insult our faithful ally. The 
British government unquestionably wanted the 
treaty renewed for reasons which no doubt seemed 
sufficient to them. It was M r . Meighen, the Ca­
nadian prime minister, who gave the Conference 
the information, which the other prime ministers 
lacked, as to the effect which the renewal of this 
treaty would have upon Anglo-American relations. 
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M r . Meighen's obvious knowledge of the facts and 
the courage wi th which he presented them gave 
pause to the Conference. It did not advise the 
renewal of the treaty; and out of that fact there 
flowed, in happy sequence, the Washington confer­
ence, the four-power treaty, the limitation of arma­
ments, the acceptance by Japan of a lower ratio, 
the subsidence of anti-Japanese suspicions in the 
United States, and in Australia too; and the enor­
mously improved international situation. If M r . 
Meighen had not had the special knowledge which 
was his by virtue of his contacts wi th American 
opinion, the British nations, wi th the best inten­
tions in the world and in ignorance of the effect of 
their acts, would have brought about an embitter-
ment of relations between the United States and 
the British Empire. 

In the other field is not Canada making the 
United States familiar wi th that mysterious, 
unique, but very tangible reality, the British Com­
monwealth? Canada is to Washington officialdom 
a practical demonstration of how the British sys­
tem works. It requires to be demonstrated, for I 
doubt if anyone can explain i t . 

Services of this character are of a value not 
easily estimated to a movement which is steadily 
taking form in the world, the emerging brotherhood 
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of English-speaking nations. I spoke the other day 
of the British Commonwealth as a moral unit , but 
is there not appearing a larger, more inclusive unit 
of the same kind? The unifying power is the lan­
guage, though there is an inner strand of common 
blood. The very words of a language dealing wi th 
these matters arc in the nature of moral and poli t i ­
cal definitions; they color and fix the convictions of 
those who speak them. As a man speaketh, so he 
is; and there is going on all the time and every­
where, officially and otherwise, the discovery that 
the nations which speak English come together by 
the natural attraction of their minds. In what this 
foreshadows in the way of future co-operation lies 
one of the world's great hopes. Not that this car­
ries wi th it any suggestion of concerted force to 
keep the world in order. We have had too striking 
an illustration of the limitations of force to look 
for this. Force may indeed defend the territories 
of democracy, but it cannot extend its boundaries. 
For this there is need for weapons of the spirit. 
What has democracy to show for itself, in lands 
like yours and mine, that a world tired of mis-
government and strife should turn to it? If we can 
say: "Democracy works. Here are its fruits: liber­
ty for the individual, for the community; order, 
happiness at home and peace abroad," then indeed 
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we can offer a leadership to which the world wi l l 
respond. 

Here is a task for us in which there is room for 
honorable competition between these two coun­
tries, so closely akin, so truly devoted to demo­
cratic ideals, yet employing different methods to 
the same ends. Have we anything to show the 
world in vindication of the democratic faith we 
profess? There stretches the boundary between us, 
4,000 miles long, without a fort, without a gun, 
without a sentry, in a peace unbroken for 112 
years; there are the Great Lakes which bear on 
their waters only the peaceful ships of commerce. 
On the one side a powerful nation which abstains 
from these physical symbols of its might; on the 
other a nation relatively weak, reposing absolute 
confidence in the good faith of its neighbor, wi th 
never even a passing sense of that feeling of 
insecurity which hangs like a thundercloud over 
nations which put their trust in guns and intrench-
ments and conscript armies and Napoleons, real or 
pinchbeck. These are the fruits of the democracy 
and brotherhood which we cherish and practice. 
Are they not worth while? 
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I 

T H E D E V E L O P M E N T O F A U S T R A L I A N 
S E L F - G O V E R N M E N T 

It would be unbecoming that I should begin 
this series of lectures without an expression of my 
appreciation of the honor that you have conferred 
upon me by invit ing me to be present, and without 
acknowledging on the part of the Australian uni­
versities the courtesy and liberality of the Univer­
sity of Chicago. We in the Australian universities 
have indeed every reason for gratitude for the 
brotherly interest you have shown in us in many 
ways and on many occasions. Let me add that it 
is to the work done in conferences of this sort that 
those of us who are especially concerned in the 
study of international and constitutional relations 
are more and more looking, both for reasoned na­
tional points of view and for opinion detached 
from the polemics and the rhetoric which charac­
terizes so much of the political treatment of public 
questions, whether in the press or the legislature. 
The Williamstown Institute of Politics, the Inst i ­
tute of Pacific Relations, and your own Norman 
Wait Harris Foundation, to mention no others, are 
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but instances of the intellectual co-operation of 
nations in which the United States is blazing a trail 
for us all. 

The subject of this institute is "Problems of the 
British Empire/ ' and had I been left without guid­
ance I might have doubted—with the recent con­
tributions of Sir Robert Borden, M r . Rowell, and 
Professor Zimmern before me, all delivered under 
the auspices of foundations similar to this in Nor th 
American universities—how I should glean in so 
well-reaped a field without either wearying you by 
the repetition of much that was already familiar 
or by losing myself and my audience on details of 
a technical and often controversial kind. For a 
brief survey of the Empire in its infinite variety, I 
know nothing more comprehensive and instructive 
than the extract from an address given in New York 
by Sir Robert Borden in 1915 and printed in the 
notes to his Canadian Constitutional Studies (pp. 
143-44). My one natural approach is that of the 
constitutional lawyer; and I know from experience 
how much impatience is aroused by constitutional 
questions, and how l i t t le suited many of them are 
for public oral exposition. But I have been given a 
lead; my special contribution to our broad subject 
is the "Imperial and Foreign Relations of Austra­
l ia ." Necessarily the Canadian points of view are 
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better known to you than the Australian, not 
merely because Canada is nearer to you than Aus­
tralia but because Australia has been less articulate 
than Canada in these late eventful years. That is 
in itself a significant fact which wil l form part of 
my subject. Tt will involve some consideration of 
internal conditions, as to which M r . Dafoe, during 
his recent visit to Australia, formed interesting and 
instructive opinions which it wi l l do Australians 
good to ponder over. 

Australia is an island continent wi th a coast 
line of 11,300 miles situated between the 10th and 
44th degrees of South latitude, and longitudinally 
between the 113th and 153rd parallels, her East 
coast washed by the Pacific, her West by the 
Indian Ocean. This coast looks out, at great dis­
tances indeed, on Africa, Asia, and America, of 
which Asia is nearest, making India, China, and 
Japan in some sort neighbors. On the north and the 
east our outlook on the continents is through myr i ­
ads of intervening islands. The area of Australia is 
nearly 3,000,000 square miles—almost identical 
wi th that of the United States—of which nearly 
40 per cent is in the Tropics. The population in 
1926 reached 6,000,000, of which 99 per cent is of 
European extraction. Eighty-four per cent are 
Australian born, \1 per cent are from the British 
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Isles, about 3 per cent are from other countries. 
The native-born are so far of British origin that in 
the official commonwealth yearbook the Australian 
is described as " l i t t le more than a transplanted 
Br i ton." The population is distributed among a 
great number of occupations, of which the striking 
thing is that in recent years the number of those 
engaged in manufacturing and other secondary 
processes has come to exceed the number of per­
sons engaged in primary production by nearly 21 
per cent, and 62 per cent of the whole population 
is classed as "urban." The social condition of the 
people is illustrated by a table prepared recently 
by the commonwealth statistician which places the 
standard of comfort realized by the weekly wage 
of the working class in our capital cities as sub­
stantially on a level wi th that of your great cities 
in the United States. 

The density of population is 2.02 to the square 
mile, as compared wi th Europe, 122; Asia, 64, 
Nor th and Central America, 18; or, taking particu­
lar countries, Great Britain, 396; I ta ly , 352; China, 
101; British India, 225; Japan, 320; United States, 
37. The actual settlement extends inward from the 
coast line on the East and South, and a corner of 
the Southwest, the density rapidly diminishing 
as the distance from the coast increases. The dis-
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parity of population to area in Australia is often 
exaggerated by disregard of certain l imit ing condi­
tions upon development and therefore upon popu­
lation. Of the 3,000,000 square miles it is esti­
mated that not more than 21 per cent is suitable 
for close white settlement, while 20 per cent is 
classified as "almost useless"; 56 per cent is pastor­
al land, ranging from good to fair, and 3 per cent 
is suitable for tropical agriculture (Griffith Taylor, 
Australia, Physiographic and Economic). The pop­
ulation at the present rate of increase wil l reach 
ten millions about the middle of the century. 

The total value of production (which is liable 
to considerable fluctuation) was in 1924-25 about 
£450,000,000 ($2,196,000,000). The total oversea 
trade—exports, £162,000,000; imports, £157,000-
000—was for the same year £319,000,000. Of Aus­
tralian exports, 53 per cent went to British coun­
tries; 42! per cent being to Great Britain itself. 
Over 71 per cent of the exports went to European 
countries; but of individual countries, save for 
Great Britain and France, two non-European coun­
tries, Japan wi th 7 per cent and the United States 
w i th 5 per cent, were the principal customers. 
Note that in Australian imports the United States, 
w i th 24! per cent, stand second only to Great 
Britain, wi th 44 per cent. The commonwealth and 
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state governments together owe debts abroad to 
the amount of £485,000,000, interest on which has 
to be provided principally in London. 

One other matter I must add. In the great war 
the Commonwealth, whose population in 1914 did 
not exceed 5,000,000, raised an expeditionary force 
of 420,655 men, of whom 337,060 embarked from 
Australia, and had a list of 212,376 casualties, of 
which 58,871 were deaths. In addition there was 
the personnel of the Royal Australian Navy. The 
present annual charge to Australia for war service 
(including interest on debt, pensions, and repatria­
tion) is about £30,000,000 sterling, or about £5 per 
head of population. 

In these dry statements of fact lies a great part 
of Australia's relation to imperial and foreign af­
fairs. Her geographical situation is one of isolation 
from the lands peopled by her own race; she is, as 
has been said, a lonely outpost of Western civiliza­
tion in a profoundly alien sea. 

The disparity between her population and her 
area is more, rather than less, remarked as time 
goes on, and we have to add to Asia the pressure 
of population in Great Britain and in Continental 
Europe. The matter of European occupation is 
complicated by the fact that so much of Australia 
lies within the Tropics and may therefore suggest 
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itself as a field for expansion of Asiatics already 
within the British Empire. Asiatic movements 
therefore are a matter of deep concern to Australia, 
whether they are on the mainland or among those 
islands in the Pacific which may have a strategic 
value; and the sensitiveness which marked Austra­
lian opinion long ago—sometimes it was thought 
in Great Britain rather unreasonably—at the pres­
ence of European powers in the Pacific undoubted­
ly becomes more acute when the question is one 
of the advance of an Asiatic power. Thus her situa­
tion and her policy of a "white Australia" form 
her notions at once of foreign relations and of de­
fense: concentration upon a single area, wherein 
her interests are obvious and vital . Even the " i n ­
ternal communications" of such a country depend 
largely on the safety of the seas. 

The fact that our products for export consist 
almost exclusively of foodstuffs and raw materials 
relates us to the problems of every industrial coun­
try in the world, and more closely as their indus­
trial character makes them more dependent on 
these supplies. 

If geographically we are neighbors of Asia, eco­
nomically we are as yet part of the European sys­
tem. Britain is our principal customer; it is from 
her that has come the capital which has enabled 
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us not merely to develop the resources of a new 
country expeditiously, but also to enjoy, during 
that development, comforts and amenities of life 
which have rarely fallen to the pioneers of any 
country. The fact that our trade is so largely ex­
ternal trade, that it is necessarily sea-borne, that 
it has to traverse half the globe before it reaches its 
destination, makes Australia a partaker of the 
British interest in the freedom of the seas and in 
sea-power. The fact that Australian trade is so pre­
ponderantly British trade relates it peculiarly to 
British economic health, whether we regard Great 
Britain as a purchaser of our exports, a source of 
supply for commodities which we cannot ourselves 
produce, or as the provider from her surplus 
wealth of capital for our development. While, then, 
in foreign relations our vigilance is reserved for the 
Pacific as bearing directly upon our ideals of a 
white Australia, the wider interests of Great Br i t ­
ain, even those which seem most purely European, 
have their reaction upon us. And not merely in 
relation to our trade; the capacity of Great Britain 
to sustain the major part of the burden of defense 
goes to our whole security. 

The experience of the great war has demon­
strated our relation to world-politics as part of an 
Empire wi th world-interests and spread through-
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out the world, the more as the center of world-
politics has in many ways, in consequence of the 
war, shifted from Europe to the Pacific. It presents 
the matter of self-government in a new light. It 
fosters the notion of economic self-sufficiency as a 
matter of national safety. 

The homogeneous character of our population 
has freed Australia from the political difficulties 
which arise from the separate nationalities of 
Canada and South Africa; still more of course from 
the social dangers that belong to the divisions of 
India and to those countries in which national dif­
ferences are intensified by racial differences. Ire­
land, indeed, has contributed to Australia, as to 
other lands, some of her historical sense of griev­
ances, but it has played a subordinate part in our 
politics and has not been a disturbing social factor. 

When we have proclaimed a "white Australia" 
we have thought of an Australia occupied by peo­
ple of British stock, thus minimizing the problem 
of "assimilation" of immigrants, whether in respect 
of our political institutions or our social conditions, 
wi th constant emphasis on our standard of l iving, 
to the maintenance and improvement of which 
more than in most countries the direct activities 
of government have been addressed. This consider­
ation—the high standard of living for the average 
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man—is the absorbing interest which dominates 
Australian policy, internal and external, fostered 
no doubt by the proportion that our manufacturing 
and urban workers, wi th their facilities for organi­
zation, bear to the whole population, but perhaps 
resting more fundamentally on the political and 
industrial power of the essential industries: coal, 
shipping, and wool-shearing. 

I have said that my own natural approach to 
our subject is that of a constitutional lawyer, and 
as you know, the problem of the Empire or of the 
Commonwealth has been stated in terms of gov­
ernment and political organization—a development 
of the old problem of reconciling national unity 
wi th self-government. But it is commonplace that 
our institutions are to be understood only through 
their development, a t ruth which holds not merely 
for the study and the classroom but, as the report 
of the Imperial Conference of 1926 recognizes and 
declares, in their life and work. If therefore it is 
necessary to consider the self-government of Aus­
tralia—what it means both in institutions and in 
content—it is necessary to trace its development. 
It is true that Australia begins in 1788 as a penal 
settlement, established as a direct consequence of 
your own independence, the first, but by no means 
the last, point of contact between your history and 
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our own. But from the first there was also in view 
the foundation of a colony and civil government, 
and Australian institutions passed through a rapid 
series of changes in conformity wi th the change in 
her social condition. An autocracy, with an organ­
ization on a mil i tary model, is modified by the 
introduction of a nominee council of executive offi­
cers; then a legislative council, also nominee, wi th 
a preponderance of officials but including some 
private settlers, is given by an act of the British 
Parliament of 1823, an act conceived in the spirit 
of the Canada Act of 1774, and, like i t , based upon 
the existence of fundamental social divisions and 
conflicts which in the same territory made two 
communities; in Canada it was British and French; 
in New South Wales it was emancipists and free 
settlers, thus making an elective legislative as­
sembly impracticable. In 1842 a modified repre­
sentative legislature was established, consisting of 
two-thirds elected members and one-third nomi­
nees, partly official, partly settlers. But the move­
ment for a fuller self-government was inevitable in 
a British community, and Lord Durham's report 
on Canada, widely read and discussed in Australia, 
showed the way toward responsible government. 
A Constitution Act of 1850, which provided con­
stitutions for the other Australian colonies on the 
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New South Wales model, while making no actual 
change in the New South Wales government, con­
tained a provision authorizing the legislature to re­
form itself on whatever model it pleased; in other 
words, the constitution of the legislature was treat­
ed as a matter for the colonists themselves, and 
thus the Act became the foundation of the princi­
ple in Australia that the making and amendment 
of the constitution is a matter of self-government. 

Two things may be noticed in this develop­
ment. First, that the constitution was established, 
not by charter or other mere act of the crown, as 
were the constitutions of the colonies here, but by 
act of Parliament; and as successive constitutions 
down to and including the Commonwealth Con­
stitution of 1900 were established by the same 
means, the paramount authority of the imperial 
parliament in Australia could not be challenged by 
those who owed their existence to its act, though 
the Privy Council has developed an interesting 
theory that colonial legislatures, while constituted 
by act of Parliament, are not delegates of Parlia­
ment. In the second place, the form of government 
which I have described—the inclusion of officials 
in the legislative council—prepared the way for the 
cabinet system, and so helped to form a conception 
of self-government which ultimately gave to the 
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problem of an imperial authority certain formal 
and practical difficulties. 

The next step is the attainment of responsible 
government in 1855, of which the central feature 
is that the colonial executive ceases to be responsi­
ble to the British ministry and becomes responsible 
to the colonial legislature. The battle of principle 
had already been fought out in the case of Canada. 
On the one hand there is the verdict of Durham: 
the entire separation of the legislative and execu­
tive powers of a state is the natural error of a gov­
ernment desirous of being free from the check of 
representative institutions. On the other hand 
there is the apprehension of Lord John Russell: It 
might happen that the governor would receive at 
one and the same time instructions from the Queen 
(i.e., from the British ministry) and advice from 
his executive totally at variance wi th each other; 
if he obeyed the home instructions he must ignore 
the responsible ministers, and if he followed the 
advice of his council he would be an independent 
sovereign. In Australia, too, there were opinions 
that responsible government was perfectly incom­
patible wi th a dependency of the crown, and was 
suited only to the circumstances of an imperial, i.e., 
sovereign, state (Deas Thomson, colonial secretary 
of New South Wales in 1844). The reconciliation 
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was found in the limited field of responsible gov­
ernment. In the sphere of internal and domestic 
concerns local responsibility would be complete, 
and the British government withdrew its claim to 
control either legislative or executive action. Jus­
tice and police, religion and education, public 
health, the systems of land administration, the de­
velopment of the territory by public works, the 
public service from ministers downward, taxation 
by whatever means, and expenditure—all these lay 
clearly on the colony's side of the line. Foreign 
relations, high policy, and defense were imperial 
matters. The colonists accepted the division: their 
exclusive control over the things that seemed to 
matter was acknowledged; "imperial matters" did 
not appear to threaten any serious interference 
wi th self-government as they conceived i t . They 
had no thought of separating themselves from 
Great Britain, and they were well content to leave 
responsibility for foreign policy and defense in the 
hands of the British government. Australia was re­
mote from the hum of European politics; the 
Russian war then proceeding was localized in the 
Crimea; it was the rumors of war, not war itself, 
that reached them. Neither defense nor foreign re­
lations had as yet any peculiar Australian signifi­
cance. For the rest, cosmopolitanism, not national-
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ism, was the political creed becoming dominant 
among British people; and the year 1851, which 
marked the first general advance of the Australian 
colonies on the line.s of representative institutions, 
was the year of the Great Exhibition, symbol of 
perpetual peace and the triumph of humanity. 

The division of "imperial" and "domestic" af­
fairs was indeed vaguely conceived, and the colo­
nists would have preferred a more precise state­
ment of "imperial" matters. But a government 
wi th international responsibility is averse from 
precise legal limitation of its functions, and the 
British government declined to tie its hands. 

The working out of the system thus belonged 
mainly to the political, rather than to the legal, 
arena. On the one side there is the colonial legisla­
ture, wi th power to make laws in all cases whatso­
ever: a general and not a special grant. On the 
other side there is the equally general power of the 
British Parliament wi th paramount authority, and 
the power of the crown, on the advice of its British 
ministers, to disallow any act enacted by the 
colonial legislature. Wi th in these legal limits the 
delimitation of imperial and local interests, the 
responsibility of British ministers, and of colonial 
ministers must be effected by good understanding 
and good sense. 
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I have said that the working out of the system 
was mainly a political, not a legal, matter. Even 
as to that, one great Australian student of public 
law held it to be untrue; in Parliament and as 
Chief Justice of Victoria, George Higinbotham con­
tended that the delimitation was a matter of 
statute law, without finding many to agree wi th 
him. There were, however, certain legal aspects. 
Colonial legislatures had always been deemed to 
be subject to a vague limitation of power in that 
they could not make laws repugnant to the laws of 
England. You have not been unfamiliar in this 
country wi th the notion of fundamental limitations 
in legislative power and wi th the difficulties in­
volved in giving definiteness to them. Such a no­
tion in the British system would sharply distin­
guish the colonial legislature from the sovereign 
British Parliament. What were those English laws 
which overrode all colonial legislation? The an­
swer was given by the Colonial Laws Validi ty Act 
of 1865—none save an act of the British Parlia­
ment expressly or by necessary implication apply­
ing to the colony—a provision which removed a 
very dark cloud from colonial legislation and estab­
lished the principle that it was to the British Par­
liament, and not to subordinate legislatures, that 
we must look as a model for determining colonial 
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legislative power. The same statute also made clear 
what some Australian judicial decisions had made 
doubtful, the complete power of the colonial legis­
latures to amend their own constitutions, a power 
the extent of which was perhaps only fully ap­
preciated within the last few years when the Privy 
Council sustained the power of the parliament of 
Queensland to institute the referendum, to abolish 
the second chamber, and to alter the constitutional 
tenure of judges by simple legislative enactment, 
here again sustaining the plenary power of the legis­
lature against the opinion of an Australian court. 

In one respect legal doctrine as to the powers 
of colonial legislatures coincided wi th the conven­
tional l imitation to local and internal affairs. It 
has become settled law that a colonial legislature, 
as a mere local and territorial legislature, is restrict­
ed to legislation for the colony, not only in the sense 
that it cannot give authority to its enactments in 
the courts of other parts of the Empire, but that 
the matters dealt wi th may be so far extra-territo­
rial that they are ultra vires in the colony itself. 
What such matters are no one quite knows, but 
the Privy Council has held that an act of New 
South Wales giving jurisdiction to its courts in 
the case of a bigamous act committed outside the 
colony would not be a valid source of jurisdiction 
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to those courts. This distinction between the Br i t ­
ish Parliament and colonial legislatures applies to 
this day, and while in Australia it has not been a 
matter of serious inconvenience, it is not without 
some inconveniences, and Canada and the Irish 
Free State have, not unnaturally, seen in it a der­
ogation from their equality of status, and demand 
that it shall disappear. It is one of the matters 
which the Imperial Conference of 1926 has remit­
ted to a conference of constitutional experts. 

Imperial matters, as we have seen, included 
obviously foreign affairs and defense. But if the 
colonial authorities were concerned wi th merely 
local and territorial matters, were there not many 
things which transcended this, and, as being of 
more than local importance, were therefore neces­
sarily imperial, i.e., matters controlled by the Br i t ­
ish government? There are, as every constitutional 
lawyer knows, the different aspects of the same 
matter; immigration is an obvious instance, inter­
nal from one point of view, from another a matter 
of general concern to a government charged wi th 
external relations. Then there is the wide range of 
matters in respect of which there is such a common 
interest that uniformity throughout the Empire is 
essential, and that uniformity can be secured only 
by the action of the British government. 
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But uniformity pressed upon different condi­
tions and upon different views soon clashes wi th 
self-government. The Australian colonies were 
British indeed, but were conscious of many differ­
ences from Great Bri tain; their political center of 
gravity was socially different, and they became 
marked, not without bitter internal contests, by 
a growing and characteristic definiteness of social 
aims. Plainly, if self-government was to be theirs 
in the only sense in which they understood i t , that 
is, the complete control of matters of which they 
have become conscious as deeply concerning their 
social condition, wi th divergence of outlook, the 
region of interests guarded by the British govern­
ment must narrow. That is precisely what hap­
pened. Where the restraint was exercised by the 
British government over colonial legislation the 
control was withdrawn and acts of the colonial 
legislature ceased to be disallowed, as, for example, 
affecting adversely the interests of persons non­
resident in the colony, or making possible compli­
cations of domestic status (as marriage and divorce 
laws). In other cases, where the control came 
through imperial legislation, the legislation was re­
pealed and the ground left clear for the colonial 
legislature. Gradually the Australian legislatures 
draw into their undisputed field of self-government 
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such matters as tariff systems, external trade, colo­
nial shipping, marriage and divorce, naturalization 
and immigration. The history was one of a con­
tinually expanding sphere of self-government as 
the colonies grew in population, wealth, and im­
portance, and as wi th increasing definiteness they 
developed social policies of their own. 

The foundation of the Commonwealth of Aus­
tralia in 1900 by the federation of the six colonies 
was the recognition of an expansion of interests of 
self-government in the case of each colony beyond 
what that colony could by itself effectively control. 
W i t h the electors, interstate free trade and a com­
mon fiscal policy perhaps counted most, wi th some 
faint hope of a reduction in the expenses of govern­
ment. W i t h experienced politicians there were the 
proved futi l i ty of conference and agreement as a 
means of securing common action, the need for not 
merely concerted, but a single system of, defense, 
and the need for a single voice in dealing wi th the 
British government as shown in the history of re­
lations in the Pacific. There was no hint of separa­
tion or of loosening the imperial connection; there 
were none of the misgivings which attended the 
introduction of responsible government, or even 
the foundation of the Dominion of Canada; federa­
tion would strengthen the Empire. 
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The colonial conference held in London in 1897 
on the occasion of the Jubilee of Queen Victoria 
affirmed as a principle of Empire that it was desir­
able where practicable to unite in a federal union 
colonies which were geographically united. The 
outburst of enthusiasm throughout the Empire on 
that event, the completion of the sixtieth year of 
Queen Victoria's reign, occurred in the brief in­
terval between the first and second sessions of the 
Australian convention in 1897; and before federa­
tion was achieved in 1900, the South African War 
had given Australians another opportunity of prov­
ing their devotion to the unity and prestige of the 
Empire. At all times the British government has 
given cordial sympathy to projects of union. As far 
back as 1850 it has sought to associate the creation 
of separate colonies in Australia wi th some ma­
chinery for common action; in 1873 lt was urging 
that many of the matters of trade would be simpli­
fied by a customs union; in the affairs of the Pacific, 
as well as in such minor matters as the mutual ex­
tradition of criminals, it was embarrassed and 
sometimes impatient at having to wait upon the 
agreement of six distinct governments. It hoped 
that defense, raised at conferences in London in 
1887 and 1897, would be accepted as a responsi­
bi l i ty as far as contribution to the navy was con-
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cerned: it was aware of Australian interests which 
were not embraced within the earlier conceptions 
of responsible government, but which were inter­
woven wi th larger imperial interests of which the 
colonies could not judge; and while having no plan 
of imperial federation, it recognized that any ac­
ceptance of a share in the responsibility for impe­
rial defense must involve some association of the 
colonies in deliberations on defense and foreign 
relations. 

A reduction in the number of governments to 
be consulted, as well as the greater resources of a 
federation, opened out more hopeful prospects of 
concerted action and of conferences as a means 
thereto. The first conference held after the estab­
lishment of the Commonwealth, that of 1902, af­
firmed the advantage of regular periodical meet­
ings, and in 1907 the Imperial Conference became 
an institution under that name, and its constitution 
as a conference of governments wi th governments 
was established. 

The commonwealth constitution is a federal 
constitution which in its system of distribution of 
powers follows the United States Constitution and 
not that of Canada; that is to say, the special 
powers are wi th the commonwealth, the reserved 
or residuary power is wi th the states. In the enu-
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meration of commonwealth powers we see an indi­
cation of the extended matters which had floated 
into the life of the colonies: the influx of criminals, 
immigration, aliens and naturalization, "the people 
of any race other than the aboriginal race in any 
state for which it is deemed necessary to make spe­
cial laws," the relations of the commonwealth wi th 
the islands of the Pacific, fisheries in Australian 
waters beyond territorial waters, and finally "ex­
ternal affairs," thus vaguely and generally de­
scribed. The federal power includes also naval and 
military defense and foreign and interstate trade. 
The constitution provides the power for the com­
monwealth to undertake the government of any 
territory which may be acquired by it—a provision 
under which the government derives its constitu­
tional authority to administer Papua (British New 
Guinea), Norfolk Island, and (it is deemed) Ger­
man New Guinea. One of the first departments of 
executive government set up by the Common­
wealth was the Department of External Affairs. 

The relations of Australia to foreign countries 
were of course still part of the foreign relations of 
the Empire, and as such were conducted by the 
British government. It might have been expected, 
however, that the whole relations of the British 
government with Australia should be relations wi th 
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the Commonwealth government. But here we de­
part in a notable respect from the constitution of 
Canada. The framers of the constitution, a con­
vention elected by the people or nominated by the 
government of the several colonies, had deter­
mined to refuse to the Commonwealth even the 
appearance of control over the governments of the 
states. The states were determined that in the 
exercise of their exclusive powers—and these cov­
ered the wider range of legislative activity—their 
freedom should be as complete as heretofore. They 
insisted therefore that the office of governor should 
be retained in the states, that his appointment 
should remain in the crown, and should not be con­
trolled by the Commonwealth government, that 
the nominal supervision of their legislation should 
remain in the British government, and that they 
should retain the power of direct communication 
wi th the British government on all matters aris­
ing out of their affairs. If they were to be inde­
pendent of control, no doubt they were right; the 
chances of interference from a remote government 
wi th well-established principles of relation were 
much less than if the same powers were vested in 
a government on the spot. Just as in Canada a 
constitution resting on authority superior to that 
of any legislature or government in Canada ap-
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pears to have given a sense of security to certain 
interests there, so in Australia the states relied on 
their direct connection wi th Great Britain as a 
security for their status and their powers. The po­
sition caused a great deal of friction between the 
Commonwealth and the states in the earlier 
years of the constitution. The states, for instance, 
pressed that the complaints of a foreign govern­
ment as to the non-observance of a treaty of com­
merce in the state of South Australia should be 
handled between the state and the British govern­
ment without the intervention of the Common­
wealth; that the British government should, at the 
instance of a state government, take up the case of 
persons who had grievances against foreign powers, 
irrespective of the views of the Commonwealth 
government, and that they, as well as the Com­
monwealth, should be members of the Imperial 
Conference. 

In all these matters the British government, so 
far as its discretion went and the law allowed, took 
up the position that by the constitution all exter­
nal responsibility for every part of Australia was 
vested in the Commonwealth and divested from 
the states. One phase of the controversy is perhaps 
of interest to an American audience. An early and 
persistent constitutional question wi th us has been 
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the matter known in the United States as the 
immunity of instrumentalities. A principal reason 
given by the Supreme Court of Victoria for reject­
ing the decision of the Supreme Court of the United 
States in McCulloch vs. Maryland was the differ­
ence between the two constitutions lying in the 
fact that Australia being within the British Em­
pire, there was a common authority, viz., the king 
on the advice of his British ministry, which could 
disallow the legislation of either Commonwealth or 
state if it was satisfied that either had abused its 
powers to the detriment of the other. The high 
court of Australia, in overruling the decision, point­
ed out that recourse to the British government for 
political intervention to settle internal disputes 
was wholly inconsistent wi th the self-government 
that Australians had enjoyed and which it was one 
of the purposes of the constitution to enlarge; that 
it would be "revolutionary" in nature and disas­
trous in its effects on imperial relations. The British 
government has consistently supported the Com­
monwealth and has insisted that all adherences to 
treaties should be on behalf of the Commonwealth 
and not of a particular state or states. No other 
course, particularly in these later days, was con­
ceivable. But it has difficulties of a kind that you 
know something of under your own Constitution: 
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the power of acceding to treaties is in one authority 
i.e., the Commonwealth government, while the 
power of enacting legislation necessary to carry 
them out may be in another, i.e., the state govern­
ment. W i t h the increasing range of matters 
brought within international agreement the diffi­
culty is accentuated. We in Australia experience 
it in regard to the labor conventions emanating 
from the League of Nations or the International 
Labor Office, which usually deal wi th matters wi th­
in the exclusive power of the states. Even in the 
Imperial Conference the Commonwealth govern­
ment has sometimes to acknowledge its incompe­
tence in respect of matters brought up for discus­
sion by reason of the fact that the constitution has 
left them exclusively in the hands of the states. 

The long-drawn-out contest—it lasted nearly 
twenty years—as to the application in Australia 
of the inferences which have been drawn in the 
United States from the federal principle which be­
longs to both constitutions is explained by the fact 
that before federation the development of the 
powers of the colonies had proceeded on its legal 
side, through the attribution by the Privy Council 
of the characteristics of the British Parliament, a 
sovereign and not a delegate authority, to the 
colonial legislatures, and that both Commonwealth 
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and states in their organization have the system of 
responsible government. The relation of these 
three principles—federalism, parliamentary sover­
eignty, and responsible government—to the actual 
working of constitutional government in Australia 
is a subject full of interest equally to American and 
British students. 

In the larger subject of imperial relations, "re­
sponsible government, , , "parliamentary govern­
ment,'* has affected us in more ways than one. In 
the first place each of the members of the British 
Commonwealth—with some qualification in the 
case of the Irish Free State—conducts its own 
government by means of the "cabinet system," 
and Great Britain and the dominions alike find it 
difficult to conceive any different system or to 
tolerate the escape of any political or adminis­
trative authority from responsibility to a definite 
legislature. That is where every suggestion of an 
"imperial" organ, whether cabinet, council, or even 
secretariat, finds a stumbling-block. In the second 
place the conventional, flexible, adaptable methods 
which form the cabinet system in the relation of 
king, ministers, and parliament have formed the 
relations of the British government and the self-
governing colonies, both in the institution and the 
development of responsible government. This flexi-
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bi l i ty , the absence of formal and legal l imitat ion, 
has come itself to be deemed a principle of these 
relations, an integral part of self-government, to 
which every suggestion of a formal or rigid con­
stitution for the Empire was an offense. 

From the enumeration of powers of the Com­
monwealth and the history of the federal move­
ment it might have been expected that the political 
history of the Commonwealth government would 
have been essentially a history of Australia in ex­
ternal relations, detached from the social and eco­
nomic struggles which were ranging parties on new 
lines and which would find their arena in state 
politics. But the Commonwealth government was 
entirely unable to be representative of Australia 
and yet stand outside the dominant political inter­
est, which was internal social policy. From the first 
this interest pervaded Commonwealth politics and 
governed Commonwealth action. This was due 
partly, but by no means solely, to the position of 
the Labor party, which in the earlier years held 
the balance of power in the commonwealth par­
liament, and in later years itself either provided 
the government or the alternative government. 
The protective customs tariff was linked wi th "the 
new protection," whereby an "excise" was devised 
which would substantially give power to Common-
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wealth tribunals to regulate wages and labor con­
ditions in protected industries. The device was un­
successful; it was held by the high court of Aus­
tralia to be unconstitutional, as an invasion of the 
sphere reserved to the states. During the early 
years of federation the issue which made and un­
made ministries was the use that should be made 
of the power to establish arbitration in industrial 
disputes. This matter, l i t t le thought of at the fram­
ing of the constitution, was regarded as a sort of 
powcr-in-rescrvc for such rare disputes as might 
involve the whole country. Even when the act 
which had been the subject of so much turmoil in 
the commonwealth parliament at last passed into 
law, a leading Australian politician declared that 
it was bound to be a dead letter. But in fact, apart 
from the war, the history of the Commonwealth 
might be written in terms of the "Commonwealth 
Arbitration Act , " in Parliament, in general elec­
tions, in projects of constitutional alteration, and 
in conflict in the courts. At last the conditions of 
Australian industry have been brought as effective­
ly under Commonwealth regulation as if the origi­
nal attempt, by means of the "new protection,'' had 
succeeded. 

The powers selected by successive Common­
wealth governments for action were those which 
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could be turned to the account of current policies 
of "social and economic justice." A Trade-marks 
Act provided for the "union label"; a Land Tax 
Act was passed, not to raise revenue, but to 
"favor land settlement by 'bursting up' large es­
tates"; immigration and commerce were regarded 
from a similar standpoint. Some of the attempts 
withstood the constitutional assault on them; some 
did not. Where there was failure in the courts, 
again and again an amendment of the constitution 
was sought, and this was uniformly unsuccessful. 

Those who had expected that, once federated, 
Australia would play an active and continuous part 
in Empire affairs were during the first ten or twelve 
years of the Commonwealth struck and almost dis­
mayed at the apparent absorption of the Common­
wealth government and Parliament in internal 
matters. There can be no doubt that this attitude 
of the politician expressed the sense of the country. 
Australian nationalism was asserting as its pre­
dominant characteristic the establishment and 
maintenance through government action of a social 
life based on an ever improving standard of com­
fort for the worker and his family; and in the 
Commonwealth, rather than in the states, it found 
its line of least resistance in the absence of a con­
servative upper chamber of the legislature. It ac-

[293] 



G R E A T B R I T A I N A N D T H E D O M I N I O N S 

counted for a great deal of Australia's attitude 
or lack of attitude toward "imperial" questions. 
Literally, in her crowded politics she had not time 
for them. 

In such discussions as we are engaged on here 
we shall lose perspective if we do not remember 
that our particular subjects—defense, foreign 
policy, and unity—are in the background and 
are subjects of occasional consideration only while 
social and economic matters are constant. It adds 
to our difficulties in gauging the probable course 
of future development in those matters which con­
stitute imperial relations that they have not, save 
on the one question of conscription in 1916, been 
a live party issue calling for the definite formula­
tion of a policy. Our difficulties are added to by 
the fact that during the period of rapid develop­
ment since 1916 the Labor party has not been in 
power in the Commonwealth government. 

Though in the background, the sense of Empire 
unity and of Empire ideals was not absent, and on 
occasion expressed an Empire policy not always 
concurring wi th that of the Imperial government 
i.e., the government of Great Britain. The resolu­
tions of the Australian parliament, as those of New 
Zealand, against the introduction of Chinese labor 
in the South African gold fields after the South 
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African War, the fervent denunciations of Alfred 
Deakin, were in fact the expression of an Empire 
ideal; while Canada declined to associate herself 
wi th the protest as an interference wi th the affairs 
of another community, Australia repudiated any 
such limitation. Affirming the principle of self-
government as itself an imperial interest, Australia 
was led to another protest in the same year against 
British interference wi th the execution of death 
sentences passed by a court-martial in Natal . 
There is an imperial policy in the provision of the 
Australian Postal Act 1901 forbidding any govern­
ment contract for the carriage of mails by any ship 
not manned by white labor and in the Preference 
Bil l of 1906, restricting the Australian preference 
to British goods to such as were imported in British 
ships manned exclusively by white labor. In both 
cases the action of the Australian government em­
barrassed the British government in its bearing 
upon the status of Indians; in the first case the 
result was the dissociation of the two governments 
in mail contracts; in the second, the bill was found 
to infringe certain treaties and therefore was 
dropped. It was at least possible to claim, as was 
fervently claimed, that Australia was not pursuing 
a narrow nationalism, but was exercising her right 
to express her view of the essentials of Empire 
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unity even when the matter was one outside her 
own borders. 

And here I may remark on one characteristic 
of Australians which, wi th New Zealanders, per­
haps marks them off from other parts of the Em­
pire, and qualifies their nationalism. Their sense 
of unity and citizenship in the Empire has been 
strong. The British government might in times 
of stress be a "foreign government, , , but the same 
speech would refer to the people of Great Britain 
as "our fellow-countrymen." In 1907 the state 
premiers in Australia are found affirming the indi­
vidual right of every British subject to the protec­
tion of the British government, irrespective of the 
view taken of the case by either Commonwealth 
or state government, the occasion being the alleged 
i l l treatment of a Queenslander at San Francisco. 
Commonwealth prime ministers, visiting Great 
Britain for a conference of "governments wi th gov­
ernments"—Alfred Deakin in 1907, M r . Hughes in 
1918 and 1921, M r . Bruce in 1923 and 1926—have 
no hesitation in telling their fellow-countrymen in 
Great Britain what in their opinion from an Em­
pire standpoint British policy should be in matters 
which they deem to concern all, even when those 
matters are well within the range of British "party 
politics." They are not strangers or guests in an­
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others house; they are at home everywhere within 
the Empire. There is some t ruth at any rate in the 
comment that, just as an earlier generation of 
imperialists conceived the Empire as "Great Br i t ­
ain," one expression of Australian nationalism has 
conceived it as "Greater Australia," to which other 
parts of the Empire must be "educated." 
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SPECIFIC PROBLEMS A N D T H E I R E X T E R ­
N A L R E L A T I O N : " W H I T E AUSTRA­
L I A , " T H E ISLANDS O F T H E P A C I F I C ; 
E C O N O M I C POLICIES 

The British found Australia a practically un­
inhabited country. The aborigines were few in 
number, small tribes leading a primitive nomadic 
life without domestic animals or beasts of pasture, 
subsisting precariously upon the scanty natural re­
sources of the country, the berries and the insects, 
the shellfish on the coasts, and more rarely the wi ld 
birds and marsupials, and finding nothing in the 
natural conditions to stimulate an economic devel­
opment. The northern lands had failed to attract 
the settlement of Asiatics, as indeed they have 
failed to do since, as is shown by the history of the 
northern territory at one time conceived of as a 
land suitable for development by Chinese coloniza­
tion. 

When we speak of the resources of Australia 
we must remember that they have been created 
by the initiative and intelligence springing from a 
highly organized economic system which provided 
at once the men and the capital, the transport and 
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the markets necessary to realize what, without 
these, was hardly even the promise of wealth. 
There is nothing in Australia's conditions or in her 
history to suggest that the development that has 
taken place has been at the expense of any possible 
Asiatic development, or that any field for Asiatic 
settlement existed save as the result of European 
pioneering. Whether the economic development of 
Australia or any part of it by Europeans could have 
been facilitated by the greater use of Asiatic labor 
is a question which may invite conjecture. A dis­
tinctive feature of Australian life has been the pre­
dominance of an ideal of social life over the planta­
tion or settlement—the "colonial"—notion, the de­
velopment of a territory. 

The "white Australia" policy as an internal and 
domestic policy seeks to realize in the territory of 
Australia a certain type of community and to de­
fine by measures which operate within that terri­
tory the elements and conditions deemed essential 
to produce and preserve that type. It is compound­
ed of many elements. There is the economic, a 
phase of the policy of protection which directs itself 
against the cheap laborer as tariffs do against the 
product of cheap labor. The attitude of Australian 
labor toward immigration generally has been one 
of fear lest the immigrant should sap the standards 
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of Australian workmen; the lower the standards 
of life the "cheaper" the labor in the immigrants' 
country, the greater the menace. The fact that 
Asiatic standards were peculiarly low, that Asia 
was geographically nearest, that labor was on ac­
count of its cheapness an Asiatic export—Aus­
tralia had some experience of indentured labor— 
that populations in India, China, and Japan were 
dense and were believed to be seeking an outlet 
in new lands, concentrated attention upon Asiatics 
as the most obvious danger. Such a feeling may be 
aroused in regard to any other class of immigrant, 
irrespective of race or color, according to the de­
gree of danger to be apprehended. One of the ear­
liest acts of the Commonwealth Parliament im­
posed severe restrictions upon the entry of any 
immigrants under contracts, and the "Six Hatters' 
Case," in which the Act was almost immediately 
applied to immigrants from Great Bri tain, aroused 
much angry feeling in the United Kingdom. More 
recent illustration may be found in the hostility, 
since the war and since the immigration restriction 
laws of the United States, toward immigration 
from Southern Europe: in 1925 an Immigration 
Act gave power to the government to exclude aliens 
of any nationality, race, class, or occupation on 
various grounds, and the Act has in fact been used 
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to found arrangements defining the conditions of 
immigration wi th the Italian, Greek, Czecho­
slovakia!!, Jugoslavian, and Albanian governments. 

Among the grounds specified in this Act for 
exclusion are that the persons "are deemed unlikely 
to become readily assimilated or to assume the 
duties and responsibilities of Australian citizenship 
within a reasonable t ime/ ' Here another element 
presents itself, which, like the economic, is wider 
than a "white Australia" policy, but has fallen 
within that description because the Asiatic was 
in the picture and others t i l l recently were not. 
The impossibility, where there is a certain diver­
gence of social type, of people welding together to 
form a single community, the difficulties and dan­
gers which arise where distinct communities estab­
lish themselves in territory under a single govern­
ment, the embarrassments that attend democracy 
where a part of the population does not share the 
political consciousness, the danger to democracy 
conceived of as a social system from a class or caste 
division of labor—all this "unassimilability" which 
may exist as between peoples of the same race is 
intensified of course by racial differences, as to the 
family relations and the position of women in 
society, of which the Anglo-Saxons among Western 
peoples are perhaps peculiarly conscious. In the 
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words of Alfred Deakin: "A united race means not 
only that its members can intermarry and associate 
without degradation on either side, but implies one 
inspired by the same ideals, and an aspiration to­
wards the same ideals, of a people possessing the 
same general cast of character, tone of thought, the 
same constitutional training and traditions." The 
question has seemed nothing less than whether 
the continent shall be Asiatic or European in its 
destiny. 

Whatever the means employed, and though 
they are confined to internal measures of govern­
ment action, the "white Australia' ' policy is Aus­
tralia's attitude toward the world, and is as char­
acteristically national as has been the British 
"command of the seas" or the United States 
"Monroe Doctrine," wi th which as a fundamental 
principle of national life it was in fact frequently 
compared, and notably by the Australian Prime 
Minister at the Peace Conference, 1919. 

Important measures to realize it were amongst 
the earliest acts of the Commonwealth Parliament 
after its establishment in 1901. The use of inden­
tured labor from the Pacific Islands to work the 
sugar-cane fields of Queensland had been for years 
a burning matter in the politics of that colony. The 
Commonwealth Parliament passed an act for the 
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repatriation of the Kanaka laborers, and provided 
for the maintenance of the industry by heavy pro­
tection to enable it to be carried on by white labor. 
It has demonstrated that this tropical industry is 
possible physically for Europeans, but the achieve­
ment has been at a heavy cost to the consumer of 
sugar, whether for domestic use or for industry. 
The other measure was the passing of immigration 
restriction acts; but of these it is necessary to speak 
historically, for they form an important chapter in 
imperial relations as approached from the Aus­
tralian end. 

As early as the sixties Australian legislation of 
a discriminating kind directed against "the sub­
jects of a State at peace wi th Her Majesty," viz., 
China, began to engage the attention of the im­
perial government. Such legislation tended to em­
barrass foreign relations; it might even be incon­
sistent wi th treaties. In 1877 the disallowance by 
the Crown of a Queensland bill imposing high gold-
field license fees on "Asiatic and African aliens" 
caused high indignation. The Queensland govern­
ment declared that both the colony's right of self-
government and its civilization, its political and its 
social system, were involved, and found some sup­
port from her sister colonies. During the eighties 
New South Wales and Victoria became deeply con-
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cerned at the increase of Chinese immigration and 
met the situation by legislation of increasing strin­
gency. In 1886 and 1887 the Chinese government 
was protesting to Great Britain against the dis­
criminatory laws, and the British government, now 
coming to recognize that immigration belonged to 
self-government, was seeking a modus vivendi which 
should avoid the offense of discrimination and yet 
not impede immigration generally, while the co­
lonial governments were growing impatient of con­
stitutional control and international susceptibili­
ties. 

In 1892 the Premier of New South Wales was 
appealing to "the higher law," "the law of the 
preservation of society'' against all other authority, 
whether that of "Her Majesty's ships of war, Her 
Majesty's representative on the spot, or the Secre­
tary of State for the Colonies," a dangerous symp­
tom indicating a state of tension comparable only 
wi th that produced by the continuance of transpor­
tation in earlier days. The matter entered on a new 
phase when it was proposed to extend the anti-
Chinese legislation to "al l colored races," which 
brought Japan and British India within the scope 
of the restrictions. The British government was 
even more concerned with this development. 
Charged wi th the maintenance of friendly relations 
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with Japan, it had to deal wi th a country just 
emerging as a Great Power, whose government, 
conscious of a varied social order of aristocratic 
tradition, was incensed at restictions which, aiming 
at a particular evil, appeared to brand Japan as a 
nation of coolies. The British government had also 
to consider the effect on India of measures "con­
trary to the general conceptions of equality which 
have been the guiding principle of British rule 
throughout the Empire." 

Ultimately, at the Colonial Conference held in 
London in T887, the British government made a 
suggestion which was accepted by the colonies, 
viz., a general measure of legislation enabling the 
colonial authorities to apply to any person whom­
soever an education test, viz., ability to write in a 
European language selected by the colonial execu­
tive. This was the method adopted by the Com­
monwealth Parliament in the Immigration Restric­
tion Act, 1901, which is still in force. Japan took 
exception to the slight implied by the specification 
of a European language, but the British govern­
ment declined to interfere and Japan did not press 
the matter further. The Anglo-Japanese alliance 
was effected in 1902, and Australia was soon able 
to conciliate Japan by two concessions: (1) the 
alteration of a "European" language to "any pre-
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scribed language;" and (2) an arrangement where­
by students, merchants, and others visiting Aus­
tralia for limited time under special passports is­
sued by the Japanese government were exempted 
from the test. 

Similar arrangements were made in the case 
of China and India. I may add that as a result of 
the Imperial Conference of 1923 Australia has been 
able to conciliate India in two respects: first of all 
by admitting Indians resident in Australia to the 
Commonwealth franchise; secondly, by admitting 
them to the benefit of old-age pensions. 

The main contact of the Australian colonies 
wi th foreign affairs was through the reaction of 
their domestic policy upon certain foreign relations 
of the Empire. But there was one matter which, 
clearly standing outside internal affairs because 
outside Australian territory, began to enter into 
Australian life and to arouse Australian concern. 
That matter was the islands of the South and West 
Pacific. As far back as 1853 Sir George Greg, then 
governor of New Zealand, called attention to the 
significance for Australia and New Zealand of the 
French annexation of New Caledonia, and in 1870 
one of the earliest conferences of ministers of the 
Australian colonies was discussing the islands. 

The lawlessness of the relations between natives 

[306] 



SPECIFIC PROBLEMS OF AUSTRALIA 

and European traders, first in F i j i , and then in 
other islands; the influx of French criminals from 
New Caledonia, and the fear that the French trans­
portation system might be extended to other 
islands, notably the New Hebrides; the danger that 
some other power—and Germany now comes on 
the scene—might annex New Guinea and acquire 
a dominating strategic position; trading interests 
based on Australia—all these things led to claims 
that Great Britain should make annexations of 
Pacific isles. Britain on her side was reluctant to 
increase her possessions and was aware of extensive 
other interests and relations wi th France and Ger­
many in other parts of the world, from which the 
Pacific islands could not be isolated. 

In addition, there was the question of cost. 
Could the British government obtain an effective 
guaranty for the cost of enterprises in which the 
people of Great Britain were not concerned direct­
ly, except so far as they were of interest and impor­
tance to the Australian colonies? The colonies on 
their part viewed wi th impatience, and often wi th 
contempt, the "imbecile" hesitations of Great Br i t ­
ain, but were not in a hurry to give the guaranties. 
However, F i j i was annexed by Great Britain in 
1874, and in 1883 the Queensland government star­
tled the Empire by annexing a portion of New 
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Guinea. This act of presumption on the part of a 
government wi th no status in foreign relations was 
at once repudiated by the British government. But 
a convention of the Australian government re­
solved that "further acquisition of dominion in the 
Western Pacific south of the equator by any for­
eign power would be highly detrimental to the 
safety and well-being of the British possessions in 
Australasia," and from 1883 at any rate the com­
mon interest in the islands was one of the forces 
that made the federal movement. The fact that 
this interest was shared by the Australian colonies 
wi th New Zealand for a time made it appear likely 
that New Zealand would be a member of any new 
political union to be formed. 

German activity in the Western Pacific, appre­
hensions of which had stirred the Queensland gov­
ernment in 1883, did in fact shortly afterward lead 
to the British annexation of that part of New 
Guinea uncontrolled by any European power. The 
territory annexed was administered under the gov­
ernment of Queensland, and in 1906 was trans­
ferred to the commonwealth of Australia; it is now 
known as the territory of Papua. Meantime the 
control of the New Hebrides group, shared by 
Great Britain and France, was interesting Aus­
tralia, mainly through the connection of the mis-
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sionary efforts in the group wi th the churches in 
the commonwealth. The commonwealth govern­
ment was definitely assuming the position that in 
the settlement of questions affecting the Pacific 
group it should have a share. 

Economic policy is perhaps the most striking 
instance of the transition from imperial control to 
self-government, followed by a movement, as yet 
tentative, toward co-operation. The abandon­
ment of the "old colonial system" with its intra-
Empire-exclusiveness and preferences under Br i t ­
ish control synchronizes wi th the inauguration of 
responsible government in the colonies; the naviga­
tion acts had been repealed in the twenties, and 
the year 1846 marks the close of an era and the 
opening of another in British trade policy. But the 
new policy of free trade was conceived of not less 
than the old as an imperial policy; it was a gesture 
toward all the world, and its beneficent effects upon 
foreign countries and international relations would 
be impaired if His Majesty was found in any part 
of his dominions to be departing from i t . In the 
language of a later time, it proclaimed free trade 
and the "open door" as a fundamental principle 
of the relations of the British Empire wi th foreign 
countries, a main instrument of universal peace 
and prosperity. Canada struck the first blow at 
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this when in 1859 she established against British 
opposition a constitutional right to use a customs 
tariff not for revenue only but for the protection 
of industry. The despatch in which the Canadian 
government defined its claim is one of the most 
notable documents in the history of responsible 
government; perhaps one of the most fateful in 
the modern history of the Empire. But the British 
government was still able to cling to part of its 
policy. It could no longer insist on a free-trade 
policy in the self-governing colonies, but it could 
and did insist that there should be no discrimina­
tions and no preferences; that to this extent the 
"open door" was a principle of Empire relations 
to the whole world, and therefore a British respon­
sibility. 

Upon this principle it conducted its relations 
with foreign countries and based its commercial 
treaties. Although in the case of Canada the con­
tiguity of the provinces was allowed to make some 
exception in favor of reciprocal trade agreements, 
the constitutions of the Australian colonies im­
posed on each of them a prohibition of any prefer­
ence or discrimination even amongst themselves. 
Wi th New Zealand they claimed at any rate this 
right. The British government urged that the ob­
ject would be attained consistently wi th the princi-
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ple itself if the Australian colonies would, by a 
customs union or otherwise, form themselves into 
a single unit within which free trade should prevail. 
The colonies were unwilling to do this, and in 1873 
they prevailed. The restrictions were removed so 
far as to permit preferences as amongst themselves. 
But they were still subject to restrictions so far as 
concerned the imposition of differential duties in 
the case of other British territories, including Great 
Britain herself, or of foreign countries, and the 
imposition of duties contrary to treaties. 

There was a gradual and reluctant abandon­
ment by Great Britain of the system which treated 
commerce as an integral part of the foreign rela­
tions of the Empire, and the maintenance of a 
principle for which she was responsible. British 
commercial treaties were made so as not to apply 
to the self-governing colonies unless they volunta­
r i ly adhered to them: an application of this was 
when in 1897 Australia and New Zealand declined 
to adhere to the commercial treaty wi th Japan in 
1894; if they adhered they might at pleasure de­
nounce them. Soon, too, it became the practice for 
Great Britain at the request of a colony to negoti­
ate separate treaties of commerce for the colony; 
gradually the colony or dominion became more 
closely associated wi th the negotiation, unt i l final-
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ly, as you know, the Halibut Treaty of 1923 was 
signed by the Minister for Canada alone without 
the signature of the British plenipotentiary. 

While maintaining in the case of purely British 
treaties the principle of the "open door," the Br i t ­
ish government concerned itself with dominion 
treaties merely to see (1) that the formal unity of 
the Empire was not impaired: all such treaties 
were required to be in the name of the king; (2) 
that they did not conflict wi th any existing treaty 
applicable to the dominion; (3) that they were not 
adverse to the interests of any other part of the 
Empire; (4) that any advantage conceded by way 
of preference to a foreign country was made avail­
able also to the rest of the Empire. The controversy 
between Great Britain and Canada on the Halibut 
Treaty wi th the United States challenged all these. 
So far as they consisted in claims of the British 
government to control relations, they must be tak­
en to be abandoned in the resolutions of the I m ­
perial Conference of 1926, if they had not disap­
peared before. 

The complete severance of the unity of the 
Empire in trade was not effected without embar­
rassment; it presented some international difficul­
ties. Thus at one stage Germany made it clear that 
if the trade policy of a dominion invited retaliation, 
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that retaliation might not be confined to the do­
minion concerned; it might be applied to Great 
Britain. Numerous treaties negotiated under the 
older regime and applicable therefore both to the 
Dominions and Great Britain were still in exist­
ence. When at the request of the government of the 
commonwealth of Australia the British government 
sought to open negotiations wi th I ta ly and Austria 
for the withdrawal of the commonwealth from the 
treaties wi th these countries, I ta ly refused to con­
sider the matter and Austria asked whether the 
object of the commonwealth was to prepare the 
way for a preference to British vessels against those 
of foreign nations. The Imperial Conference of 1911 
passed a resolution in favor of attempts being 
made generally to secure such separate liberty of 
withdrawal. 

In one aspect this story is one of conflict be­
tween "imperialism" and "self-government," of at­
tempts of one community to exercise control over 
another "r ight ly struggling to be free." But in an­
other aspect this imperialism is an assertion of the 
open door; its faith is that international peace can­
not be dissociated from economic policy: that the 
Empire has a mission and a principle to promote 
the conditions which make for peace, and from its 
world-spread interests can, by its economic policy, 
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profoundly affect world-peace. In other words, it 
is directed to that "economic disarmament" which 
is coming to be regarded as not less essential than 
military disarmament. 

Meantime there is another part of the story. 
In the colonies and the dominions themselves there 
grew up a desire for closer trade relations among 
themselves and wi th Great Britain. In the course 
of the controversies we have been considering, in 
one conference after another, colonial and domin­
ion representatives are pressing the matter of pref­
erence as an "imperial policy" effected by agree­
ment and co-operation among them. Reading the 
story of colonial and imperial conferences we get 
another picture which blurs the former and appears 
to present Great Britain and the dominions in a 
different role. The British government presses the 
subject of naval and mili tary defense—the matter 
of war; the dominions turn persistently to trade— 
the activities of peace. A mere common purpose 
of defense may be suspected of aggressive tenden­
cies unless it can show a common interest to be 
defended. Community of sentiment, kinship, and 
historical tradition, when they exist, are powerful 
but they may not be able to withstand the fissipa-
rous influence of a diversity of interest. The Empire 
was too narrowly and too suspiciously built on a 
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basis of common defense; a preferential system 
throughout the Empire might lighten the burden 
of defense and solve the question of contributions 
by earmarking for defense purposes the produce 
of the differential duties levied throughout the Em­
pire on imports from foreign countries. But there 
was a real belief that it was a nobler conception of 
Empire to regard its members as taking advantage 
of the sentiments that united them, and the extent 
and variety of their resources, to bring these re­
sources into co-operation for their mutual benefit. 
Trade was the life of each—of Great Britain wi th 
her great industrial population and her dependence 
on raw materials and foodstuffs from overseas, the 
dominions wi th their vast territories, their need of 
material development, the nature of their products 
—overseas markets were a need common to all. 
In particular, as the world in general had not re­
sponded to the British gesture of free trade, as she 
found her foreign markets and even her own mar­
ket "invaded," had not the policy of Cobden and 
Bright, and English Victorian liberalism been tried, 
and failed? 

Supporters of the new policy could point to the 
growth of the United States and Germany under 
protection. Foreign countries could not rightly ob­
ject to, or claim the benefit of, preferences ex-
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changed under such a system because they were in 
fact a part of the internal political system of the 
Empire, adapted to the special conditions of what 
was in all international relations a single entity. 

In Australia the very terms of the common­
wealth constitution, requiring the commonwealth 
government for ten years to return three-quarters 
of the customs revenue to the states, in effect re­
quired the raising of a large revenue from customs 
and most of the colonies had before federation 
definitely adopted a protective system. The early 
years of federation were years of contest between 
a revenue tariff and a protective tariff, in which 
the latter became increasingly the "settled policy 
of the country." 

In Australia development has come increasingly 
to mean an all-around and not a one-sided develop­
ment, commercial and industrial as well as pastoral 
and agricultural, a policy which in its more extreme 
forms becomes an aspiration for economic self-suffi­
ciency, a notion which later received some stimulus 
from the war. Preference in Australia has been 
founded on protection to Australian industries. 
The primary producers and those engaged in indus­
tries most closely connected wi th them have been 
solaced for the additional burdens they have to 
carry by the protected home markets; as these 
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became insufficient, advantages in other markets 
have to be sought. 

W i t h the unquestioned constitutional right to 
determine for herself what industries should be 
selected as of sufficient national importance for 
protection, and the degree of support they required 
from a customs tariff, together with the accepted 
practice whereby tariff concessions, at any rate be­
tween Great Britain and the dominions, were not 
even matters of bargain, but a "free gift ," a policy 
which, starting from the effective protection of Aus­
tralian industry, had no difficulty in principle in 
working out a system of preferences. 

It was another thing of course for a free-trade 
country like Great Britain to adapt her system to 
preferences. Such a policy threatened an immedi­
ate increase in the cost of food and raw materials 
to Great Britain; nor was she entirely satisfied that 
in time of war the balance of advantage was not 
on the side of free imports. But some weakening 
of the older principle may be noticed when the 
British government, acquiescing in the claim of the 
dominions to make preference treaties with foreign 
countries, claimed that she and all other parts of 
the Empire shall be admitted to the advantages 
given by such treaty to a foreign power. Shipping, 
however, was a more delicate matter, and when at 
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the Conference of 1902 the dominions resolved that 
it was advisable to consider retaliation against 
countries which monopolized their own coastal 
trade, Great Britain declined to assent so far as 
concerned trade between Great Britain and the 
colonies. Where advantage could be given without 
a change of the fiscal system it was given. The 
most signal instance of this, and one which has been 
an immense factor in making British capital avail­
able for the extensive schemes of development un­
dertaken by the Australian governments, was the 
Act of 1900 which permitted trust funds to be in­
vested in colonial government loans. 

After 1903 the conversion of Chamberlain add­
ed a powerful British force to the representations 
of dominion statesmen, and the example shown by 
the preferences to British goods, first by Canada, 
and, following the Conference of 1902, by Austra­
lia, New Zealand, the Cape, and Natal, inevitably 
raised the question whether Great Britain would 
not reciprocate. Under the Australian tariff of 
1908, 65 per cent of Australian imports from Great 
Britain came in under the preferential tariff. Apart 
from Chamberlain, the most enthusiastic and most 
powerful supporter of the new policy was probably 
Alfred Deakin, the Australian representative at 
the Imperial Conference of 1907; his conviction 
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that the Br i t i sh government was not to be moved, 

tha t—in his own words—the door was banged, 

bolted, and barred, while it d id not weaken his 

attachment to the Empire , shook his confidence in 

its future. 

Dur ing the war the notion of economic co­

operation w i t h i n the Empire grew in strength and 

was affirmed by the Imper ia l Conference of 1917. 

In the revision of the Austral ian tar i ff in 1910, 

preference to Br i t i sh goods was substantially i n ­

creased, so that under that tar i ff 95 per cent of i m ­

ported Br i t i sh goods came in under preference, and 

the difference between the duties actually paid by 

such goods and what would have been payable 

under the general tar i ff was in 1924-25 about 

£8,000,000. On the Br i t i sh side the preference 

amounted to £45,000 only, and in the Imperial 

Conference of 1923 the Austral ian Prime Minister 

urged that this was not reasonable treatment of 

Bri tain 's second-best customer. On the other hand 

it must be remembered that dominion preferences 

as first introduced were designed rather as an offset 

to the heavy burden of defense expenditure which 

fell on Great B r i t a in , that the dominions had cer­

ta in other advantages in recourse to the London 

money market from the fact that their government 

loans were trustee securities and that Austral ia in 
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particular was making a very full use of her oppor­
tunities. 

It must also be remembered that Australian 
tariffs even against Great Britain were rising, and 
though British manufacturers enjoyed a tariff ad­
vantage against foreign competitors, they found 
increasing competition in Australia itself. And 
even in relation to the foreign manufacturer there 
is the outstanding fact that while in 1913-14 Aus­
tralian imports from the United Kingdom were 
52.4 per cent and from the United States 13.9 per 
cent, in 1923-24 they were 45.2 per cent and 24.6 
per cent, respectively. 

In 1923 an imperial economic conference sat 
concurrently wi th the conference on political af­
fairs, and one of its results was the establishment, 
on the motion of the Australian Prime Minister, 
of an Imperial Economic Committee as a perma­
nent institution for investigating and reporting on 
matters referred to i t . In 1926 there was no separate 
economic conference, but the numerous commit­
tees of the Imperial Conference, linked to various 
permanent bodies set up in recent years by Great 
Britain, testified to the growing importance of this 
side of imperial relations. The impetus came both 
from the British and the Australian ends, accord­
ing to the need of each. British trade has to en-
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deavor to surmount tariff barriers increased in 
number and height. It suffers from two sorts of 
competition: that of the United States, wi th its 
vast home market, mass production, relatively 
low costs, and high standard of living; and that 
of other countries in which, whatever other fac­
tors there are, the low labor costs and a low 
standard of l iving are factors in cheap production. 
Her trade hampered, an unprecedented number of 
her workers unemployed, so that her exports have 
to carry the value of the non-producers' consump­
tion in addition to her overseas war debt,she is invit­
ed to consider whether the whole Empire may not 
become in a fashion a home market, and mass pro­
duction become possible at competitive rates with­
out sacrifice of the standards of the British worker. 

On the Australian side, in addition to those 
primary industries in which production is greatly 
in excess of the consuming power of the present 
population, there are secondary industries based 
more or less directly upon the primary and restrict­
ed to a limited home market because production 
costs are too high to face the competition in foreign 
markets. Australia must forego the production and 
face loss of capital, unemployment, and possibly 
loss of population, or find a protected market, or 
reduce her production costs, which appears to 
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mean the acceptance of a lower standard of l iving 
by her people. As her secondary industries expand, 
the range of her production in which these alterna­
tives present themselves extends. 

The constitutional right of each member of the 
Empire to determine for itself the conditions of 
immigration has long been recognized in substance; 
it was specifically affirmed at the Imperial Confer­
ence in 1918. But the matter of a better distribu­
tion of population is one of mutual concern—to 
Great Britain wi th her congestion and her unem­
ployment, to the dominions and notably to Aus­
tralia, with their great territories and sparse popu­
lation. Migration and settlement then became an 
imperial problem, in which each has needs enough 
to induce co-operation. But neither the one nor 
the other is served by the mere transport of masses, 
left to find themselves in an intricate society. The 
cost of repatriating our own returned men after 
the war is evidence, if any were wanted, of the task 
of fitting great numbers into the economic life of 
the country. The absorptive power of a country 
is limited by economic conditions, and these call 
for the most careful examination. They can in a 
limited degree be modified and controlled, but their 
neglect would be paid for by depression, by a low­
ering of the standard of life, and by the extension 
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of the problems of unemployment from England 
to Australia—all conditions which in the end would 
react disastrously upon the natural flow of immi­
gration to the country, as indeed experience has 
shown in the somewhat violent fluctuations we 
have experienced in our history. 

The normal growth of population in Australia 
is considerable, the average rate of increase over 
forty years is 20 per thousand per annum; it is 
now slightly above that, and is indeed greater than 
that of any other country but New Zealand. The 
lukewarmness of Australians toward immigration 
has been to some extent at any rate due to a knowl 
edge of its risks. Her opposition to Asiatic immi­
gration has been economic more than racial, as is 
being demonstrated by the hostility of her labor 
organizations to the immigration of Europeans 
accustomed to lower standards of living as soon 
as such immigration was threatened by post-war 
conditions in Europe and particularly by the conse­
quences of recent changes in the immigration laws 
of the United States. Immigration must be pre­
ceded by such development as wi l l rapidly absorb 
the newcomers. Development means money, but 
it means much more, for the mere spending money 
may mean merely the imposition of additional 
burdens. Again, you must proceed wi th care, for 
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the urban workers who constitute British surplus 
labor are not the people who wi l l most rapidly 
adapt themselves to rural life and rural production. 
Finally, there is the problem of finding markets 
overseas for your increased production. The exist­
ence of these problems is now fully understood both 
by the British and Australian governments, and 
since the Conference of 1923 each has recognized 
that they could only be solved by active co-opera­
tion. Both governments are anxious to explore the 
means for attaining the end they have in view, and 
have come to regard the economic problem as one 
like the problem of defense—to be solved on lines 
of self-government, indeed, so far as authority is 
concerned, but not in isolation and only by each 
keeping steadily in view a policy which aims at 
meeting the needs of both, where the action of each 
is complementary to that of the other. 

The Empire Settlement Act passed by the Bri t ­
ish Parliament in 1922 enabled the British govern­
ment to assist in financing migration. The British 
and Australian governments share equally in 
financial contributions toward the passages of ap­
proved immigrants, the actual contribution rang­
ing from the full amount of the fare in the case of 
children and domestics to one-half in some other 
cases. Again, under an agreement of 1925, loan 
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moneys totalling £34,000,000 are made available 
for developmental purposes, the object being to 
expedite the absorptive capacity of the country, 
the British and Australian governments contribut­
ing a portion of the interest, and the actual ex­
penditure being undertaken by the states. In con­
sideration of the states being provided with this 
cheap loan money they are required to absorb over 
a period of ten years approximately 450,000 new 
settlers from Great Britain. The machinery for 
carrying out this scheme is, on the Australian side, 
the Development and Migration Commission re­
cently established by the commonwealth govern­
ment. By this Commission all schemes to be carried 
out under the agreement must be approved. The 
functions of the Commission are extensive; they 
include an economic survey of the resources of the 
commonwealth. The personnel of the Commission 
is strong; it is free of political influence; and i tmay 
prove to be an important and powerful factor in the 
development of a country where traditionally the 
government plays an active part in development. 

Thus, self-government and nationalism within 
the Empire lead to schemes—some would say 
dreams—of an effective Empire policy of economic 
co-operation. In the most obvious matter—cus­
toms tariffs—there is little indication of any nearer 
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approach of British and Australian opinion in fun­
damentals; as, for instance, that Australia is pre­
pared to reconsider the industries selected for pro­
tection, in the light of the conditions and needs 
of British industry, or that Great Britain is likely 
to use her position as a market to bargain for the 
free entry into Australia of commodities subject to 
duty. Australian policy still puts first the induce­
ment to manufacturers abroad—whether in Great 
Britain or elsewhere—to establish themselves in 
Australia behind a protective tariff. But an opin­
ion is growing that more careful examination is 
necessary of the industries which can be so estab­
lished without exacting too high a price from the 
consumer in a limited market and without hamper­
ing production; even our Tariff Board issues a 
warning against the continuous succession of claims 
for higher duties based on high production costs, 
and claims for higher wages based on increased 
prices of commodities. 

Serious economic investigation is, somewhat 
late in the day, entering into our tariff discussions, 
and the measures taken by the commonwealth 
government both in Australia and at the Imperial 
Conference recognize that such investigation, com­
prehensive in character and undertaken in a spirit 
of scientific detachment, must be at the back of 
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political action. Such investigation must check the 
undiscriminating tendencies of the post-war years; 
whether such a check would favor an extension of 
an Empire policy of preference is doubtful. There 
are of course other considerations of a broader 
k ind: whether—bearing in mind the principles to 
which as members of the League of Nations all are 
covenanted, "to make provision to secure and 
maintain . . . . equitable treatment for the com­
merce of all the members of the League"—such a 
policy should be regarded as a beacon light to other 
countries, showing them the way of safety, or as a 
retrograde movement intensifying the internation­
al economic conflict contrary to the spirit and 
intention of the Covenant. There are questions 
also how far such a policy in some of its possible 
manifestations accords politically or even ju r id i ­
cally with the new relations of the members of the 
British Commonwealth as readily as it would when 
the British Empire was still internationally a sim­
ple political unit. But the interesting feature of 
recent developments appears to be the determina­
tion to explore fields and methods of co-operation 
which are not exceptionable or controversial, and 
which, if successful, will not narrow but enlarge 
trade relations, not merely as between the members 
of the Empire, but with foreign countries. 
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T H E L A T E S T PHASE: A U S T R A L I A I N FOR­
E I G N R E L A T I O N S ; T H E L E A G U E O F 
N A T I O N S ; T H E N E W STATUS O F T H E 
D O M I N I O N S 

The Australian prime minister, M r . Hughes, 
was among the first of the British and dominion 
statesmen during the war to call attention to the 
need for revision of a constitutional arrangement 
whereby the issues of peace and war and the policy 
on which they depend were decided by Great Br i t ­
ain alone: that it was the negation of a self-govern­
ment which had been declared as late as 1911 to 
be "absolute, unfettered, complete." And it was 
Mr . Hughes again who protested against the ac­
ceptance of the armistice terms without the con­
currence of the dominion ministers in London, a 
strange omission considering the position that the 
Imperial War Cabinet had assumed. But what­
ever views the Australian government had on the 
subject of constitutional revision—and it is certain 
that they had no definite constructive policy—at 
the time when the method of representation of the 
dominions at the Peace Conference was under dis­
cussion, we learned some time after the event 
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that the commonwealth government informed M r . 
Hughes, the prime minister, who was then in Lon­
don, that in their opinion he ought not to seek for 
separate representation for the dominions at the 
Conference. They probably considered that the 
special interests of Australia, of which the princi­
pal, immediate matter was the disposal of the 
Pacific Islands belonging to Germany, would be 
more effectually supported by the united strength 
of the Empire than by any separate representation, 
and were alarmed at the possible consequences to 
the larger interests of Australia of any weakening 
of Empire unity, whether in diplomacy or defense. 
M r . Hughes, however, did not separate himself from 
the other dominions in the demand for separate 
representation, and at Paris availed himself very 
fully of the distinct status accorded to the domin­
ions as champion of the rights of small states at 
the Conference as against the Great Powers, and 
in pursuit of what he deemed to be the specific in­
terests of Australia. 

In Australia the new status of the dominions, 
whether in its relation to Great Britain or to for­
eign countries, aroused no very great interest, and 
opinion generally was satisfied wi th M r . Hughes's 
reference to the Athanasian creed for the explana­
tion of the British Empire. Neither in 1919 nor 
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in 1926 was there the controversy, enthusiasm, or 
dismay evident elsewhere; there was no conscious­
ness of any serious change, and any limitation on 
freedom and self-government involved in the im­
perial relation has been so light as to be more than 
offset by the responsibilities and perils which might 
arise from any serious change. In the controversies 
raised by Canada and (in the case of the Washing­
ton Conference) by South Africa, in assertion of 
the rights belonging to the "new status," Australia 
had no part, though Washington, Lausanne, and 
the Dawes Conference at London were equally 
matters of grievance to her as to other dominions, 
if she had cared to make them so. Undisturbed 
by the questions of constitutional right, she readily 
co-operated wi th the British government in adher­
ing to the abortive Anglo-American-French Treaty 
of Assistance, and replied to the famous "Chanak" 
telegram wi th an offer of aid. In the discussions 
which have taken place as to the improvement of 
means of consultation the present Australian gov­
ernment has at any rate made suggestions, and 
has for the last two years had a liaison officer in 
London who is in the closest touch with the Foreign 
Office but who furnishes reports based on his own 
impressions and information from whatever quar­
ter received. The interest which successive Aus-
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tralian governments have shown at the conference 
in air communications and wireless telephones has 
been not solely or primarily in these as instruments 
of war or trade; it is because continuity of discus­
sion, and that intimate and personal, is the very 
life of co-operation. 

The Peace Conference was for Australia as for 
other dominions the first occasion on which the Do­
minion had the opportunity of separately express­
ing its own foreign policy. In general matters Aus­
tralia was identified wi th the British delegation; but 
she was able to make use of her position among 
powers wi th special interests to bring these sepa­
rately before the Council of Great Powers. There 
were two major matters affecting Australia's spe­
cial interests, and both concerned Japan. One of 
these was the Japanese claim for the recognition of 
racial equality in the Covenant of the League; the 
other was the fate of the former German posses­
sions in the Pacific. On the principle of equality of 
nations Baron Makino proposed that the Covenant 
should include a clause whereby the contracting 
parties should accord to all alien nationals of states 
members of the League equal and just treatment 
in all respects, making no distinction either in law 
or in fact on account of their race or nationality. 
The proposal was not adopted, and there was some 
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uncertainty in Japan itself as to whether it did or 
did not include immigration. Baron Makino, ac­
cording to reports, separated the subject of racial 
discrimination from the economics of the control 
of immigration, but when the Australian and 
South African ministers suggested that immigration 
should be excluded from the enunciation of prin­
ciple, the Japanese representative, it is said, would 
not agree. Eventually, when a modified form of 
amendment to the preamble was not adopted, the 
Japanese recurred to their original proposal but 
forbore to press its adoption. 

The first activities of the Australasian forces 
during the war had been the occupation of the Ger­
man possessions in New Guinea and Samoa, and 
this, wi th the occupation of the remaining German 
possessions by Japan, secured that during the war 
they should not be hostile bases of operations. At 
the Peace Conference Australia and New Zealand 
were concerned that the island should not be in any 
hand which in war might menace their security or 
their trade. As so often in respect of the continent 
itself, as well as of the Western Pacific islands, your 
Monroe Doctrine has been thought to furnish an 
analogy, and at Paris M r . W. M. Hughes worked 
it not merely to support a claim for annexation to 
Australia, and for resisting the Japanese claims to 
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the islands occupied by them; but, on his return to 
Australia, to suggest an exemption from the sphere 
of the League of Nations—"While the Monroe Doc­
trine exempts the two Americas from the jur is­
diction of the League of Nations, we wil l not allow 
anything relating to our sphere in the Pacific to be 
regarded as a proper subject for submission to the 
t r ibunal / ' 

In view of the commitments of the British gov­
ernment to Japan, if for no other reason, M r . 
Hughes was unable to exclude Japan from the 
northern islands. As to his demand for annexation, 
the claim could hardly be allowed consistently wi th 
the principles professed by the allied and associated 
powers. The claim for annexation was probably 
ill-advised even so far as Australia's immediate ob­
ject was concerned. Her interest in the islands is 
mainly in relation to her defense; and her defensive 
responsibilities would have been increased and not 
diminished by annexations which would have left 
both Japan and Australia at liberty to fortify their 
possessions. The solution whereby the mandate 
system was adapted to the islands—though bitterly 
contested at the Conference by the dominion minis­
ters against President Wilson—was entirely satis­
factory to Australian opinion, which asked no more 
than that the islands should not be a source of pos-
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sible danger, and was certainly not anxious to in­
crease oversea territorial responsibilities. 

The " C " mandates under which Japan, Austra­
lia, and New Zealand—and, in the case of Nauru, 
the British Empire— administer the Pacific islands 
under the League of Nations, are under the com­
mon provisions against fortification and for the 
protection of the native population, but have the 
special characteristic that otherwise the territories 
are so far treated as ancillary to the special inter­
ests of the mandatory that they may be governed as 
an integral part of the mandatory's territory, and 
therefore stand outside the equal opportunities for 
trade and commerce provided for in the " A " and 
" B " mandates. Japan unsuccessfully attempted 
to obtain the insertion of a clause providing equally 
for this as in the other classes of mandate, but ul ­
timately withdrew from a reluctance to see the 
question of the issue of mandates any longer un­
settled. She coupled her withdrawal, however, wi th 
a warning that she could not acquiesce in the sub­
mission of Japanese subjects to a discriminatory 
and disadvantageous treatment in mandate ter­
ritories. Nor, so far as I know has the United 
States acquiesced in the differentiation of the " A " 
and " B " mandates on the one hand from the " C " 
mandates on the other. 
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In the administration of the mandate for New 
Guinea, the commonwealth has agreed to a general 
non-discriminatory tariff for the territory, and has, 
during the present year, exempted the territory 
from the operation of the Navigation Act, whereby-
all trade between the Territory of Papua and Aus­
tralia was carried on under the restrictions of the 
Act. There are, however, applied to New Guinea 
the restrictions upon immigration which are appli­
cable to Australia itself, partly in view of a system 
of administration which treats the development of 
the territory as primarily a matter of the develop­
ment of the native population and is reluctant to 
embarrass that development by the incursion of 
Asiatic elements as, say, in F i j i ; partly no doubt to 
prevent possible foreign complications which might 
attend the presence of large numbers of alien Asiat­
ics there. 

As a mandatory under the League of Nations 
Australia has of course a special relation wi th the 
League. But a word must be said about her a t t i ­
tude to the League regarded in a more general way. 

The League of Nations as an ideal commended 
itself to Australian opinion without generating 
either a feeling of increased present security or any 
very real appreciation of the obligations and re­
sponsibilities that it imposes. The sanctions of the 
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Covenant have not made any deep impression on 
Australia, and probably there was no part of the 
Empire that more heartily concurred wi th the 
British government in rejecting the Geneva Pro­
tocol on the ground that its emphasis on sanc­
tions might weaken the moral force of the League. 

Public interest in the League, as in all foreign 
affairs, is intermittent, but the departure of dele­
gates to the Assembly of the League arouses atten­
tion, and on their return their personal experiences 
and impressions are eagerly sought. The contacts 
which are made at the Assembly by leading public 
men are a valuable political education, not merely 
to them, but to Parliament, since the review pre­
sented on their return covers the whole field of 
world-politics. It is right to add that almost wi th­
out exception our delegates have brought back 
wi th them a deep conviction of the value of the 
League and a new hope for international peace 
from its existence and its work. 

Separate membership of the League was not 
conceived of as an abandonment of the unity of 
the Empire, and when leaders like M r . Wat t have 
spoken of the danger of Australia and the League 
having a "direct wire" for communications, it has 
been as the warning of a disruptive tendency rather 
than of anything serious actually accomplished. 
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Like other dominions, Australia accepts the con­
stitutional doctrine that each determines for itself 
the part it will take in any war in which the Empire 
is engaged, without serious thought that the obli­
gations she has undertaken by the Covenant may 
be inconsistent with that perfect freedom, still less 
without any notion that the Covenant in certain 
events may establish a state of war between the 
different parts of the Empire. She has accepted the 
League in the faith that it stands for principles for 
which she, in common with the rest of the Empire, 
stands; among them the freedom to determine for 
herself when she wil l act and in what measure. 

The general faith that the British Empire 
would never be at war except for some cause jus­
tified by the Covenant would no doubt draw 
strength in a particular case from the actual coun­
tenance of the League. Australians, like citizens 
of the other outer dominions, do not share the sen­
sitiveness of Great Britain in regard to the Europe­
an theater when the issues do not obviously concern 
great interests; they neither understand nor sym­
pathize wi th the role played heretofore by the 
Great Powers as arbiters of the destinies of Europe 
and its contiguous countries. The substitution of 
the machinery of the League of Nations for action 
in such cases by one or more powers, separate or 
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concerted, is one of the most reasonable hopes of 
League achievement, and in proportion as it is 
achieved, the League wil l serve the unity of the Em­
pire. But in any major contest Australia's response 
to the call that the Empire was in danger would be 
a more instinctive act than her response to the call 
of the League. The action of the Australian gov­
ernment on the Chanak telegram in 1920 is inter­
esting. The Australian prime minister, M r . Hughes, 
replied to the British inquiry that in the event of 
war breaking out between Great Britain and Tur­
key, the commonwealth would be prepared to send 
assistance. He then cabled to the Australian dele­
gate at Geneva instructing him to bring the matter 
before the Assembly of the League, then in session. 

There is no indication that Australia regards 
the League as a recourse for settling differences 
within the Empire itself; just as she has her own 
domestic questions, so she would probably consider 
questions within the Empire as domestic, which the 
members must find a means of settling for them­
selves. What those means are we have not yet 
troubled to consider; but it was considered a quite 
natural thing that the boundary question between 
the British and Irish Free State governments 
should be referred to the Judicial Committee of the 
Privy Council, as other constitutional questions, 



A U S T R A L I A I N F O R E I G N R E L A T I O N S 

some arising in Australia, have been. Experience 
gained in the Assembly by Australian representa­
tives has made lawyers at any rate more conscious 
of the differences of approach to issues by Con­
tinental and South American minds from those 
trained in the common law. This may affect their 
view in regard to any scheme for the compulsory 
submission of disputes to the Permanent Court; it 
would certainly affect them where the matter in­
volved our own public law wi th its historical back­
ground. At present the consciousness of member­
ship of the Empire is more vivid than conscious­
ness of membership of the League; a breakdown in 
Empire machinery would weaken the faith in the 
League which rests in no small degree upon the 
example that the Empire is deemed to afford of an 
experiment in co-operative statesmanship. 

On the other hand Australia has the feeling, 
peculiarly strong in new countries with a great field 
of internal development before them, that secured 
peace is essential to the fulfilment of her tasks and 
aspirations; it is a long-standing commonplace that 
a burden of defense commensurate wi th that of Eu­
ropean countries would destroy the very conditions 
which are essential to her growth. As the inability 
of Great Britain to carry the burden of naval de­
fense becomes more manifest, and as the domin-
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ions come to realize that their security depends 
more than hitherto upon their own peace-time ef­
forts, we may expect to see a keener interest in the 
League as an instrument for reducing armaments 
and protecting peace. The limited confidence in 
the League as a center of international relations is 
of course not unconnected wi th the fact that some 
great states stand outside i t ; that this abstention of 
the United States and Russia, and the ambiguous 
position of China, peculiarly affect the region near­
est Australia; that the question of the Pacific has 
necessarily been treated internationally by con­
ference and treaties outside the League; all of 
which, to those not in close contact wi th its work, 
appears to emphasize the European activities of 
the League. 

Canada, on the one hand, and Australia and 
New Zealand, on the other, have had certain dis­
tinguishing characteristics in their outlook on for­
eign relations and defense, and therefore Empire 
relations. Canada, in her neighborship wi th the 
United States, was involved in relations which 
were essentially international, matters of high pol­
icy, belonging to the major relations of states: 
questions of territory and boundaries, rights of 
navigation and power in boundary waters, the lakes 
and rivers, and rights of fishery in the open sea. 
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This class of matter can never be conceived of as 
domestic or internal merely, and the claim to con­
trol or influence such matters is frankly a claim to 
control or have a voice in foreign relations. Also, 
as between neighbor states with a land boundary, 
there is a whole multitude of miscellaneous matters 
in which co-operation is necessary if each is fully 
to enjoy its own; they are mutually complemen­
tary. There is a position comparable wi th that 
which existed among the colonies in Australia, and 
intensified of course as population grows and settles 
upon the boundaries; in spite of federation we have 
numbers of such questions in Australia today 
which we attempt to deal wi th by conferences and 
agreements between the states' governments and 
between their administrative organs. The condi­
tion of Europe today is a witness to the economic 
need of such arrangements, and a great part of the 
work of the League of Nations is directed to bring­
ing them about. 

As between Canada and the United States, 
neither can conceive of these matters as purely 
domestic; they are plainly international; and if 
they are to be settled it must be, not by the action 
of one only, but by agreement, whether we are 
dealing wi th winter access to the Atlantic or mi ­
gratory birds. Then when you consider the people 
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themselves, their intimate relations, the under­
standing which each claims to have of the other 
(Has not Canada often been declared to be the in­
terpreter of America to the British Empire?), and 
the fact that, as Lord Bryce testified, the greater 
part of the work of a British ambassador at Wash­
ington was in relation to Canadian affairs, it was 
inevitable that, whether we regard the one class of 
her relations wi th the United States or the other, 
Canada would be perpetually reminded of the in­
completeness of her self-government if all these re­
lations were conducted through the medium of the 
British government and were therefore withdrawn 
from her final control. Her efforts therefore were 
naturally directed to securing a status which in­
cluded direct diplomatic relations, thus raising the 
question whether such a status was compatible 
wi th any other situation than that of a wholly in­
dependent state separated by every legal tie from 
the British Empire. She has perhaps considered 
foreign relations more from the standpoint of 
everyday work than as something which might in­
volve her very existence. 

The position of Australia has been wholly dif­
ferent. She has had no land neighbor to give rise 
to essentially international relations, whether of 
high policy or intimate co-operation. The coun-
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tries upon which she looked out were profoundly 
alien in their race and civilization; she had no con­
tacts wi th them, whether regarded as peoples or 
governments, which encouraged the hope of mu­
tual understanding; her domestic policy was one of 
isolation from them, and her international policy 
in reference to the Pacific islands was merely to 
make the isolation more complete. In this isola­
tion Australia in fact has hardly been conscious of 
a foreign policy as such, and indeed a view current 
in the Labor party and expressed by some of its 
leaders is that Australia needs no foreign policy 
and no foreign relations, through her own or any 
other government, except her relation wi th the 
League of Nations. 

For the government of her own territory and 
the control of her social conditions she has long 
had ample powers under her commonwealth and 
states' constitutions; to exercise these powers wi th­
out interference—to exclude whom she pleased; to 
determine the conditions on which people admitted 
from abroad should live, the occupations they 
might follow, the disabilities they should be under; 
to settle her own economic policy, her tariff, the 
conditions of the import and export of goods— 
these were the things in which she was interested. 
The acts to be done, the restrictions imposed 
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operated within her own territory or on the coasts 
which were within her legislative limits, if they 
were not contrary to international law who had 
a right to complain? Without demanding any 
new power or claiming any new status, her sole 
control over her domestic conditions sufficed as a 
principle. Her great concern in international af­
fairs was, as it had been in constitutional affairs, 
to secure the utmost extension of the category of 
domestic jurisdiction. W i t h an international sta­
tus she used her opportunity at Paris to support 
Clause 8 of Article XV in the Covenant of the 
League of Nations, whereby if a dispute is claimed 
by one of the parties and is found by the Council 
of the League to arise out of a matter which by 
international law is solely within the domestic j u ­
risdiction of that party, the Council shall so report 
and shall make no recommendation as to its settle­
ment. 

Clause 8 is in Australia almost like the sa­
cred articles of your Declaration of Independence, 
and it is commonly understood, rightly or wrong­
ly, to put the guaranty of the League behind do­
mestic jurisdiction and immigration, the funda­
mental of the White Australia, as a matter of do­
mestic jurisdiction. When the Protocol of 1924 was 
under consideration practically the only question 
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discussed in Australia was whether it strengthened 
or weakened the security of paragraph 8, and the 
weight of public opinion against it in the end was a 
belief that the amendment boded no good. Along 
the same lines, but directed to a different subject, 
has been the Australian policy toward the Eco­
nomic Conference and the economic inquiries of 
the League—in the commonwealth parliament be­
fore the Assembly of 1926 and in the Assembly i t ­
self the Australian government expressed anxiety 
lest extensions of League functions should threaten 
the exclusive right of a state over its tariff policy 
in respect of imports and the disposal of its prod­
ucts. 

We have seen the Australian hesitation at sepa­
rate representation in the Peace Conference, and 
the doubts entertained in some quarters as to the 
wisdom of separate and direct relations of Australia 
wi th the League of Nations. M r . W. M. Hughes 
made it clear that he counted on British support to 
prevent any adverse ruling of that body on a sub­
ject which Australia regards as a matter within 
her domestic jurisdiction. Since the last imperial 
conference M r . Bruce has made it known that his 
government has no intention of seeking separate 
diplomatic relations in any foreign country. 

Foreign relations, which presented themselves 
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to Canada as matters of everyday business wi th the 
United States, have presented themselves to Aus­
tralia as something rare but v i ta l , becoming matters 
of foreign relation only if the right to treat them 
as matters of domestic policy was challenged. From 
this standpoint it is the major issue, the possible 
"aggression" that colors your view of foreign rela­
tions. In such matters the concern of Australia is 
not the barren right to enter into separate relations 
wi th foreign powers, but an assurance that the 
whole weight of British diplomacy is on her side 
whether the matter arises within or without the 
League of Nations. 

The new status of the dominions has been dealt 
wi th by Sir Cecil Hurst and M r . Dafoe, and it is 
not for me to traverse the ground which they have 
covered. Once again the crown has been made the 
instrument for the expansion of self-government, 
and it is interesting to recall the words used in 1901 
by the president of the group of ministers who 
drafted the latest statement of imperial relations 
at the Conference of 1926. On the death of Queen 
Victoria, M r . Balfour said: " I n my judgment, the 
Crown in our Constitution is not a diminishing but 
an increasing factor. It is increasing and must in ­
crease wi th the growth and development of those 
free self-governing communities, those new com-
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monwealths beyond the seas which are bound to 
us by the person of the sovereign, who is the l iving 
symbol of the unity of the Empire." 

We have now extended to external and inter­
national relations the constitutional formula for 
domestic and internal affairs—that (in the words of 
the Borden memorandum of 19T9) the Crown, the 
supreme executive in the United Kingdom and in 
all its dominions, "acts on the advice of different 
Ministers within different constitutional units." 

But no change is suggested in the nature of the 
kingship, and the unity and indivisibility of the 
crown—a doctrine familiar to lawyers and no­
where more insisted on than in the high court of 
Australia—is maintained, so that there is not one 
kingship for Great Britain, another for Canada, a 
third for Australia, and so on. The Empire is a 
subsisting political entity, and not a mere alliance 
or association of states. Such, I conceive, is the 
present position. 

A political unit which conducts its international 
relations through various channels is not indeed 
unknown; there was a right of separate diplomatic 
representation in some of the states of the German 
Empire, and the states comprising the old Ger­
manic confederation were represented in foreign 
relations both separately and through the con-
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federation. But an Empire which repudiates logic, 
and, in the language of the Conference of 1926, 
"defies classification and bears no resemblance to 
any other political organization," undoubtedly pre­
sents the objection that it thrusts its constitutional 
arrangements into international relations. It is 
perhaps fortunate that it is wi th you, the people of 
the United States, to whom constitutional difficul­
ties in international relations are not unknown and 
wi th whom we share so much in the way of legal 
and political thought and tradition, that our new 
system is likely to be on trial , since it is wi th you 
alone that as yet any of the dominions have entered 
into diplomatic relations. 

One of your great jurists has said, "The life of 
the law is not logic but experience," and this is true 
of public law and political systems perhaps even 
more than of the common law. We are familiar in 
the British system wi th the distinction between le­
gal power and constitutional right, and it appears 
sometimes to be suggested that all the difficulties of 
the Empire are solved by the acceptance as ortho­
dox of declarations of constitutional right. The 
maintenance of any sort of union wil l depend on 
how these rights are exercised. Where the king is in 
diplomatic relations wi th a foreign country through 
two different sets of ministers it is conceivable that 
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one set of ministers, say the Canadian, may be 
anxious to conclude a treaty which is adverse to 
the interests represented by another, say by Great 
Britain. Great Britain would no doubt press its 
views on the Canadian government, but if unsuc­
cessful wi th them it could not be debarred from us­
ing its influence wi th the United States to prevent 
the conclusion of such a treaty. Plainly, action of 
that kind would be fatal to any sort of union; a 
"personal union" could not long survive i t . 

The system of imperial relations on which we 
have entered depends little on formal and legal ties. 
That its primary condition is good wil l and mutual 
understanding is emphasized in the proceedings of 
the Imperial Conference of 1926. That is no new 
thing in British government; both the cabinet sys­
tem in any part of the Empire and responsible 
government in the relations which existed between 
the British and colonial governments have de­
manded this in a high degree. But i t wi l l require 
statesmanship, too, on the part of all the govern­
ments concerned to work a system in which so much 
of formal unity as involves supremacy and subor­
dination has been abandoned without the substi­
tution of new constitutional means of insuring uni­
ty in action. Its success wi l l depend upon the de­
gree of association which it is possible to establish 
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between the British government and the domin­
ions; upon the willingness of the British govern­
ment to impart the fullest information and take 
counsel in the formulation of policy in sufficient 
time to make consultation a reality; and upon the 
readiness of the dominions to advise and co-oper­
ate. More than ever i t will be necessary for each to 
convince the others that its interests and its policy 
are bound up wi th the maintenance of the interests 
and the achievement of the policy of the rest, and 
that both interest and policy are consistent with 
principles which each can accept. We miss in the 
report of the Conference of 1926 the firm declara­
tion of the Conference of 1921 that "the whole 
weight of the Empire should be concentrated be­
hind a united understanding and common action in 
foreign affairs." 

There is an obvious possibility that such a posi­
tion as is now established may work on the one 
hand so as to release the British Foreign Office from 
the cumbersome and dilatory courses involved in 
the consultation of the dominions, and it is in this 
sense that the resolutions of the Conference of 1926 
have been welcomed in some quarters in continental 
Europe; on the other, that it may lead dominions 
to treat British foreign policy and diplomacy as 
something outside their concern, or may lead Great 

[350] 



A U S T R A L I A I N F O R E I G N R E L A T I O N S 

Britain, heavily burdened as she is, to disinterest 
herself in the fortune of a dominion. This, rather 
than any complication from separate action in for­
eign diplomacy, is the risk so far as concerns Aus­
tralia, and the growth of such a habit readily 
formed at a distance and out of direct contact wi th 
affairs would undoubtedly weaken the present feel­
ing of solidarity and impair or perhaps destroy the 
impulse to common action in an emergency. Wc 
may recall as a warning the words of M r . Ramsay 
Mac.Donald some years ago: " I f the Empire is ever 
to be broken up, the fatal act will be done when 
nobody is aware that anything very revolutionary 
is taking place.'' 

But I wi l l not end in a minor key. My col­
leagues have referred to tradition, to kinship, to 
common aims, to like institutions as cementing our 
union. I do not underrate these, and I have em­
phasized the importance of good wi l l and mutual 
understanding such as has been inspired by the 
last imperial conference. Indeed, as was observed 
by Sir Tej Sapru, a representative of India, at the 
Conference of 1923, it is a main purpose of such 
conferences not merely to formulate specific meth­
ods of co-operation, but to foster the spirit of mu­
tual sympathy and understanding upon which the 
wi l l to co-operate must depend. I wi l l merely add 
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a few considerations which appear also to be rele­
vant. 

The doctrine of "equality of status"—the prin­
ciple which now governs interimperial relations 
and our relations toward foreign states—is perhaps 
not so simple as it sounds. Long chapters of inter­
national law are devoted to its exposition, and they 
are not marked by entire agreement as to its im­
plications. Already, within the British Empire i t ­
self, if you look at the proceedings of the Imperial 
Conference of 1923 in the debate raised by the 
representatives of India, you may see some differ­
ences of opinion as to what is in congruity wi th the 
principle. It presents too some difficulties in its 
application to the particular type of dualism that 
we have adopted in Australia. American scholars 
have shown the inadequacy of equality to define 
the whole relation of states in international law, 
and I cannot doubt that in constitutional relations 
it must as a workable system accommodate itself 
to other facts. 

One of these is that in international affairs the 
weight of Great Britain is still immeasurably great­
er than that of any dominion or all of them put to­
gether, and in proportion as any dominion with­
draws itself from association wi th the Empire it 
diminishes the influence it can exert, whether in 
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world-politics or in regard to its own immediate 
and perhaps vi ta l affairs. How save through the 
Empire and through the opportunities it affords 
could the dominions have such influence as they ex­
ercised at the Imperial Conference of 1921 on the 
subject of the renewal of the Japanese Alliance and 
in the promotion of the Washington Conference? 
Apart from the British Empire, the freedom and 
equality of Australia and New Zealand would be 
a very barren right indeed. 

Canada and the Irish Free State have diplomat­
ic relations wi th the United States; Great Britain 
has her diplomatic and consular agents in every 
part of the world, and none of the dominions has 
general interests which would warrant an extension 
so much beyond its resources; they are content to 
enjoy the advantage that the British machinery 
affords them. But it is in the light gained from such 
agents in all parts of the world that foreign policy 
is made and particular acts determined on. The 
Australian government has declared that it is no 
part of its policy to send or receive diplomatic rep­
resentatives. 

In these considerations we have certain facts 
which bear upon the exercise of the constitutional 
right of separate action. The imperial conference 
recognizes "that the principles of equality and 
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similarity appropriate to status do not universally 
extend to function," and that in the general con­
duct of foreign policy, as in defense, the major 
share of responsibility must for the present rest 
wi th the British government. Another factor is 
that in the British Empire there is a prevailing 
sense of unity as an individual relation of citizen­
ship. Our conferences of governments, our descrip­
tion of dominions as nations must not mislead us to 
think of Empire unity as consisting solely in the re­
lations which are established between governments 
or of the Empire itself merely as an association 
of collective entities: the common allegiance to the 
crown is an individual, not a collective, relation. 
Nor are we members of the Empire merely as being 
Australians or New Zealanders. The consciousness 
of relation expressed in the term "Bri t ish subject," 
the unbroken continuity of community which it 
implies, is a fact which consolidates the Dominion 
itself, strengthening the tie of attachment to it as 
part of a greater whole; it is not to be distinguished 
from, but is of the same nature as, nationhood. No 
doubt the dominions vary in the prevalence of this 
individual feeling; but those in which it is least 
prevalent have the least internal unity. 

I recall Renan's definition of a nation: 
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A spiri tual principle resulting from the profound compli­
cations of history; a spiri tual family, not a group determined 
by the configuration of the soil . . . . a great solidarity consti­
tuted by the sentiments of the sacrifices it has made, and by 
those which the people are disposed to make. It supposes a 
past; it is however summed up in the present by a tangible 
fact: the consent, the clearly expressed desire of continuing 
the common life. The existence of a nation is ( i f the metaphor 
be permissible) a continued plebiscitum, as the existence of the 
individual is a perpetual affirmation of life. 

In the words of M r . Ramsay MacDonald, the 
Empire is more than safety, or order, or pence: it 
exists for richness of life. 
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New Zealand is, except for Newfoundland the 
smallest of the self-governing dominions. It is also 
the most remote from the motherland. These two 
facts, taken in conjunction wi th the special features 
of New Zealand's history, are quite adequate to ac­
count for the distinctive policy which the Domin­
ion has steadily followed in imperial affairs. 

In order to understand the bases of that policy 
it is necessary to remind ourselves of the circum­
stances under which the islands became a part of 
the British Empire. New Zealand is par excellence 
a colony of settlement. Although the British tit le 
to occupation rested securely upon Captain Cook's 
declarations of annexation in 1769, there was no 
effective exercise of sovereignty unti l 1840. In the 
early years of the nineteenth century European set­
tlements began precariously as a result of seal­
ing, whaling, and similar pioneering ventures. The 
original settlements were lawless and provocative 
of many Maori outrages; but the British govern­
ment persisted in its refusal to undertake definite 
responsibility for the islands. Even after the mis­
sionaries came in 1814 it was more than twenty 
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years before the British government appointed a 
British Resident in 1835. The instructions to this 
official were obviously based upon the precedent 
of resident advisers to Indian potentates, although 
in New Zealand there was no paramount native 
chief, but a great number of independent warlike 
leaders perpetually at feud wi th each other. The 
British Resident was placed in a hopelessly futile 
position, but the missionaries in the meantime had 
attained great sway over the Maori tribes, and 
when a British governor wi th proper powers ar­
rived in 1840, they were able to persuade the lead­
ing chiefs to sign the Treaty of Waitangi ceding the 
sovereignty of their lands to the British crown. 
Upon this instrument, a short treaty of three 
clauses signed by the drawing of over five hundred 
moko (facial tattoo) patterns in lieu of signatures, 
rests the good feeling between the Maori race and 
the British government. "This treaty," says a 
Maori address of welcome to a new governor, "has 
been rained upon by the rain; it has been exposed 
to the blast of the storm; but the words are still 
clear; they cannot be obliterated." 

While Governor Hobson was negotiating the 
treaty in the Nor th , the first Wakefield settlers were 
endeavoring to establish themselves at Wellington. 
Their arrival had antedated the governor's by ex-
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actly a week. Indeed, the dispatch of their ships 
was the last inducement necessary to stir a reluc­
tant government to action. For many years Down­
ing Street had opposed a steady, passive, and at 
times active, resistance to Edward Gibbon Wake­
field's colonizing schemes. When he at last deter­
mined to force the issue by sending out colonists 
without government sanction, the government, in­
spired largely by missionary influences, counter-
moved by sending a governor with instructions to 
recognize the native chiefs and if possible negotiate 
a treaty wi th them. 

Hobson's advent and the promulgation of the 
treaty together struck the settlers a heavy blow. 
Not that they were disloyal. The contrary was the 
case. But they saw the old feud between the gov­
ernment and the company transferred to the new 
land, and the provisions of the treaty confirmed 
their worst fears. The natives ceded sovereignty 
but were confirmed in the ownership of their lands, 
while private individuals were restrained from pur­
chasing those lands except through the crown. 

These provisions, invalidating as they did land 
purchases already made and subjecting all titles to 
prolonged inquiry and delay, were a source of much 
distress and loss to the first Wakefield settlers in 
Wellington, Nelson, and New Plymouth. For at 
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least a decade the progress of those infant settle­
ments was checked, and great hardships resulted 
to the settlers from the solicitude of successive gov­
ernors for the welfare of the native people. 

There is no occasion in this place to do more 
than mention the Wakefield theories of coloniza­
tion which were thus responsible for the organized 
settlement of New Zealand. Edward Gibbon 
Wakefield, the prophet of colonization, has written 
his name into the history of Canada and Australia; 
but it was in New Zealand that his theories were 
tested in the fullest degree. The New Zealand 
Company, which was his creation, settled Welling­
ton, Nelson, and New Plymouth; the Canterbury 
Association founded Christchurch and named it 
after the Oxford college which had provided many 
of its leaders; the Otago Association, in its settle­
ment of Dunedin, drew heavily upon members 
of the Free K i r k immediately after the schism 
in the Scottish church. The New Zealand of the 
forties and fifties therefore consisted of the official 
settlement in Auckland (then the seat of govern­
ment) and the vigorous, independent democratic 
and semireligious settlements farther south. These 
southern settlements, peopled by men and women 
of high spirit and attainment, offered a striking 
parallel to the first scattered settlements of the 
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Pilgrim Fathers on the eastern seaboard of Ameri­
ca. Isolation, independence, and provincial spirit, 
a strong religious feeling, a passion for self-govern­
ment, and an extraordinarily high level of character 
among the settlers are equally characteristic of 
both these great experiments in British coloniza­
tion. 

There is, however, one all-important difference 
to be noted. The Wakefield settlers came to New 
Zealand urged by a sense of privilege and mission. 
They left the motherland to plant new Britains 
overseas voluntarily and deliberately. Their num­
bers included many idealists who sought freer op­
portunities in a new land—many among them were 
younger sons of noble families; others were trade-
unionists and Chartists, or members of the infant 
Free K i r k of Scotland—but none among them were 
driven from the land they loved by persecution 
or misgovernment. In consequence they were loath 
to regard themselves as exiles. They were still Br i t ­
ish, and in their new far-away home their only fear 
was lest they should lose touch and perhaps be 
forgotten in the politics of Britain. No one can 
read their letters, their first poems, their public 
speeches, without realizing how large a place their 
continued British citizenship claimed in their 
thought. One must remember too that they were 
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politically minded above the average. The first 
parliaments, both provincial and national, dis­
closed a quite unusually high level of political 
thinking and forensic skill . It is hardly to be won­
dered at, therefore, that the first public reference 
to the possibility and desirability of imperial feder­
ation which the historian of the British Common­
wealth was able to find was in John Roberts 
Godley's farewell address to the settlers of Canter­
bury in 1852. It was essential in Godley's think­
ing that some means should be found by which 
active citizenship might be exercised under the 
British constitution even in far-away New Zealand. 
In an age which had not been disillusioned of par­
liamentary democracy it was natural that federa­
tion and parliamentary representation should have 
appeared to his mind as the ideal of his desires. 
Indeed, it is not long since this ideal, impractical 
as most people recognize it to be, was still agitated 
in responsible quarters in New Zealand. Political 
imagination in the Dominion has not always re­
mained at Godley's high level, nor kept pace wi th 
the times. 

Despite great economic and political changes, 
this passionate loyalty to the British crown and to 
common citizenship in the British Empire (the term 
"Commonwealth" is not very commonly used in 
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New Zealand) remains the basis of the Dominion's 
imperial and foreign policies. The exclusiveness of 
the original Wakefield settlements has been broken 
down. The gold rushes of the sixties and the as­
sisted immigration of the following decade brought 
in a flood of new settlers who had scant sympathy 
wi th the somewhat aristocratic ideal that lay be­
hind Wakefield's theories. The government of the 
colony passed into the hands of the newcomers and 
steadily tended in the direction of state socialism. 
The social and political ascendancy of the original 
settlers was destroyed; but their ideals and aspira­
tions have persisted. In the course of nearly a cen­
tury the population of New Zealand has begun to 
develop characteristic qualities reflecting its origin 
and environment. Three-fourths of the people are 
native born, and in recent generations the legend 
of high endeavor and noble aspirations so charac­
teristic of the first Wakefield settlers has become a 
powerful formative agent in the teaching of citizen­
ship in the schools. The spirit of the pioneers is 
reconquering their descendants. 

It is to be remembered also that New Zealand, 
in proportion to its size, has a very heavy volume 
of immigration, and this immigration is almost 
wholly from Great Bri tain, so that nearly 99 per 
cent of the population is British born. The total 
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population is now approximately 1,400,000, and 
new settlers from Great Britain average more than 
10,000 annually, so that the connection wi th the 
motherland is kept fresh by constant new contacts. 

The close connection of the motherland and her 
farthest dominion has other varied aspects. It is 
difficult to overestimate the strength of "the close 
affection which grows from common names, from 
kindred blood, from similar privileges, and equal 
protection." The newspapers have direct cable 
services and print surprisingly large quantities of 
British news; British journals (and few others) cir­
culate among a people which reads more on the 
average than most communities; the university col­
leges and many other educational institutions are 
largely staffed from British universities; literature, 
music, and art, even politics, are apt to be influ­
enced very directly by judgments and happenings 
in the motherland. To some among the younger 
generation the closeness of these ties savours of 
intellectual tutelage. It is probable that the devel­
opment of a distinctive New Zealand literature and 
art has been delayed by the acceptance of British 
forms and standards. But wi th most people and 
unti l recently such a thought has hardly risen into 
consciousness. 

The closeness of these spiritual ties is reinforced 
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in a very practical way by economic interest. The 
very smallness of the Dominion is important both 
economically and politically. New Zealand poli t i ­
cians are apt to be very proud of the fact that they 
can boast the highest value of international trade 
per head of any country in the world. For the year 
1925 the exports amounted to approximately $190 
per head, and the imports to $184. While it is true 
that these statistics afford a valuable index of the 
variation of productivity and prosperity from year 
to year, yet their very size indicates that the small 
New Zealand community is dependent to an un­
common degree for the necessities of its life upon 
overseas trade. 

Moreover, this trade is necessarily all sea-borne 
and the greater part of it must go halfway around 
the world, to its chief market, which is, of course, 
Great Britain. Eighty per cent of the total exports 
of New Zealand produce goes directly to Great 
Britain, either for consumption or for re-export, 
and from Britain is derived 52 per cent of the total 
imports. In the case of individual exports the pro­
portion taken by Great Britain is considerably 
higher, and this is particularly true in the great 
bulk cargoes: wool, meat, butter, and cheese. To 
these facts it must be added that British shipping 
shares wi th local companies a virtual monopoly of 
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overseas trade; British financial institutions supply 
the circulating capital which shifts this trade half­
way around the world, and the commercial trans­
actions arising out of the trade center in London. 
It is not too much to say in addition that vir tual ly 
all the overseas capital invested in the Dominion 
is British. It would not be politically possible for 
a New Zealand government to follow the example 
of certain Australian states and borrow upon the 
New York market. On the contrary, both the na­
tional government and local bodies are supported 
by public opinion in deliberately accepting British 
tenders which are, within a reasonable margin, 
higher than competing tenders from foreign coun­
tries. This sentimental preference is in addition to 
substantial tariff discriminations under the policy 
of imperial preference. In the same way, though 
not to the same extent, there is a predominance of 
British interests in the overseas capital which is 
invested in industrial and commercial enterprises. 
There is a widespread, if not well-founded, distrust 
of foreign investment, and it is not many years 
since the United States government felt bound to 
inquire concerning the discrimination which cer­
tain antitrust legislation was alleged to have effect­
ed against an American firm. 

Such facts as these, v i ta l as they are in the sen-
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timent and economic interest of the Dominion, 
are quite adequate to account for the character­
istic attitude which responsible New Zealand 
statesmen have consistently taken on imperial 
questions. This attitude may be summed up brief­
ly as a fervent loyalty to the British crown, dis­
trust of constitutional changes within the Empire, 
lukewarmness toward the League of Nations, and 
readiness to co-operate in imperial, and especial­
ly in naval, defense. There can be no reasonable 
doubt that in all of these points public opinion 
generally supports governmental policy. A glance 
through the letters communicated to the "Round 
Table" by the New Zealand group wil l disclose a 
preoccupation wi th the British navy which is not 
characteristic of any other Dominion group. While 
it may be true that the small group of private indi­
viduals which prepares these letters tends to be 
extreme in its views, it is an extremism which 
merely sharpens average opinion. 

A summary glance at a few of the outstanding 
imperial incidents of the post-war period may serve 
to exemplify New Zealand policy. Even before 
1914 New Zealand statesmen had made themselves 
synonymous wi th "robust imperialism." After his 
return from the colonial conference of 1897, M r . 
Seddon, at that time the uncrowned " K i n g D i c k " 
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of New Zealand, annexed the Cook and other 
islands and so began New Zealand's l i t t le island 
empire. The desire to assume responsibility for the 
scattered islands of the South Pacific goes, indeed, 
right back to the earliest years of New Zealand 
history, when the first bishop, .Selwyn, had his 
letters patent drawn to include all the islands up 
to the Equator, and the great governor, Sir George 
Grey, wrote of a federation of the islands under 
New Zealand's leadership. 

The outbreak of the Boer War in 1899 gave M r . 
Seddon another opportunity which he took by of­
fering contingents of troops to assist the British 
forces. The success of his initiative on this occasion 
prepared the way for his tactics at the colonial 
conference of 1902, when he brought forward a 
series of resolutions in favor of imperial preference, 
an imperial reserve force, the strengthening of the 
Australasian naval squadron, the opening of the 
diplomatic and colonial services to qualified men 
from the Dominions. 

The next incident of importance was Sir Joseph 
Ward's offer upon his return from the defense con­
ference of 1909 to give a battle cruiser on behalf 
of the Dominion to form part of the British battle 
fleet and be stationed in the Nor th Sea. At the 
same time universal mili tary service was intro-
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duced, not without opposition, and Lord Kitchener 
was invited to visit and report upon New Zealand 
defense. These actions, while no doubt partly 
prompted by the desire to follow the tradition of 
initiative and leadership in imperialism built up by 
Seddon, were not unwelcome to New Zealand opin­
ion. They illustrate clearly also the almost naive 
willingness to support and assist British policy 
without any of the questionings and local inde­
pendences and nationalisms which M r . Dafoe has 
so well described in his study of Laurier and which 
took concrete form also in the building of the 
Australian Navy. 

At the 1911 conference Sir Joseph Ward at­
tempted a further coup by the proposal of a scheme 
which does not seem to have clearly distinguished 
between federation and confederation, but which 
was based apparently upon a hasty perusal of the 
Round Table studies then being privately circu­
lated. This ill-timed effort has been so drastically 
criticized that it may well be left without further 
comment. 

The whole-hearted response of New Zealand to 
the necessities of the Great War is too well known 
to need emphasis. Next only to Great Britain 
among the countries of the Empire the Dominion 
sent the largest quota of its population and the 
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casualties were heavy. The prime minister, M r . 
Massey, and Sir Joseph Ward, who had joined him 
in a coalition cabinet, spent a large part of the war 
years in London taking their share in the activities 
of the Imperial War Cabinet. When the Treaty of 
Versailles was signed M r . Massey signed it under 
the arrangement worked out by the British Empire 
delegation at Paris. 

At this point, however, a significant divergence 
of policy from that pursued by the other dominions 
begins to emerge. Three years later, in the course 
of the debate upon Sir John Salmond's report of 
the Washington conference, M r . Massey expressed 
his dislike of the enlargement of the idea of "equali­
ty of status." "I am bound to say, M r . Speaker," 
be declared, "that I have never liked the arrange­
ment which was made in connection wi th the 
League of Nations. There was one dangerous fea­
ture in i t . I did not agree wi th everything that has 
been said, that in signing the Peace Treaty we be­
came independent nations. That is absolute non­
sense, and the wish of the people who so expressed 
themselves was in many cases the father of the 
thought." 

The occasion of this statement was the clear 
and able presentation, by His Honor Sir John 
Salmond, of the position which he conceived to be 
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correct concerning dominion representation at the 
Washington Conference. It is common knowledge 
that the Prime Minister of South Africa had en­
deavored to get separate invitations to the confer­
ence for the dominions. M r . Massey declined em­
phatically to support his request that a protest 
should be made. Sir John Salmond went as New 
Zealand's delegate to the conference, and his re­
port to the government upon his return is a classic 
statement of New Zealand's position. The essen­
tial parts of this report are worth reproduction 
here. 

Suggestions have been made in certain quarters, that by 
permi t t ing the presence of the self-governing dependencies of 
the Crown at international conventions, such as those of 
Versailles and Washington, those Dominions have in some 
manner acquired a new international status—that they are 
now recognized for international purposes as independent 
states, although in their constitutional relations they remain 
portions of the Br i t i sh Empire. It is not easy to attach any 
definite meaning to this suggestion, but , whatever its precise 
significance may be, there seems no foundation for it in the 
facts as to the Washington Conference. The true significance 
of the presence of representatives of the Dominions at that 
Conference is not that those Dominions have acquired for 
either international or constitutional purposes any form of 
independent status, but that they have now been given a 
voice in the management of the international relations of the 
Br i t i sh Empire as a single, undivided unity—relations which 
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were formally wi th in the exclusive control of the government 
of Great Br i ta in 

The procedure of the Washington Conference was, in itself 
a clear indication that the Dominions were there, not in their 
own right as quasi-independent states, but merely as constitu­
ent portions of an undivided Empire. When any question 
came to be voted upon, for the purpose of ascertaining whether 
there existed that unanimous consent which was necessary for 
a treaty, the question was put to the Bri t ish delegation as a 
whole, and was answered "Yes" or " N o " by M r . Balfour as 
the head and spokesman of that delegation, and on behalf of 
the Br i t i sh Empire as a whole. Al though, in the process of 
discussion and negotiation, the representatives of the Domin­
ions had and exercised the same r ight of audience as any 
other delegates, they never voted separately on behalf of 
their own Dominion on any question. The final decision in 
every case was that of the Br i t i sh Empire as an indivisible 
uni ty . 

The position of the Dominions at Washington was essen­
t ia l ly different from the position which they occupy at an 
assembly of the League of Nations. By the special and pe­
culiar organization of that body, self-governing colonies are 
admitted as members in their own right as if they were inde­
pendent states. Although by constitutional and international 
law such colonies are merely constituent factions of the Empire 
to which they belong, they are entitled by express agreement 
to be treated, so far as practicable, as if they were independ­
ent. Bu t no such principle was recognized at Washington, 
or exists except for the special purposes of the League of 
Nations 

No question ever arose on which it was found impossible 
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to secure ult imate unanimity of decision wi th in the Bri t ish 
delegation. I f , unfortunately, i t had been otherwise, and if 
any Dominion delegate, either of his own motion or under the 
instructions of his Government, had found himself unable to 
agree w i t h some proposal which commended itself to the 
Delegation, it would then have been necessary for His M a j ­
esty's general plenipotentiaries from Great Br i ta in to deter­
mine in their own discretion the action to be taken. 

If they were of opinion that the matter in dispute was of 
such minor importance, or related so exclusively to the D o m i n ­
ion itself, that the views of that Dominion ought to be acceded 
to for the sake of unanimity, this result could have been at­
tained either by a modification of the terms of the proposed 
treaty or by excluding the dissentient Dominion from its op­
eration unless and un t i l it chose through its Government or 
Parliament to give it subsequent adherence. I f , on the other 
hand, it was considered that the matter was of such general 
importance that dissent on the part of a Dominion should be 
disregarded in the interests of the whole Empire, it would 
have been wi th in the authori ty of the plenipotentiaries of Great 
Br i t a in to assent to the treaty on behalf of the Empire as a 
whole, wi thout regard to such dissent. 

The fact that the delegate of one of the Bri t ish Dominions 
had failed to sign the treaty on behalf of that Dominion 
would have had no effect on the international operation and 
obligation of the Treaty . A n y difficulty so unfortunately re­
sulting would have been matter for negotiation and settlement 
wi th in the borders of the Empire itself, but would have in no 
way affected the external relations between the Empire and 
the other contracting Powers 

The Washington treaties, like all others which are nego-
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tiated by plenipotentiaries, come into force only on ratifica­
t ion. The ratification required by the constitutional law of 
the Bri t i sh Empire is that of His Majesty. No action on the 
part of New Zealand is legally required. In view, however, 
of the direct participation of New Zealand in the negotiation 
and execution of those treaties, it may well be thought ex­
pedient that the treaties should be submitted to both 
Houses of the New Zealand legislature in order that resolu­
tions may be passed approving of their ratification by His 
Majesty. 

Two other important incidents must suffice to 
illustrate the consistency wi th which New Zealand 
has followed the policy so clearly expounded by 
Sir John Salmond. The first was the procedure 
adopted in accepting the mandate for the former 
German territory of Samoa. In the Treaties of 
Peace Act, 1919, certain authority was given to the 
Governor-General in Council in case "the League 
of Nations may be pleased to confer upon His Ma j ­
esty in right of his Dominion of New Zealand a 
mandate to govern the said Islands for and on be­
half of the said League." Authori ty was taken 
under the Foreign Jurisdiction Act , 1890, of the 
British Parliament, since the New Zealand Court 
of Appeal in the case Rex vs. Lauder, 1919 (N.Z. 
Law Reports, 305) limited the jurisdiction of the 
New Zealand Parliament to the boundaries of the 
Dominion. Civi l government was established in 
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Western Samoa by an imperial order-in-council of 
March, 1920. The mandate from the League was 
later accepted as given to the imperial government 
and passed on to New Zealand through the ordi­
nary constitutional channels. New Zealand there­
fore administers the mandated territory through a 
civil government whose constitutional authority is 
derived as the Dominion parliament's authority is 
derived from an act of the British Parliament. 

The second incident is the signing of the Lo­
carno Pact. It is no secret that M r . Massey was 
strongly opposed to the Geneva Protocol which 
was the instrument evolved under the aegis of M r . 
Ramsay MacDonald's Labor Ministry to supple­
ment the covenant of the League. M r . Massey, 
indeed, was thoroughly distrustful of the League 
from many points of view. In replying to Mr . Mac-
Donald's letter in September, 1927, on the Singa­
pore base, he said: "You say that your 'govern­
ment stands for international co-operation through 
a strengthened and enlarged League of Nations.' 
In reply to that I must say that if the defence of 
the Empire is to depend upon the League of Na­
tions only, then it may turn out to be a pi ty that 
the League was ever brought into being. The very 
existence of the Empire depends upon the Imperial 
Navy, and if, in the event of war, the Navy is to 
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operate successfully, it must have suitable bases 
from which to work, and where repairs may be 
effected.,, 

The Locarno treaty was, however, regarded 
both by M r . Massey and by his successor in office, 
M r . Coates, as coming under a different category. 
Both expressed themselves as anxious to have the 
treaty submitted to the New Zealand parliament 
for ratification in order that the Dominion might 
stand side by side with Great Britain. This course 
has not been adopted, however, in view of the ex­
pressed divergence of opinion in some of the other 
dominions and the desire to avoid any outward 
appearance of disunity within the Empire. 

There is, however, no doubt as to the position 
of the New Zealand government, a position which 
has not varied in essentials since the close of the 
war. It was compactly put by a very influential 
leader of the government, the Hon. W. Downie 
Stewart, minister of finance, in the debate on the 
Locarno treaty. He denied the existence of the new 
status of the dominions and claimed that the sup­
posed equality of the nations forming the British 
Empire had never been real. 

No nation [he went on] has more author i ty than it has 
power, and for a small democracy like New Zealand to claim 
the r ight to make peace or war seems to me to be suicidal. A l l 
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she asks is the r ight to be consulted before any decision is 
made 

If the K i n g attempts to act on the advice of the Ministers 
in the five Dominions, most hopeless confusion w i l l arise. The 
Br i t i sh Government, therefore, consults w i t h the Govern­
ments of the other Dominions, and the ul t imate responsibility 
for the advice given to the K i n g must be taken by the Imperial 
Ministers in Great B r i t a in . 

In the same debate the Prime Minister (the Rt . 
Hon. J. G. Coates) made an even more emphatic 
statement: 

The method [of consultation| that, has been adopted is 
this: the Br i t i sh Government carries on the negotiations. We 
express our opinions quite definitely, and if we th ink the ar­
rangements under consideration are l ikely not to be in the 
interests of New Zealand, we say so. B u t if after this it is 
decided to go ahead we say to the Bri t i sh Government after 
knowing all the facts of the case: "Very well , if that is the 
arrangement to be made, we are prepared to stand by i t . " 

It remains only to say that the report of the 
Inter-Imperial Relations Committee of the Imperi­
al Conference of 1926 has been received wi th some­
what mixed feelings in New Zealand. The phrases 
concerning dominion autonomy and equality of sta­
tus arouse skepticism in influential quarters. Gen­
erally speaking, New Zealand writers and states­
men incline to the view that the less written about 
an imperial constitution or imperial relationships 
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the better. The actual contents of the document 
are not alarming to New Zealand opinion, since 
they do l i t t le more than state the practice of con­
sultation that has been growing up for many years 
in imperial affairs. Parliament has not debated the 
document, but press discussion has on the whole 
been cautious concerning i t . 

One thing is certain. The temper of the New 
Zealand people is such that any dramatic appeal 
wi l l bring immediate support for the motherland. 
When M r . Lloyd George's famous Chanak tele­
gram was disclosed in such a way as to make it 
appear that war was likely, M r . Massey cabled 
an offer of support if necessary and over 12,000 
volunteers presented themselves without solicita­
tion or any call for services! Included in the num­
ber were 300 nurses. 

Up t i l l quite recent years, there has been l i t t le 
effective opposition to such "robust imperialism" 
either in Parliament or in the country. There was 
no particular difference of attitude between M r . 
Seddon and Sir Joseph Ward on the one hand and 
M r . Massey on the other. But the advent of the 
Labor party in 1906 and its growth unt i l it now 
forms the official opposition in Parliament have 
added a new element. Generally speaking, the 
Labor members are anti-imperialists; but they 
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tend to believe in and support the conception of the 
British Commonwealth as a free association of na­
tions working in loose international co-operation. 
Their view therefore tends to parallel the South 
African and Canadian conceptions of dominion na­
tionhood. This conception, however, has not pene­
trated far into New Zealand opinion as yet. It is 
of interest to notice, on the other hand, that the 
Prime Minister has, since his return from the 
Imperial Conference, announced a contribution of 
£1,000,000, spread over a period of years, for the 
construction of the Singapore base. This is a bold 
course to take in a year of severe economic de­
pression, and invites parliamentary and press cr i t i ­
cism; but the government is strongly in trenched and 
public opinion can always be relied upon to respond 
to a dramatic gesture of imperial loyalty. There is 
not a great deal of analysis of the ultimate conse­
quences of such gestures. New Zealand is very 
isolated and it is difficult to procure full informa­
tion on which an analysis might rest. The one cer­
tain strong factor in every such situation in New 
Zealand is a deep and abiding emotion of loyalty 
to the motherland. 
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T H E E C O N O M I C A N D P O L I T I C A L 
PROBLEMS O F T H E U N I O N 

OF SOUTH A F R I C A 

The subject matter of my lecture embraces both 
the economic and the political problems of the 
Union of South Africa, subjects which undoubtedly 
cover a very wide field. Economic and political 
problems are often closely related, but I venture 
to say that in no country are they so closely related 
as in the Union of South Africa. The reason for 
this wi l l be apparent when I deal in detail wi th 
these problems. A t this stage i t wil l be sufficient 
to merely indicate what is probably the, chief rea­
son, viz., that South Africa is not only a country 
wi th a white population divided into two distinct 
sections or races, each wi th its own language, racial 
characteristics, and historical traditions, but that 
there are also three other big elements in its popu­
lation, viz., a native (Kaffir) population far in ex­
cess of the European; a large colored population, 
mainly Malay in origin; and in the province of 
Natal , and to a certain extent in the Transvaal, a 
relatively large Indian population. These three 
last-mentioned classes represent important sections 
of the population wi th varying standards of l iving 
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and degrees of development ranging from the un-" 
civilized state of the primitive native to that of the 
skilled colored artisan and the Indian trader, ana 
then there are always those who have reached dif­
ferent stages midway between these two extremes/ 
Each of these stages or conditions brings with it new  
problems and new situations, and they are all fac­
tors in the economic and political life of the coun­
try. It will thus be appreciated why economic and  
political problems are in South Africa so closely 
related. 

Before proceeding to discuss these problems I 
consider it necessary to state a few general facts  
regarding the Union of South Africa and its people. 
Judging from my experience since my arrival in 
the United States of America eighteen months ago, 
I think I wil l be reasonably safe in assuming that a 
fair number of my listeners know very little about 
the country, its people, and its history, and that 
under the circumstances they wil l not be able fully 
to understand and appreciate its problems. W i t h 
the limited time at my disposal I can do no more 
than to mention only such facts as I consider neces­
sary for a proper understanding of the problems to 
be discussed. 

At the outset let me correct an impression which 
seems to prevail even among educated peoples, 
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viz., that South Africa is still in a semicivilized 
state; that the bulk of the population is uncul­
tured; that wild animals still roam across the 
plains of the Karroo, or on the slopes of Table 
Mountain. Even so well-informed a paper as the 
New York Times still.refers to South Africa as the 
"Dark Continent," being evidently quite oblivious 
of the fact that the Union is a few thousand miles 
distant from these parts which may wi th some 
show of reason still be regarded as "dark"! 

One of the causes which contributes to the mis­
understanding of South Africa and its problems is 
the misleading and often prejudiced information 
and opinions published by persons who pay a short 
visit to South Africa and then proceed to write 
articles and books on our problems. South Africa 
has suffered much at the hands of these people, who 
unfortunately are often men or women who are 
either well known in their own countries or who 
contribute their articles to leading periodicals and 
reviews—or both! My attention has recently been 
directed to two such effusions by a M r . Stanley 
High, who paid a short visit to South Africa as 
the representative of the Methodist Board of For­
eign Missions. His recent article in the Atlantic 
Monthly can only be described as giving an entirely 
distorted and violently prejudiced account of South 
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African affairs and politics. Whilst I have no au­
thority to speak on behalf of the various Christian 
churches of South Africa, I do not doubt that, 
while they would welcome any honest inquiry into 
or investigation of the missionary work in which 
they are engaged, they, and South Africa in gener­
al, would appreciate it if the activities of investi­
gators from overseas were confined to the work for 
which they were sent, and if they would refrain 
from discussing matters concerning which they 
have no knowledge whatsoever beyond the "hear­
say" and often prejudiced information which they 
may have picked up during the course of a hurried 
visit. Americans have suffered in the same way at 
the hands of visitors from Europe, and they wi l l 
therefore appreciate our attitude. 

The "free lance" journalist is another offender. 
He culls information from various, and often irre­
sponsible, sources, and then proceeds to write an 
article on, say, the native, or on the Indian ques­
tion in South Africa, giving the impression that he 
is writ ing wi th the authority of "one who knows"! 

In giving the preliminary information which I 
regard as necessary for a proper appreciation of 
South African problems I wi l l first deal very briefly 
wi th historical events. This is necessary because 
some of our biggest problems flow directly from the 
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somewhat disturbed and checkered history of the 
country, and they must thus be considered in the 
light of past events. 

The first actual colonization of South Africa 
took place in 1652, when a Hollander, Johann van 
Riebeck, was sent by the Dutch East India Com­
pany to establish a small settlement there. This 
settlement gradually grew and spread farther in­
land under control of Dutch governors. Meanwhile 
Kaffir tribes had been moving southward, and the 
frontiers were the scenes of many conflicts between 
black and white. The effect of the European wars 
of the latter half of the eighteenth century was first 
felt in South Africa, when in 1781 an English fleet 
took possession of Cape Town. After that the Cape 
changed hands several times, and in the year 1806 
it finally passed into the hands of England. 

Some of the English governors were harsh and 
autocratic; there was much dissatisfaction and un­
rest, especially amongst the Dutch farmers; and 
in 1836 the "great trek" took place, when several 
hundred of the "Boers" migrated to the north, and 
there founded the republics of the Transvaal, the 
Orange Free State, and Natal . The story of the 
"great trek" is one of the most romantic and th r i l l ­
ing in the annals of pioneering. Later Bri tain 
claimed and took possession of Natal . Claims were 
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also made to the Orange Free State and Transvaal, 
but after some fighting and subsequent negotia­
tions the independence of these two republics was 
formally recognized. 

In 1870 diamonds were discovered in Griqua-
land West, which at that time was part of the 
Orange Free State. Britain claimed this area, and 
eventually it was annexed by her, a solatium being 
paid to the Free State government. 

A few years later the first discovery of gold took 
place in the Transvaal, and in the early eighties 
the world-famous Witwatersrand gold fields were 
opened. Meanwhile trouble arose between the 
Transvaal and Great Britain, and, following upon 
the defeat of the English troops at Majuba H i l l , 
the independence of the Transvaal was recognized 
by Great Britain. The opening of the gold fields 
turned Johannesburg into a great mining camp, to 
which diggers and fortune seekers from all parts of 
the world flocked in large numbers. Abnormal con­
ditions prevailed, and at that time there took place 
the notorious raid into the Transvaal, led by Dr. 
Jameson and backed by Rhodes, John Hays Ham­
mond, and others. 

This filibustering expedition proved a complete 
fiasco and was the cause of much racial bitterness 
in the country. The Transvaal thereafter entered 
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into a period of comparative quiet, but the discon­
tented elements generally associated wi th a mining 
area continued to make their presence felt: de­
mands were made to which the Transvaal govern­
ment refused to accede. Britain became an inter­
ested party, and all these happenings gradually led 
up to the Anglo-Boer War of 1899. This classic 
struggle terminated in 1902 with the loss of the 
independence of the two republics. They continued 
as crown colonies unti l 1906, when they were al­
lowed self-government, and in 1910 the four British 
colonies decided to come together and to form the 
Union of South Africa as it exists today, one of the 
dominions in the British Commonwealth of Na­
tions. 

The population of the Union according to the 
last census was 8,529,108, of which no less than 
6,857,000 were classified as "non-European," leav­
ing a white population of 1,672,108. Of the non-
European population approximately 5,000,000 
are Bantus (Kaffirs) and 170,000 are Indians, the 
latter being chiefly in the province of Natal . In 
these figures are to be found the roots of two big 
problems later to be discussed. The European 
population is mainly of English and Dutch extrac­
tion, the latter being in a majority of approximate­
ly 200,000. 
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The area of the Union is approximately 500,000 
square miles, exclusive of the Southwest Protecto­
rate, which is held by the Union under mandate 
of the League of Nations. 

The climate of the Union is temperate, wi th 
a very small variation in mean temperature. Un­
fortunately certain areas are subject to severe 
droughts, and these, occurring as they do at fre­
quent intervals, are a contributing cause to one of 
the economic problems of the country, viz., the 
increasing number of Europeans from rural areas 
who are being forced to leave the farms and who go 
to swell the class which is known by the term "poor 
whites," a term which unfortunately has come to 
be used for all classes of unemployed or "out-of-
works," thereby doing a grave injustice to a large 
percentage of the so-called "poor whites" who are 
the victims of circumstance and droughts and who 
are anxious to "make good" if the opportunity 
offers. 

A geographical feature which is of economic 
importance is that South Africa unfortunately pos­
sesses no waterways and no means for developing 
waterpower. Transportation is entirely overland, 
and in a country of immense distances this is a seri­
ous drawback. Fortunately this was fully appreci­
ated, and governments of the past spared no pains 
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or expense in developing a really remarkable rai l­
road system, comprising 13,000 miles, under gov­
ernmental control, forming a network of lines and 
reaching out to all parts of the sparsely populated 
areas, thereby speeding up agricultural, mineral, 
and industrial development. 

Finally, a few words about the natural resources 
of the Union, the distribution of which is an im­
portant factor in the economic position of the coun­
try. 

The primary industries are mining and agricul­
ture. South Africa is without doubt the most high­
ly mineralized portion of the earth's crust, being 
rich not only in gold, diamonds, platinum, and 
other precious metals and minerals, but having 
vast deposits of the many base metal and mineral 
ores which play so important a part in many mod­
ern industries. Since diamonds were first discov­
ered the mineral output of South Africa has 
reached the colossal value of $6,130,000,000. Dur­
ing the year 1926 the gold production was valued 
at $211,000,000, and the diamond output at $53,-
250,000. These figures give some indication as to 
the value of the mining industry to South Africa, 
particularly that of gold and diamonds. Apart 
from the value of the products, large sums are spent 
annually by the mines in wages, stores and materi-
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als, etc. The mining industry also contributes sub­
stantially to the revenue of the country, though 
there are many in the Union who feel that the gold 
mining industry's contribution is not commensu­
rate wi th the profits derived. This is strenuously 
denied by the leaders of the industry, who inter 
alia point out that many of the mines are produc­
ing low-grade ore and that others have reached and 
are reaching the point of being practically worked 
out. This statement is thereupon countered by 
enumeration of the very big dividends paid by 
many of the mining concerns, and so the argument 
is kept up, reinforced by figures and statistics 
which often serve merely to cloud the real issue. 

The question of the taxation of the mining in­
dustry, although not a burning political-economic 
one, has yet played an important part in recent 
parliamentary elections. 

As the mining industry is the largest employer 
of labor in the Union, it is not surprising that labor 
and wage questions have loomed large in many of 
the problems associated with that industry. There 
have been frequent labor troubles ending in strikes 
and bloodshed and culminating in the Rand revolu­
tion of 1922. These labor troubles have figured 
prominently amongst the political issues of the 
past few years. 
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The history of the diamond-mining industry 
has fortunately been a far more peaceful one, and in 
the political arena the industry has seldom figured 
prominently. The recent discoveries of large and 
extensive alluvial fields has opened up several big 
problems, economic, social, and otherwise, but it 
is confidently anticipated that many of these diffi­
culties wil l be solved by recent legislative enact­
ments which wi l l give to the government effective 
control of the existing diggings and enable it to 
follow a definite policy in regard to future dis­
coveries. 

Before leaving the subject of the mining indus­
t ry I might mention that the Union is fortunate in 
the possession of almost unlimited supplies of high-
grade coal. There are at the same time extensive 
deposits of iron ore. Realizing the value of this 
combination the government has decided to give 
liberal assistance to the establishment of a steel 
industry, and there is at present a bill before Par­
liament making the necessary provision. Govern­
ment assistance wil l be provided in the shape of 
$2,500,000 in cash and by guaranteeing $7,500,000 
in debentures. This bill has become a political issue 
and it is being strongly opposed by the opposition 
in the House of Assembly. 

We come now to the other primary industry of 
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South Africa, viz., agriculture, including the pas­
toral industries. Whatever may have been the posi­
tion of the mining industry in the past, there is no 
doubt that agriculture is assuming the position of 
the foremost and basic industry of the Union. The 
value of agricultural and pastoral production in 
1923 exceeded that of mineral production by over 
$130,000,000, and today the excess is probably 
considerably more. This development has been fos­
tered by active governmental support and assist­
ance in the shape of a well-organized and efficient 
agricultural department wi th a highly trained staff 
of experts and technical advisers. The agricultural 
industry has been further assisted and fostered by 
legislative enactment in regard to land bank and 
agricultural credits, co-operative marketing, gov­
ernmental inspection, and grading of agricultural 
products, extermination of pests and diseases, fi­
nancial assistance for irrigation projects, and also 
provisions in regard to land settlement which are 
considered to be in advance of anything yet at­
tempted by any other country. 

At this stage a short digression on the matter 
of land settlement, and the allied question of immi­
gration, wil l not be out of place. 

The matter of immigration is one of our eco­
nomic problems concerning which there has been 
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considerable conflict of opinion. On the one hand 
there are those who maintain that immigration 
should be strongly encouraged by the government 
and who base their attitude upon the undoubted 
fact that South Africa is in many respects a sparse­
ly populated country wi th scope for closer settle­
ment, and that wi th an overwhelming majority of 
natives it is highly desirable that the white popula­
tion should be considerably increased. The other 
side, while admitting these facts, takes the view 
that while South Africa is faced wi th its own 
"poor white" and unemployment problem, provi­
sion should first be made for settling its own people 
on the land before the government can take a hand 
in bringing immigrants from overseas. This is the 
policy which is being followed by the Hertzog gov­
ernment, and considerable progress has already 
been made in land settlement schemes which aim 
at "bringing back to the land" many of the so-
called "poor whites" who have been driven to the 
cities by droughts and other economic causes. No 
impediment is, however, put in the way of volun­
tary immigration, but care is taken to impress upon 
intending immigrants that possession of a working 
capital of at least $8,000 is essential; in fact, 
the British Settlers' Memorial Association, which 
has as its aim the introduction of British settlers of 
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the right type, has definitely stipulated for a mini­
mum capital of $10,000. There is no scope in South 
Africa for the artisan-labor type of immigrant. 
This is an outcome of the color problem, which I 
wi l l deal wi th at a later stage. 

Having dealt wi th the natural resources of the 
Union I wi l l proceed to deal briefly wi th what is 
undoubtedly the most important development in 
the economic history of South Africa, a matter 
which has provided the subject for many heated 
discussions on the political platform and in the 
legislative assembly. I refer to the utilization of 
our natural resources for manufacturing industries 
within the Union, and the allied matter of tariff 
policy. 

The establishment of industries in South Africa 
was not seriously considered unt i l the period of the 
World War, when the country was thrown back 
upon its own resources and had to "find for itself." 
Several industries came into being, and very soon 
it was realized that we had in the past been depend­
ing upon overseas supplies for articles which could 
equally well have been manufactured in South 
Africa. During the period 1914-26 the number of 
manufacturing concerns has increased by over 200 
per cent. 

There has been a steady development and in-
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creasing industrial activity, especially during the 
past two or three years, and there is no doubt that 
this is due not only to a stronger feeling of South 
Africanism and self-reliance, but more especially to 
the tariff policy of the present government which 
came into power in 1924 wi th the expressed inten­
tion of giving protection and assistance to deserv­
ing industries. Practical effect was very soon given 
to the election promises by the revised tariff act 
which was passed by Parliament during the session 
of 1925 and which embodied as its main principles: 
(1) Protection of established industries which were 
deemed to be capable of further expansion, and the 
encouragement of new industries which after due 
investigation by the Board of Trade were consid­
ered to be deserving of protection by tariff and 
other means. (2) The free admission of materials 
(manufactured or raw) which are necessary for 
such industries. (3) The use of "civilized labor"— 
by which is meant laborers who live according to 
civilized standards—under certain circumstances 
as a condition for receiving tariff" protection. (4) 
The use of the tariff as a means of negotiation or 
bargaining, not only wi th foreign countries, but 
also with Great Britain herself and wi th the sis­
ter dominions. In other words, the old established 
principle of a general preferential rate in favor of 
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the British Empire was radically changed. Certain 
preferences are today given only in those cases 
where they are actually needed. For the rest, Great 
Britain can secure preference only on a quid pro 
quo principle. An important concession to Great 
Britain is that if "most favored nation treatment" 
is accorded to any foreign country, the minimum 
rates in question wi l l automatically be also enjoyed 
by British exporters. 

In drawing up the new tariff of the Union it 
is clear that the Board of Trade and Industries was 
guided, and also warned, by the experiences of 
other countries. Whilst giving protection to local 
industries, care has been exercised to avoid indis­
criminate protection and also to safeguard against 
many of the evils attendant upon a declared pro­
tectionist policy. Not only is protection granted 
only after exhaustive inquiry and to concerns 
which have thoroughly justified their claim for as­
sistance, but even after protection has been accord­
ed a careful watch is kept upon the industries pro­
tected in order to prevent an abuse of the privilege 
through an undue rise in prices at the expense of 
the consumer. Furthermore, labor conditions in 
such industries are carefully scrutinized. By a sys­
tem of suspended duties the government is able, 
simply by proclamation, to step in and to put the 
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offending industry back on the minimum scale of 
duties. As regards the scale of duties themselves, 
i t wil l be found that even in the case of protective 
duties the general average is about 30 per cent 
lower than that of the United States or Australia. 

When the tariff bill was introduced into the 
House of Assembly in 1925 it was immediately sub­
jected to strong criticism from the opposition 
benches. The opposition to the new tariff policy 
was twofold and was directed against ( i ) the gener­
al policy of protection underlying the tariff and (2) 
the partial abolition of British preferential rates. 
The debate on the first ground followed the usual 
and well-known protection versus free-trade lines 
of argument, pro and con. It is worthy of note, 
however, that the opposition ranks were somewhat 
divided on this point, and that a similar debate 
during the present session showed even a greater 
change. It can fairly safely be said that the bulk 
of South African political opinion is today in favor 
of reasonable protection for South African indus­
tries. 

The other ground for opposition, viz., the aboli­
tion of a general British preferential rate, still con­
tinues to be a bone of contention, but here also the 
opposition seems to have quieted down somewhat. 
As this represents an important departure from an 
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old established principle, it is desirable that I de­
vote some attention to i t . A revision of the position 
in regard to preference had been strongly advocat­
ed prior to the general election of 1924, and the 
new government did not hesitate to give expression 
to that feeling in its first budget. The main argu­
ment in favor of altering the system was that in its 
old form a general preferential rate was too much 
of a one-sided proposition, resulting in a loss of 
revenue to South Africa of about £6oo,ooo-£900,-
000 per annum. It was pointed out that in return, 
South Africa received from Great Britain prefer­
ences varying in value from only £100,000 to 
£200,000 per annum. It was further argued that a 
general preferential rate meant the sacrifice of reve­
nue to the manufacturers of goods which had 
through their trade names or otherwise become 
firmly established on the South African market and 
therefore needed no tariff assistance. The mere 
trade name would insure a ready sale in competi­
tion wi th similar goods from other countries. It 
was therefore felt that the matter of preferential 
rates should be placed on a more equitable basis; 
in other words, that as far as possible a quid pro 
quo principle should operate. It was therefore pro­
posed that a system of maximum and minimum 
duties be adopted, and that the preference granted 
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to British goods should take the form of minimum 
duties on a number of specified lines selected after 
consultation wi th the British authorities and wi th 
due consideration of the requirements of Union in­
dustries and of the national revenue. In accordance 
wi th this principle the existing preference of 3 per 
cent was actually increased on several British-made 
articles which were experiencing keen competition 
from foreign competitors; in other cases the exist­
ing 3 per cent was retained; and in the rest it was 
abolished, leaving the matter of reinstatements to 
future negotiation and bargaining between South 
Africa and Great Britain or the dominions. 

These proposed radical changes in an old es­
tablished system were hotly contested by the op­
position in Parliament. The opposition was based 
largely on sentiment, and it was argued that the 
change denoted a loosening of the ties between 
South Africa and Great Britain. A more concrete 
objection was that a quid pro quo for preference 
received was already given by Great Britain in the 
protection afforded to South Africa by the Brit ish 
fleet. Both these arguments were in turn contested 
by government speakers, who stated that British 
trade as such would in no way be prejudiced, and 
that the proposed changes were actuated solely by 
regard for the interests of South Africa, and not by 
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a feeling of hostility toward Great Britain. As evi­
dence of a desire to assist British trade it was point­
ed out that preferences had actually been increased 
in the case of certain British goods, and as a further 
gesture of good wil l the government agreed to allow 
"most-favored-nation treatment" to Great Britain 
whenever lower rates were extended to countries 
outside the British Empire. The government de­
clined to accept the argument regarding the pro­
tection of the British fleet, pointing out that al­
ready the government had undertaken certain na­
val obligations, and further, that in any event the 
fleet was incidentally protecting valuable ocean-
borne British trade to South Africa. 

After a prolonged debate the tariff proposals 
were ultimately adopted and became law. Almost 
two years have now passed since the adoption of 
the new tariff, and in so far as the matter of British 
preference is concerned, the change effected seems 
to have had very lit t le reaction upon the export of 
British goods to South Africa. During the year 
1926 the value of these exports has increased by 
almost £1,000,000 sterling. Looking at the matter 
from the point of view of the British share of total 
imports of the Union, it wi l l be found that the 
proportion fell only 1.7 per cent during that period. 
When regard is had to the fact that over the same 
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period the proportion of British goods in New Zea­
land imports dropped by 3.08 per cent, and that 
of Canada almost 2 per cent, then it seems to be 
quite clear that the change in South Africa's pref­
erential policy has in no way injured British trade. 

The development of manufacturing industries 
in South Africa necessarily brought wi th it in­
creased activity in labor and trade-union move­
ments, and also an active interest on the part of 
the Union government in labor and industrial con­
ditions, resulting in introduction of legislative en­
actments dealing wi th these matters. In consider­
ing labor and employment questions in the Union 
it must be borne in mind that the government of 
the day has to face not only the many difficulties 
which have been experienced by the people of other 
countries in dealing wi th these questions, but that 
in South Africa these questions are complicated by 
the presence in the country of a numerically supe­
rior native and colored population, in other words, 
by the presence of a source of cheap and often un­
civilized labor performed by persons whose stand­
ards of l iving and whose outlook upon life is en­
tirely different from that of the average European. 
It needs little imagination on the part of the stran­
ger to South Africa to realize that the presence of 
this element in the laboring classes of the country 
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contributes many new and difficult phases to an 
already difficult problem. The color question is 
dealt wi th later in my lecture, and this phase of the 
problem is merely mentioned now to give some in­
dication as to the difficulties confronting the Union 
government in dealing wi th labor and industrial 
questions. 

The most serious industrial troubles have been 
in connection wi th the mining industry. I have 
already referred to the strike of 1922 which devel­
oped into a revolution and resulted in considerable 
bloodshed. Apart from the mining industry, the 
most serious strike was that of the railroad work­
ers, which led to a general strike and to eventual 
proclamation of martial law in certain areas. 

During the earlier years of the Union strikes 
were of infrequent occurrence and never very seri­
ous. The first serious strikes occurred in 1913 and 
1914. The years immediately following the great 
war contributed the largest volume of industrial 
unrest, due probably to the fact that while cost of 
l iving was on the increase, employers of labor were 
reluctant to accede to demands for increased wages. 
During 1915 only two strikes took place in the 
Union, while in the following years the number in­
creased considerably, viz., twenty-three in 1918, 
forty-seven in 1919, and sixty-six in 1920. 
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The growth of the trade-union movement in 
South Africa dates from the industrial troubles of 
1913-14, and today practically every branch of 
labor is represented by its particular union. Cer­
tain consolidations have also been effected, and 
there is today a particularly strong organization 
known as the South African Industrial Federation. 
One of the strongest separate unions is that of the 
railway and harbor employees. Direct and inde­
pendent negotiations between employers and trade-
union representatives having been unsuccessful in 
preventing the many industrial troubles which had 
occurred since 1914, the government in 1924 passed 
the Industrial Conciliation Act, the aim and object 
of which is apparent from the title. Briefly put, 
this Act provides for the appointment by the gov­
ernment of mediators and umpires under certain 
circumstances and conditions. The Act can be set 
in motion by trade unions and employers' organi­
zations which are registered in accordance wi th the 
Act. Awards made by arbitrators or umpires have 
legal binding effect, and strikes or lockouts are 
unlawful if they take place in defiance of such 
awards. 

There is no doubt that this enactment has had 
a very salutary effect, which is evidenced by the 
fact that it is continually being resorted to, and 
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that no serious strike has taken place since it came 
into operation. 

A disturbing feature in connection wi th labor 
and industrial matters is the growth of a colored 
organization which, while ostensibly a trade-union, 
seems to be strongly influenced by racial and poli t i­
cal motives. It is easy to see that in dealing wi th 
a mass of uneducated and half-civilized natives an 
educated native agitator has very fertile ground in 
which to plant the seeds of dissension, strife, and 
anti-European propaganda. This is one of the as­
pects of the native question wi th which I wi l l deal 
later, and which is merely referred to at this stage 
as constituting a labor problem which may develop 
into serious proportions if not dealt wi th intell i­
gently but firmly in its init ial stages. 

A ministry of Labour was instituted for the first 
time in 1924 when the present government came 
into power. It deals wi th all labor questions arising 
from industrial activity, and has up to the present 
fully justified its existence. A special advisory 
council of labor has been appointed for the purpose 
of acting as a co-ordinating medium between the 
general public and the working classes on the one 
side, and the Department of Labor on the other. 
I ts functions are purely advisory. 

The following are the more important legisla-
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tive enactments dealing wi th labor and employ­
ment problems: ( i ) the Industrial Conciliation 
Act, already referred to; (2) the Wage Act, for 
establishing minimum wage rates under certain cir­
cumstances and conditions; (3) Workmen's Com­
pensation Act ; (4) Factories Act ; (5) Apprentice­
ship Act ; (6) Miner Phthisis Act ; (7) Workmen's 
Wages Protection Act. 

I wi l l now deal wi th the social, economic, and 
political problems which flow from the presence 
wi th the Union of different races both white and 
colored. I wil l deal first of all wi th the relations 
between the two dominant white races, English-
and Afrikaans-speaking, respectively. At the out­
set T wish to make it clear that I am speaking as a 
representative of the Afrikaans-speaking (or Boer) 
section; while it would be idle for me to deny that 
my views and opinions are influenced by racial 
sympathy, I at the same time would like to assure 
you that I fully appreciate the importance and 
necessity of presenting an unbiased picture of racial 
conditions and problems in South Africa to an 
audience such as this, composed as it is of earnest 
seekers after information concerning my country 
and its people. 

The matter of the relations between the two 
white races in South Africa cannot be considered 
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or understood without reference to the past history 
of the country. Ever since the first British fleet 
sailed into Simons Bay, English and Dutch have 
been in frequent conflict wi th each other. The Br i t ­
ish occupation of the Cape in 1795, Slachters 
Nek Rebellion of 1815, the events leading up to 
the Great Trek in 1836, the occupation of Natal in 
1842, the occupation of the Orange Free State in 
1848, the first Anglo-Boer War of 1880, the Jame­
son Raid in 1895, the three-year Anglo-Boer War 
of 1899-1902—all these clashes between Boer and 
Briton, which spread over a period of more than a 
century, could not but have their effect upon the 
relations between the two races, especially when re­
gard is had to the fact that the last of these con­
flicts, viz., the Anglo-Boer War of 1899-1902, was a 
long-drawn-out struggle characterized by severe 
fighting and heavy loss of life, destruction of prop­
erty, and the loss by the two republics of their 
much cherished independence. The memories of a 
bitter struggle do not die out in one or two genera­
tions, and while most men are prepared to forgive, 
the average man does not easily forget. That is 
true of all peoples and all nations. But lest you 
should think that I am unnecessarily raking up the 
ashes of the past, let me hasten to assure you that 
such is neither my desire nor my intention. I have 
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been asked to deal wi th the political problems of 
South Africa; the relation between the two races 
has been one of our big problems, and in order to 
deal with it and to understand it there must be a 
frank realization and acknowledgment of the his­
torical events to which the problem owes its exist­
ence. But mere mention of these historical events 
is sufficient. Further details or elaboration are un­
necessary. It should now be abundantly clear to 
every reasonable person here present why the racial 
problem has played such a prominent part in South 
African politics, and why it still shows itself from 
time to time, e.g., in the language question, or in 
the flag controversy which is at present raging in 
South Africa. 

But let me hasten to assure you that racialism, 
in the undesirable sense of the term, is rapidly dis­
appearing in the Union. It may have received a 
temporary lease of life through the flag question 
just mentioned, but I feel confident that it wi l l be 
purely temporary and short lived. Personally I am 
of opinion that relations between the two races 
have during the past two or three years been of the 
very best. There has been cordial co-operation and 
the growth of a spirit of friendship, a spirit which 
is being maintained and fostered by a realization on 
the part of both sections that there can be no real 
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and genuine co-operation unless there be mutual 
respect for each other's history, traditions, and lan­
guage. It was not always thus. Time was when the 
insistence on the part of the Afrikaans-speaking 
section for full language equality, in the spirit as 
well as in the letter of the law, was regarded as 
utterly unreasonable. Today the average English-
speaking South African insists that his children 
should receive a thorough training in Afrikaans. 
This changed attitude is undoubtedly making 
for mutual respect and co-operation. Few English 
South Africans would today dream of suggesting 
(as was once actually done in public) that the his­
torical monuments of the Boer section should be 
torn down. These are incidents of the past. The 
country is rapidly becoming thoroughly bilingual. 
The child at school is taught his first lessons in his 
home language. After a certain grade the second 
language is gradually introduced; and by the time 
the boy or girl passes out of high school he or she is 
thoroughly bilingual. A complete understanding of 
each other's language cannot but lead to a better 
understanding of each other's feelings and senti­
ments and to more cordial co-operation. 

Another factor in bringing together the two 
races has been a growing spirit of South Africanism 
and national pride. This has been fostered in many 
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ways, and particularly by the development of 
South African industries, whereby has been en­
gendered a feeling of national pride in the home­
made article. And then there is something else 
which in my opinion has contributed substantially 
toward the better feeling between the races, a 
factor the importance of which is not sufficiently 
appreciated. South Africa is a country of sports­
men; our cricketers, footballers, tennis-players, 
and athletes have won renown on the fields and 
running tracks of Britain and Europe. The enthu­
siasm for sport is in South Africa quite remarkable, 
due probably to the fact that there is no profes­
sionalism. There is nothing more likely to promote 
friendship and harmony between two sections or 
races as mutual participation in some form of sport; 
and in the same way there are few agencies where­
by intense national feeling could be more easily 
roused than by the pride engendered through the 
success of a representative team of footballers pit­
ted against the nationals of some other country. 
And when such teams are composed of representa­
tives from both races it is easy to see that general 
participation in sport is bound to have wholesome 
and beneficial effects upon relations between such 
races. 

In my remarks I have twice made reference to 
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the flag controversy, and it is necessary that I deal 
shortly wi th i t . The flag question has assumed the 
proportions of a first-class political issue, and can­
not be disregarded in a discussion of South Africa's 
political problems. 

At the outset I wish to say that I feel sure that 
the present government never imagined that the 
introduction of this measure would raise such a 
storm. And herein lies, I think, the proof of the 
government's sincerity, when giving the assurance 
that the introduction of the measure was in no way 
intended as an affront to British sentiment or actu­
ated by hostility to Great Britain. The govern­
ment's attitude is that in bringing forward this 
measure they sought to give expression to the grow­
ing feeling of nationalism and South Africanism, 
to provide a means for further developing this sen­
timent, and finally to give practical application to 
the autonomous status which was acquired by the 
dominions after the Treaty of Versailles and subse­
quently confirmed in writ ing by the Imperial Con­
ference of October. 

The present controversy is not concerned wi th 
the question as to whether there should be a dis­
tinctive South African flag. A l l parties appear to 
be agreed on that point. The sole point at issue 
is whether or not the Union Jack should be incorpo-

[414] 



PROBLEMS OF SOUTH A F R I C A 

rated in the new flag. The attitude of the govern­
ment party is that a national flag can never be one 
in the true sense of the term unless it commands 
the affection and respect of all sections of the popu­
lation; that in determining the design, etc., of such 
a flag, due regard must be had to the past history 
of the country and its people, and that the position 
in South Africa is entirely different from that of 
most of the other dominions, especially Australia 
and New Zealand, where the population is almost 
entirely of British descent. It is pointed out that 
in South Africa almost 60 per cent of the popula­
tion is not of British descent; and what is more im­
portant is the fact that to the majority of that 
other section the Union Jack must necessarily be 
a reminder of the past, of a bitter struggle, and 
particularly of conquest by superior force of arms. 
Under the circumstances while there would be re­
spect for the Union Jack as being the emblem of 
Great Britain, it would not be regarded wi th that 
true affection which should be ungrudgingly given 
to a national flag. For these reasons the govern­
ment's proposal is for an entirely new flag, embody­
ing neither the Union Jack nor the old republican 
colors. At the same time it was desired that both 
sections should be represented in the flag, and the 
design ultimately adopted was that of the Cross of 
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St. George fimbreated in white, on a green field 
divided quarterly. In order that the people of the 
country themselves may have an opportunity of 
expressing an opinion it is provided that before the 
act can come into operation it must be confirmed 
by a general referendum. The measure also pro­
vides that the Union Jack shall symbolize the 
Union of South Africa's membership of the British 
Commonwealth of Nations, and that it shall be 
officially flown on certain specified occasions. 

The opposition to the flag bill comes largely 
from the English-speaking section, and particularly 
from the province of Natal . The opposition is root­
ed in sentiment and there is undoubtedly a certain 
measure of suspicion that the bill is part and parcel 
of a movement to effect a gradual loosening of the 
ties binding South Africa to Great Britain. The 
design suggested by the opposition is a combination 
of the Union Jack wi th the flags of the two former 
republics. It is also argued that the introduction 
of the bil l at this stage was entirely unnecessary, 
and that it has had the effect of reviving racial 
divisions and differences instead of answering to 
its avowed purpose of cementing these differences. 
The government's reply is that the bill was intro­
duced in good faith and wi th honest intentions, 
and that much of the present opposition to the 
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measure is political. It is strongly denied that there 
was any intention to hurt British sentiment, and 
that the British viewpoint has been met by the 
inclusion of the Cross of St. George and by express­
ly stipulating that the Union Jack, as the Empire 
flag, should be flown on certain occasions. The op­
position declines to accept these assurances; and 
so the matter stands. Meanwhile the government 
is proceeding wi th the measure, and it is difficult 
to foretell what the outcome wi l l be. 

At this point it wil l be appropriate to deal wi th 
what has unquestionably been the biggest political 
issue in South Africa during the past fifteen years, 
an issue which has assumed the leading role in 
every parliamentary election. I refer to the matter 
of the relations between South Africa and Great 
Britain, and South Africa's position within the 
British Empire. This is a subject which is being 
specially treated by one of the other lecturers, but 
inasmuch as it falls within the scope of my subject, 
it is appropriate that it should receive considera­
tion also in my lecture. 

This question first came to the forefront in 
Union politics in 1912, two years after the estab­
lishment of Union, when General Hertzog (at that 
time a minister in the Botha cabinet) made his 
well-known De Wi ld t speech and for the first time 
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enunciated the principle of "South Africa first"— 
words which later became the slogan of the present 
National Party. His actual reference to the im­
perial question on that occasion was as follows: 
"Imperialism is good for me to the extent to which 
it is useful for South Africa, but where it clashes 
wi th the interests of South Africa, I am a decided 
opponent of i t . " This statement immediately 
raised a storm of protest and resulted in a political 
crisis, General Hertzog being excluded from the 
new cabinet, which was formed by General Botha. 
The De Wi ld t incident changed the whole course 
of South African politics. General Hertzog became 
the leader of a new party which, starting wi th a 
membership in the house of about half-a-dozen, 
gradually grew until today that party is in power, 
wi th General Hertzog as prime minister. 

The National Party having come into existence 
as a result of its leader's attitude on the question 
of imperial relations, it is natural that this question 
figured prominently in its program of principles. 
Article 4 of this program set out as one of the ob­
jects of the Party the attainment of "sovereign 
independence." It is not, however, stated whether 
such sovereign independence is to be attained wi th­
in or outside of the British Empire. This article of 
the National Party constitution has been variously 
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interpreted, the differences of interpretation being 
generally concerned wi th the matter of "secession," 
viz., whether the ideal of sovereign independence 
was synonymous wi th secession from the British 
Crown or not, and the related question as to wheth­
er a dominion possessed the right of secession at 
all. Whatever different interpretations and opin­
ions may have been held in the past both within 
and outside of the National Party, it seems to be 
clear today, judging from the utterances of party 
leaders and journals on both sides, that, especially 
as a result of the report of the last Imperial Con­
ference, sovereign independence is not necessarily 
synonymous with secession from the Crown; in 
other words, that sovereign independence can be 
attained within the British Commonwealth of 
Nations; and secondly, that in accordance wi th the 
decision of the said Conference, viz., that a do­
minion is now "master of its own destiny," it there­
by possesses the right of secession, which it may 
exercise if so inclined. 

In view of the prominent part played by Gener­
al Hertzog in this important political issue and also 
in the recent Imperial Conference it is necessary 
briefly to review his attitude since 1912. 

Speaking recently in the Union assembly Gen­
eral Hertzog made the following statement: "Ever 
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since 1912 I have never preached anything else 
about our status than the doctrine now recognised 
in the declaration of the Imperial Conference." 
This statement seems to be borne out by an exami­
nation of Hertzog's utterances since 1912. In 1914, 
when discussing the matter of South Africa's par­
ticipation in the War, he stated that South Africa 
possessed the right to remain neutral if she so de­
sired. In 1917, in addressing the University of Stel-
lenbosch, he said: "Side by side wi th the British 
Parliament, but by no means under them, we owe 
allegiance to the King of England as being also our 
sovereign. We are independent of Great Britain 
as a country, as a dominion. But on the King of 
England as our sovereign head we are dependent." 
In the following year (1918) in a speech at Paarl 
he said: "To us has been given (by virtue of the 
self-government granted in our constitution) the 
right to decide freely, without interference from 
any authority outside of our national circle, what 
we as a Nation shall, or shall not do." Last year, 
in addressing the students of Stellenbosch Univer­
sity, General Hertzog again stated his position re­
garding the independent status of the dominions, 
and on this occasion he laid down what subsequent­
ly became the basis of his attitude at the Imperial 
Conference, viz., that while there was the undoubt-
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ed theory as to the status of the dominions, a 
theory which was supported by obiter dicta of Br i t ­
ish statesmen, it was necessary in the interests of 
the Empire itself, and in order to secure real unity 
and co-operation, that the position should be clear­
ly and unequivocally stated in writ ing by the I m ­
perial Conference and published to the rest of the 
world. 

Subsequently, on the eve of his departure for 
London, General Hertzog reiterated the position 
which he had taken up at Stellenbosch in the fol­
lowing words: "I shall urge at the Imperial Con­
ference that the necessary steps be taken so that 
our national status . . . . and our title to inter­
national recognition can be published to the world." 
This intention was duly carried out, and at the 
first opportunity which presented itself, viz., at the 
opening of the Conference, the prime minister 
made his statement which at the time met wi th 
severe criticism both in England and in South 
Africa. It is not necessary for me to deal wi th the 
actual terms of the Conference report. These are 
well known by this time. It is, however, necessary 
to state how it was received in South Africa. On his 
return General Hertzog expressed himself as well 
satisfied wi th what had been achieved, and ex­
pressed confidence that as a result of the report 
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there would be better co-operation as between the 
two races in South Africa, as well as between the 
various dominions and Great Britain. In a recent 
debate in the House of Assembly General Hertzog 
not only gave his views as to what had been secured 
by the report, but also stated what (in his opinion) 
constituted the real difference between the views 
held by himself and by his political opponent, 
General Smuts. 

In the first place [said the Prime Minister] the Imperial 
Conference has made an authori tat ive declaration about our 
national status T h a t has never been done before. 

In the second place, the Imperial Conference has in clear 
language acknowledged our independent national freedom. 

In the th i rd place, the declaration contains the settlement 
of a weighty political issue for the Dominions. 

At this stage General Hertzog referred to what 
he had on previous occasions described as the 
"group uni ty ," or "Empire state," or "superstate" 
idea sponsored by General Smuts: 

I have already pointed out that the R t . H o n . Member 
[General Smuts] and his Par ty were the protagonists of an 
authori tat ive Empire, to which the Dominions [at any rate, as 
far as foreign policy was concerned] would be subordinate. 
W i t h that [kind of] Empire idea we would have nothing to do. 
We have always insisted that the Dominions by v i r tue of their 
self-government, had a claim to complete sovereign inde­
pendence. The decision of the Imperial Conference was fa-

[ 422] 



PROBLEMS OF SOUTH A F R I C A 

vourable to the doctrine preached by me, and against that 
held by General Smuts. 

So much for General Hertzog's views, which, 
generally speaking, represent the attitude of his 
party. The report of the Imperial Conference was, 
on the whole, well received, although there are 
some differences of opinion as to exactly what was 
secured. 

I have dealt in some detail wi th the policy of 
General Hertzog and his party, inasmuch as they 
were directly responsible for raising the constitu­
tional issue in 1911 and for keeping it alive during 
the years that followed. In several election cam­
paigns the fight raged round the question of seces­
sion. General Smuts and his party maintained that 
Article 4 of the Nationalist program was synony­
mous wi th secession, and on this argument they 
based their opposition. General Smuts maintained 
that the higher status granted to the dominions 
after the Treaty of Versailles guaranteed entire free­
dom of action to the dominions, and as such should 
be satisfactory to the people of South Africa. (As 
indicated by extracts from General Hertzog's 
speeches, the Nationalist leader, on the other hand, 
maintained that General Smuts's attitude assumed 
the existence of a position of subservience on the 
part of the dominions to a super empire-state, es-
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pecially in matters of foreign policy.) General 
Smuts's attitude on these questions and on the 
meaning and scope of the Imperial Conference re­
port is set out in the following extracts from his 
speech in reply to that of General Hertzog, to which 
reference has already been made. Referring to this 
report General Smuts said: 

I th ink this Conference has done important work . . . . 
but do not let us misrepresent the work or exaggerate it 
Le t me mention two cases: As far as this Report is concerned, 
the word "independence" over which we fought a battle royal 
in South Africa . . . . has been carefully avoided. 

The value of the report is that it is an explicit recognition 
of fundamental facts and existing practices, and that it re­
moves doubts and suspicions, . . . . also anomalies. 

Do not let us today give any occasion for the idea that 
some revolutionary change has taken place w i t h i n the Empire . 

The Conference, instead of creating a revolution and mak­
ing a new departure in the Empire, has been logically following 
the course which it and the Empire have always followed. 

Dealing wi th the statement of General Hertzog re­
garding subservience of the dominions to a super­
state, General Smuts denied that he had ever 
maintained such an attitude, and said that General 
Hertzog's assertion rested upon a misunderstand­
ing of his policy. In reply to an interjection by the 
Prime Minister as to whether such subservience 
would not be the inevitable result of his (General 
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Smuts's) "group un i ty" idea, the latter replied that 
"group un i ty" implied nothing more than consulta­
tive unity. In the main the attitude of General 
Smuts is that the Imperial Conference, while ad­
mittedly removing certain anomalies, merely re­
iterated and stabilized the existing position, and 
that General Hertzog's present attitude amounts 
to a "conversion" to his (Smuts's) point of view. 
This attitude is hotly contested by General Hert-
zog, who maintains that the removal of the so-
called "anomalies" is of much greater effect than 
generally admitted, and that far more was secured 
than a mere reiteration of the existing position. 
These points were, however, dealt wi th in the quo­
tations from Hertzog's recent speech in the House. 

This then is the position reached in South 
Africa on the constitutional question up to March 
of this year when the debate before referred to took 
place. On that occasion the Prime Minister prom­
ised to allow time for a "full-dress" debate on the 
Imperial Conference report. Up to the present I 
have not received the reports of that debate. In 
this paper I have tried to give a fair and impartial 
statement regarding this problem which has figured 
so largely in South African political discussions 
during the past fifteen years. If I have fallen short 
in any way, then I can only say that it is entirely 
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due to the fact that I had to treat a big subject 
merely as one of many which fall within the scope 
of my lecture, and that therefore my treatment 
must conform to limits of time and space, and 
consequently be somewhat sketchy. 

Having dealt wi th the problems which spring 
from the presence in South Africa of two dominant 
white races, I wi l l next deal wi th the colored races 
and wi th the problems, both political and eco­
nomic, which they present. T wil l deal first wi th 
the Indian problem, leaving for the last the bigger 
and far more serious question of a black population 
far outnumbering the whites. 

The Indian problem is one which fortunately 
does not extend to the whole of the Union and is 
confined mainly to the province of Natal , and to 
certain areas of the Transvaal. This problem is one 
of our own making, Indian indentured labor having 
been imported into Natal from 1860 unt i l 1911, 
owing to the scarcity of local labor for the sugar 
plantations. These laborers were indentured for a 
period of five years, after which the vast majority 
settled in the country and took up market garden­
ing, hawking, trading, and similar pursuits to 
which they showed themselves particularly adapt­
ed; so much so that they gradually came to play 
a very important part in the economic life of Natal 
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and their presence there came to be regarded as 
menace to the Europeans who, living according to 
higher and entirely different standards, found it 
very difficult to compete wi th them. This problem 
gradually assumed larger and more serious propor­
tions, especially when it spread to certain areas of 
the Transvaal and when it also began to take on 
a social aspect. Many of these Indians, owing to 
their remarkable success in business, combined 
with a cheap standard of l iving, grew prosperous, 
and in many cases even wealthy. No longer con­
tent to live in the Indian and similar quarters of 
the towns and cities, they began to seek a more 
congenial atmosphere, and there began a process of 
gradually "freezing out" Europeans from certain 
localities. An Indian would purchase a residence 
in a certain street, and the European living on 
either side would wake up one morning to find that 
he had acquired an Indian neighbor. Color preju­
dice wi l l not tolerate this state of affairs, and the 
result is that very soon two more residences are 
in the market, and two more Indians become resi­
dents in that street which has always prided itself 
upon its respectability and social atmosphere. And 
so the process goes on. With in a comparatively 
short space of time the Indians are in complete 
possession and the Europeans are seeking quarters 
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elsewhere, wondering for how long they wi l l be left 
undisturbed there. 

This, then, in short, is the Indian problem. Eco­
nomically, socially, and also morally, the Indian 
has become an undesirable and even dangerous 
element in the population. The problem must be 
tackled! But how? About 75 per cent of the 170,-
000 Indians in the Union were actually born in the 
country, and in any event all Indians have ac­
quired a Union domicile. There could thus be no 
question of compulsory repatriation. The only 
courses left were to l imi t immigration and by 
legislation to put restrictions upon the movements 
or activities of the Indian population. Various 
measures have been taken, the most important be­
ing the Immigrants Act of 1913, whereby immigra­
tion of Asiatic males into the Union is prohibited, 
except in the cases of the wives or young children 
of domiciled Indians. 

In the Transvaal repressive measures were tak­
en in the days of the old republic, and after the 
Boer War these measures were kept in force by 
the British mili tary authorities and re-enacted 
after the granting of responsible government. 
These enactments restricted the movements of 
Indians and provided for their registration. There 
was strong opposition on the part of the Indian 
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population, led by M. K. Gandhi, who returned to 
India in 1914 to become the leader of a new move­
ment there. 

Meanwhile the opposition of the European 
population, especially of Natal , to Indian trading 
activities continued to grow, and in 1924 the Class 
Areas B i l l was introduced, which had as its main 
principle that of confining the Indian community 
to certain areas, especially in the matter of trading. 
This was not proceeded wi th at the time, owing to 
the dissolution of Parliament. Furthermore in 
Natal there had been introduced certain restric­
tions in regard to municipal affairs and the grant­
ing of trading licenses. Meanwhile there had been 
in operation since 1914 another scheme for alleviat­
ing the position, viz., the voluntary repatriation 
of Indians under the Indian Relief Act, whereby 
Indians were encouraged to leave the Union, the 
inducement being payment of railroad fare, sea 
passage, and a bonus after arrival at destination. 
In this way 20,384 Indians were repatriated be­
tween 1914 and June of 1926, 10,135 of these being 
adult males. 

After the Hertzog government came into power 
they proceeded to introduce legislation which gen­
erally speaking followed the lines of the Class Areas 
Bi l l of the previous government. 
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Meanwhile the Indian government had begun 
to take an active interest in the South African 
situation, and a series of communications passed 
between the governments concerned. As a result 
of these communications the Union government 
ultimately agreed to a round-table conference and 
an influential deputation was sent from India to 
take part in the deliberations. This conference was 
held in camera. and after fairly protracted delibera­
tions it was announced that an agreement had been 
arrived at which was largely in the nature of a 
compromise. From the South African point of view 
the favorable features were, firstly, that the Indian 
government would in future actively assist in a 
repatriation scheme which is outlined, and second­
ly , that in future three years' continuous absence 
from the Union would entail loss of Union domicile, 
and thirdly, that minor children would not be al­
lowed to enter the Union unless accompanied by 
the mother, if alive. The most important gain on 
the Indian side is the withdrawal by the govern­
ment of its intended legislation before mentioned. 
Furthermore, it is formally recognized by the 
Union government that Indians should be given 
every assistance in enabling them to rise to and to 
conform to western standards of civilization, in 
matters of health, education, and the like. Then 
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finally there is a half promise on the part of the 
Union government that the Indians may expect 
some relief in regard to the present provincial re­
strictions affecting the granting of trading licenses. 

I have said that the agreement was arrived at 
in a spirit of compromise. Compromises are rarely 
so adjusted as to be quite satisfactory to both par­
ties, and that remark certainly applies in the pres­
ent instance. It is evident from authoritative opin­
ions expressed on both sides that the agreement has 
been much more enthusiastically received in India 
than in South Africa, from which one may wi th a 
fair amount of certainty infer that India "has got 
the best of the bargain." In this lecture I have 
tried in most cases to refrain from expressing my 
personal opinions when dealing wi th controversial 
matters and problems, but in this instance I wi l l 
venture the opinion that the Indian problem is still 
wi th us. The agreement may somewhat alleviate 
the position, but in the main the problem is yet 
to be solved. 

There now remains for consideration what is 
undoubtedly South Africa's biggest and most seri­
ous problem, viz., that generally known as the 
native question. This is a problem concerning 
which volumes have been wri t ten, and i t wi l l be 
appreciated that in a general lecture of this kind 
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I can do no more than to indicate, and to touch 
upon, its main features. First of all I think it neces­
sary to explain certain terms or names commonly 
used in discussions of this problem. The term "na­
t ive" refers to a member of one of the aboriginal 
tribes of Africa, and as a general rule can be taken 
to refer to the Bantu or Kaffir types, such as the 
Zulus, Fingos, Tembus, etc. There are no longer 
to be found in the Union any of the aboriginal 
Hottentots, or Bushmen, who were never hardy 
enough to survive as independent races. In con­
trast to the natives there is the class known as the 
colored, or more popularly the "Cape colored." It 
wi l l be found that these are mainly of Malay 
origin, wi th a fair admixture (in the early days) of 
Hottentot blood. There is also a small percentage 
of European blood in this class, but it must be at 
once stated that in that respect South Africa has 
shown a fine example to the rest of the world, and 
offers a marked contrast to those other countries 
where white and colored races have been unable 
to live together without a considerable amount of 
miscegenation taking place. Whatever may be said 
against the so-called color prejudice in South 
Africa, it has at least been the means of keeping 
the European element comparatively pure. One of 
the main differences between the native and the 
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colored is that while the native has retained his 
own language, and (as regards the majority) has 
adhered to his native customs and tribal organiza­
tion, the colored section has adopted the ways, 
dress, and language of the European. The native 
is still a national entity; the colored element is not. 
It is important to bear in mind this difference be­
tween these two classes, since it forms the basis 
of the differential treatment to be discerned in the 
native and colored policies of the present govern­
ment. 

According to the census returns of 1921, the 
population of the Union was made up as follows: 

European 1,519,488 
Native 4,697,813 
Colored and mixed 545,548 
Asiatic 165,731 

From this i t wi l l be seen that the true native popu­
lation is approximately three times in excess of the 
European, and herein lies the seriousness of the 
native problems for South Africa. 

The problem is both political and economic. 
Fortunately it has not yet become a social one, 
and is not likely to become so while the average 
South African European holds to his present views 
in these matters. In fairness to the native, and also 
to the colored section, it must be stated that nei-
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ther of these sections has ever claimed or desired 
anything in the way of social equality. Politically 
the position is that in the Cape Province, native 
and colored men possess the franchise or vote 
provided they conform to the requirements of the 
electoral laws, but not so in the other three prov­
inces, where the vote is exercised only by the 
Europeans. The result is that in all Cape constit­
uencies white and colored races vote together, and 
in certain constituencies the native or colored 
"block" is a fairly strong one, sufficiently so to 
play an important part in an election campaign. 
The political aspect of the native problem is, how­
ever, not so much concerned wi th the actual posi­
tion as it exists today, but more particularly wi th 
what is likely to happen in the future, due regard 
being had to certain indications and tendencies 
which are already showing themselves and which 
are being viewed wi th misgivings by those who are 
determined that the white man shall continue to 
guide the destinies of South Africa. 

Although the native today possesses the vote 
only in the Cape Province, it is quite evident that 
his fellow-natives in the other provinces wi l l not 
be content wi th the perpetuation of a native ele­
ment in this direction, and white South Africa must 
squarely face the position that sooner or later the 

[434] 



PROBLEMS OF SOUTH A F R I C A 

inevitable must happen. The native is becoming 
educated, and it is a significant fact that although 
the bulk of the native population is still in a semi-
civilized state, educational statistics show that the 
non-European attendance of schools is only 68,000 
below that of the European. The spread of educa­
tion amongst the natives means that every year an 
increasing number are able to conform to the very 
simple educational qualifications that are required 
in the Cape Province for enrolment on the list of 
parliamentary voters; that where today only a cer­
tain percentage of natives are able to conform to 
these requirements, the position wi l l be very dif­
ferent in years to come. Assume now that the de­
mand for the vote can ultimately be no longer de­
nied to the natives of the other three provinces; 
take further into account the spread of education 
before referred to, and it needs l i t t le imagination 
to see that wi th a three-to-one superiority in num­
bers, the native vote wi l l ultimately endanger the 
political supremacy of the white man in South 
Africa. Let me here add that not only is elementa­
ry education spreading fast, but there has been a 
very considerable increase in higher educational 
facilities for natives. Young natives who have re­
ceived a liberal education are not content wi th the 
present state of affairs which gives them very li t t le 
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outlet for the knowledge and education which they 
have acquired, beyond engaging in the teaching 
profession, and the result is that many of these 
educated natives are becoming political agitators 
who make use of every opportunity to urge their 
fellow-natives to demand full political rights in all 
the provinces of the Union. 

These, in short, are the main features of the 
political side to the native problem. There are few 
statesmen in South Africa who wi l l dare to advo­
cate the wholesale extension of the native vote to 
the whole of the Union. In fifty years' time (or 
even sooner) it may no longer be possible to refuse 
the vote. This is the question which General 
Hertzog aims at solving in the bills which he has 
recently introduced into Parliament, and which I 
wi l l deal wi th later. 

Secondly, there is the economic aspect of the 
problem, which is not merely a question of the 
future, but one which is today already seriously 
affecting the European workers of the country. In 
this aspect of the native problem two factors ac­
tively operate, viz., the numerical superiority of 
the native population compared wi th the white, 
and secondly, the very important factor that the 
uncivilized, or at any rate half-civilized, native, 
l iving according to the standards of his class, is 
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able to work for a far lower wage than the average 
white worker who has to live according to civilized 
standards. The result has been that from the earli­
est days the lower grades of manual labor have been 
performed by natives, leaving it to the white man 
to engage in the better class of work or in semi­
skilled or skilled labor. Gradually, in closer con­
tact w i t h civilized life and w i th the spread of edu­
cation, the native began to adapt himself to other 
kinds of work, and ultimately entered the sphere 
of semiskilled labor. W i t h increasing competition 
amongst employers of labor and the continual ef­
forts to reduce working costs it is not surprising 
that employers were not slow to take advantage of 
the cheap labor offered by the natives. The result 
was an increasing use of native labor and an influx 
of natives from the kraals to the towns and cities. 
This could have but one result, viz., the gradual 
ousting of the European and civilized colored man 
from certain fields of labor, and today South Africa 
wi th its small white population is already grappling 
wi th a "poor white" and an unemployment prob­
lem. True, certain other factors have contributed 
to the existence of the latter problems, such as 
droughts and trade depression, but the most im­
portant contributing factor has undoubtedly been 
the keen and unequal competition between black 
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and white in the field of labor. This competition 
has had not only serious economic results, but has 
also been the cause of industrial upheavals. As al­
ready mentioned in the earlier part of my lecture, 
the Rand strike, w i th the subsequent revolution of 
1922, was a direct result of the competition be­
tween black and white, and may be regarded in 
the nature of a "wri t ing on the wal l , " a warning 
as to what may happen on a much larger and more 
serious scale in the future if the policy of laissez 
faire and drift be allowed to continue. 

I have indicated in broad outlines the economic 
aspect of the native problem. As in the case of the 
political aspects, I have not been able to go into 
any detail. 

It is today generally admitted that the present 
position is the result of allowing the situation tD 
develop unchecked, and this policy of drift is in 
turn to be ascribed largely to the fact that in the 
Cape Province the native has the vote, and is thus 
a factor to be reckoned wi th by political parties. 
Sporadic attempts have been made in the past to 
deal wi th the problem, but there has never been a 
determined and courageous grappling wi th the 
situation. The Native Land Act of 1913, the Re­
port of the Beaumont Commission, the Native Ad­
ministration Bi l l of 1917, and the Native Land Act 
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of 1920—all these were well-meant attempts to deal 
wi th the problem, but at best they formed a basis 
for further action, which unfortunately was never 
taken. 

This was the position in 1924 when a change of 
government took place in the Union. At an early 
stage in the life of the new administration it was 
indicated that the Prime Minister intended to seri­
ously tackle the native problem, and in November 
of 1925 General Hertzog made his well-known 
Smithfield speech in which he gave an outline of 
his proposals. In 1926 these proposals were em­
bodied in four bills which were laid on the table 
of the House, and in the following session, i.e., at 
the beginning of the present year, the four bills 
were formally introduced, passed the first reading, 
and were then referred to a select committee of 
the House. Full discussion and action on these pro­
posals wi l l take place during the T928 session. Be­
fore proceeding to deal wi th these proposals it 
might be stated that friend and foe alike agree in 
paying tribute to the courage of the Prime Minister 
in coming forward wi th a policy which, if rejected, 
may mean not only the end of his government, but 
even of his own political career. 

It was perhaps best put by the Bloemfontcin 
Friend, a leading paper in the Union, as follows: 
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A tr ibute should be paid to the high moral courage w i t h 

which he [General Hertzog] has faced the biggest issue that 

has ever confronted this country. This courageous handling 

of the problem, coupled w i t h a fine sense of justice in appre­

ciating the Nat ive view, that runs like a silken cord throughout 

the whole utterance, w i l l make last night's speech live as one 

of the outstanding polit ical orations of South Africa. 

The Prime Minister's native policy which is in 
main one of political, economic, and (to a certain 
extent) territorial segregation, appears to me to be 
based upon a realization of the following facts and 
conditions: 

i . That in the matter of cultural, intellectual, 
and political development the native is still in his 
childhood as compared wi th the stage of develop­
ment at which the European has arrived, and that 
there can for ninny years be no question of the 
native assuming full equality and responsibility 
wi th the European in the governing of the country. 
In other words, that the white man's right to lead­
ership in South Africa is beyond dispute and must 
be assured. 

2. That , having regard to the fact that the na­
tive population far outnumbers the European, full 
political equality throughout the Union might 
mean intrusting the destinies of the country, and 
the welfare of the white population, to the natives, 
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who, as stated before, are still at the threshold of 
their development. 

3. That there is a deep gulf between the Euro­
pean and the native population in the matter of 
national characteristics, customs, development, 
etc., and that these differences demand differential 
treatment in political and economic spheres. 

4. That in a lesser degree this applies also to 
the differences between the undeveloped native and 
the class known as the "Cape coloreds," whose out­
look upon life and whose language and customs are 
those of the white man. In other words, the Cape 
colored cannot be grouped under the same catego­
ry as the native. 

5. That, having regard to the before-mentioned 
differences, there must necessarily be a political 
and economic dividing line between the white man 
and the Cape colored on the one hand, and the 
native on the other hand; in other words, a policy 
of segregation is indicated. 

6. That in formulating a native policy due ac­
count should be taken of the national character­
istics and the tribal organization of the native, and 
that every facility should be given the native for 
developing politically and economically along his 
own lines and as far as possible within his own 
territorial areas. 
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7. That native and European, each within his 
own spheres and areas, should be protected against 
each other, thereby removing possible causes for 
future disagreement and probable conflict. 

8. That in fairness and justice to the native, 
the existing state of doubt and uncertainty should 
be ended and he should be frankly informed as to 
the policy of the European. 

The foregoing eight points seem to me to be 
the main supports upon which General Hertzog has 
built his native policy, and upon which rest the four 
bills which I wil l now proceed to outline and briefly 
explain. 

LEGISLATIVE PROPOSALS 

i. Franchise rights.—First, there is the measure 
dealing wi th the political rights of the natives. 
General Hertzog's policy is (1) that full political 
rights for natives cannot be extended to the whole 
Union, and (2) that there must be uniformity. He 
therefore proposes that the natives of the Cape 
Province shall lose the franchise right which they 
now possess. Realizing, however, that there should 
be a quid pro quo for the privilege taken away, and 
that in any event the native population is entitled 
to representation in the Union Parliament, he pro­
poses to substitute a Union native franchise for the 
Cape native franchise, whereby the natives of the 
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Union wi l l be given seven European representa­
tives who wi l l be directly elected by them and who 
wi l l sit in the House of Assembly purely as repre­
sentatives of native interests. They wi l l have all 
the privilege of ordinary members except in two 
respects: ( i ) They wil l not be allowed to vote on 
a motion to increase their own number, and (2) 
they wi l l , w i th certain exceptions, not be allowed 
to vote on a motion which has been declared by the 
government to be one of "confidence" or "no con­
fidence. " This is designed to prevent these seven 
members becoming "political tools" in an equally 
divided House. 

As was to be expected, the strongest opposition 
to the Premier's proposals is in regard to the con­
templated removal of the Cape native franchise. 
The right to vote is always a highly prized pr iv i ­
lege, even though it may not always be intell i­
gently exercised. There are, on the other hand, 
many who feel that the Prime Minister is actually 
giving more than he is taking away. In the first 
place the natives of the other three provinces are 
now securing direct representation which they 
never enjoyed before, and in the second place the 
Cape natives are now securing exclusive represen­
tation, whereas in the past they voted together 
wi th the Europeans. 
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2. A native council.—The second bil l embodies 
principle No. 6 previously mentioned, viz., that 
due account should be taken of native national 
characteristics and tribal organization in formulat­
ing a native policy. This bil l provides for a native 
council for the Union consisting of fifty native dele­
gates, of whom thirty-five shall be directly elected 
by the natives. This council, which will function 
as a sort of native parliament, will have the power 
to pass ordinances in regard to purely native mat­
ters. Furthermore, it wi l l consider proposed native 
legislation and pass resolutions in regard thereto 
which must be submitted to, and be duly consid­
ered by, the Union Parliament. The council may 
also, on its own initiative, submit proposals and 
resolutions to the Union Parliament. 

Here again the native wi l l be given certain valu­
able rights and privileges which he today does not 
possess. The chief merit of this measure is that it 
wi l l provide the native wi th a means of political 
development within his own sphere and along his 
own lines, and at the same time give him a means 
of conveying his desires to the Union Parliament 
in an authoritative manner. Here too the educated 
native wi l l find an outlet for using the education 
that he has acquired. 

3. Land.—The third bil l deals w i th the difficult 
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problem of land. The Prime Minister realizes that 
if his policy is to have any measure of success it 
is necessary that the native shall have the neces­
sary land for his economic needs and development; 
that there shall be a strong inducement for those 
natives who have flocked to the cities to return to 
their own people and to the land. This measure, 
which is too complicated to deal wi th in detail, 
provides in the main for the release of certain land 
for native occupation and for the means of acquir­
ing further additional land. The main purposes of 
this bi l l are to secure territorial and economic segre­
gation and to assist in perpetuating the tribal or­
ganization which is peculiar to the Bantu races and 
which has functioned very satisfactorily in the 
past. No European wi l l be allowed to acquire or 
to own land within the native areas, nor wil l he be 
allowed to carry on any trade or profession within 
these areas. A l l such rights and privileges are se­
cured to natives only. Although no mention there­
of is made in the bi l l , i t has, however, been stated 
that the Premiers policy in regard to these native 
areas wil l apply also to labor to be done on govern­
ment works or positions to be filled in government 
offices within the areas. Here again scope is pro­
vided for the educated native. 

The bil l then proceeds to provide for the con-
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trary case, viz., that of natives within European 
areas. It is freely recognized that the services of 
natives wi l l continue to be required in certain fields 
of employment or labor, and special provision is 
made for natives to remain in European areas un­
der certain conditions. The general principle w i l l , 
however, be adhered to, viz., that except under the 
conditions just mentioned, the European wi l l re­
ceive prior consideration wi th in his own particular 
areas. 

A final word regarding the areas to be set aside 
for the natives. I have seen it stated on several 
occasions in the American press that the Hertzog 
scheme contemplates relegating the native to un­
fertile and desert parts. Let me hasten to assure 
that these statements are entirely devoid of any 
truth. Already there are in existence large native 
areas in different parts of the Union, and from 
personal observation I can testify that these in­
clude some of the most fertile parts of South Africa. 
The further areas proposed to be allotted to the 
natives under the Hertzog proposals are likewise 
fertile and highly desirable; so much so that al­
ready a considerable measure of opposition to his 
bill comes from Europeans who are loath to see the 
natives taking possession of these lands. 

4. The colored man.—The fourth bill takes ac-
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count of the undoubted differences between the 
colored and the native population, to which refer­
ence has already been made. The position today 
is that the colored man politically suffers under the 
same political disabilities as the native in the three 
northern provinces, and this bill is designed to alter 
that. Under certain specified conditions provision 
is made for the colored section to obtain in the 
three northern provinces the franchise right which 
hitherto they have never enjoyed. The Prime M i n ­
isters policy is briefly that inasmuch as the colored 
man is not a member of a distinct national entity, 
such as is the case wi th the native, and as his out­
look upon life and his manner of living is largely 
that of the European, he must politically and eco­
nomically be treated like the European, provided 
always that he conforms to the definition of a col­
ored man as set out in one of the clauses of the bi l l . 

These then are the measures by which the 
Prime Minister hopes to solve this great problem 
which faces South Africa. As was to be expected, 
there is considerable divergence and difference of 
opinion concerning these proposals, amongst lead­
ers of both the European and native population, 
though there appears to be general agreement that 
the Hertzog policy is a sincere attempt to arrive 
at a satisfactory solution, and that it is the first 
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really definite and constructive policy that has 
been put forward. It is also admitted that the 
Hertzog proposals are characterized by a deep 
sense of justice toward the natives and by an ap­
preciation of their peculiar point of view. The fate 
of these proposals has yet to be decided, but I am 
inclined to the view that though they may be al­
tered in certain details, the main principles wil l 
ultimately be adopted. The proposals are not in 
the nature of a makeshift or of a temporary reme­
dy; they aim at a durable solution of the great prob­
lem which today hangs like a sword of Damocles 
over the heads of white and black alike. I am very 
glad to have had an opportunity of putting the 
facts of the case and the proposed solution before 
an audience of thinking men and women. Much 
has been written also in American newspapers and 
publications regarding this great question, and I 
regret to say that most of what I have read has 
been based either upon misinformation or upon 
racial or political prejudice. Then there are of 
course always those well-meaning people who 
preach sermons and propound doctrines on the sub­
ject of brotherly love and equality of all races, irre­
spective of color and other essential differences 
between such races—doctrines which fall to the 
ground immediately they are put into practice 
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under actual existing conditions. In my lecture I 
have tried to give you a fair statement of the posi­
tion, based largely upon my own personal knowl­
edge of conditions in South Africa; I have ex­
plained to you the attitude and the policy of our 
Prime Minister; and I sincerely hope that I have 
thrown some light on a question which too often is 
obscured by the doctrinaire vaporings of armchair 
critics. 

This brings to a conclusion my discussion of the 
political and economic problems of South Africa. 
I fear that I have exceeded the time ordinarily 
allotted to a speaker, but I am sure you wil l ap­
preciate that in dealing wi th so wide and compre­
hensive a subject and wi th so many intricate prob­
lems it is very difficult to keep within definite 
limits. Furthermore, too brief and sketchy a treat­
ment of intricate problems often results in mis­
apprehension and confusion, whereby the very ob­
ject of the lecture is defeated. 

I have tried to present these problems fairly 
and dispassionately, and if I have succeeded in 
throwing some light on South African problems 
which you hitherto may not have understood, or if 
I have succeeded in disabusing your minds of er­
roneous impressions and conceptions, then I, for 
one, am well content. 
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The subject of this address is capable of treat­
ment in many ways. I have chosen to take up what 
seem to me to be the two or three questions of 
vi tal consequence to South Africa in her relations 
wi th Great Britain and wi th the Empire, to discuss 
them very briefly and leave wi th you what, in my 
judgment, are the signs of the future. 

Let me at the outset answer the question, What 
do we mean by South Africa? The geographic unit 
which we see when we look at the map, namely, 
British South Africa south of the Zambesi, is com­
posed of several states and territories differing 
widely in political and economic development. 
There is first the Union of South Africa, composed 
of the former self-governing colonies of the Cape 
of Good Hope and Natal and the two former re­
publics of the Transvaal and Orange Free State, 
together wi th the harbor of Walvis Bay, (an en­
clave in the mandated territory of Southwest 
Africa); secondly, there is the self-governing colony 
of Southern Rhodesia, whose northern border is 
the Zambesi; thirdly, the native protectorates of 
Bechuanaland, Basutoland, and Swaziland; and 
lastly, the mandated territory of Southwest Africa, 
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now under the tutelage of the Union. Political eco­
nomic, and geographic considerations point to the 
ultimate consolidation of all these territories under 
one government. 

Provision has already been made in the Act 
granting a constitution to the Union for the admis­
sion of Southern Rhodesia and the protectorates, 
and it is not inconceivable that the inhabitants of 
Southwest Africa, for whom the Union is trustee, 
may wish to fulfil their destiny as a constituent 
part of i t . At the same time the economic life of 
the coast is inextricably bound up wi th the hinter­
land of the great peninsula of southern Africa. 

The greater South Africa which I have de­
scribed covers an area of nearly 1,250,000 square 
miles and contains a population of something like 
8,750,000 persons. Or we may say that it is a terri­
tory two-fifths the size, wi th one-thirteenth the 
population, of the United States. More significant 
is the fact that of the 8,750,000 people in greater 
South Africa, only 17.9 per cent are of the white 
race. 

The total imports and exports of greater South 
Africa were, in the year 1925, £75,000,000 and 
£88,000,000, respectively. 

There are four degree-granting universities in 
South Africa, and 10,495 schools. From these ele-
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mentary facts you wi l l see that while South Africa 
has attained considerable economic and cultural 
development and is a territory of great area, it is in ­
habited by a relatively small population, of whom 
less than one-fifth represent what we may call 
civilization, while the great bulk of the remainder 
are in a state of development which it is not unfair 
to describe as at best law-abiding barbarism. 

Let us now turn to the past. The discovery of 
the Cape of Good Hope was one of the fruits of that 
golden age of adventurous seafaring of which the 
trade route to India was the prize and crown. 
Bartholomew Diaz in i486, and Vasco da Gama in 
1497, the Portuguese sailors, took the right turning 
where Christopher Columbus took the wrong, and 
blazed a trail to India while their unsuccessful rival 
was "blundering into America." It was its position 
on that all-important way to the East which for 
the first centuries of its history fixed South Africa's 
place in world-politics. Hence the early chronicles 
of the Cape are scarcely more than the guest book 
of an important, perhaps essential, wayside inn on 
the main highway of ocean traffic. When you visit 
Cape Town, as I hope most of you wi l l , go to the 
general post-office. There you wi l l see a fragment 
of a boulder on which is chiseled the name of a 
ship. This was the first post-office in South Africa. 

[ 455 ] 



GREAT BRITAIN AND THE DOMINIONS 

Under it and similar stones on the beach the sea 
captains of those early days placed their mail on 
their outward or homeward voyages, to be picked 
up by those proceeding in the opposite direction. 
This relic symbolizes the part played by the Cape 
in the history of a world without steamships and 
interoceanic canals; it suggests also the character 
of the settlement which gradually grew up under 
the shadow of Table Mountain. 

The Portuguese, the British, and the Dutch, 
each at one time or another in the fifteenth and 
sixteenth centuries, laid claim to this useful half­
way house, but it was the Dutch alone who were 
sufficiently enterprising to consolidate their claims, 
and it was under the Dutch East India Company 
that Cape Town grew from a post-office into a 
vegetable garden, from a vegetable garden into a 
colony. 

The early history of this settlement was not 
very different in character from that of chartered 
company settlements before and since. The Dutch 
East India Company has been described as having 
been " i n all things political purely despotic" and 
" i n all things commercial purely monopolistic."1 

These attributes are perhaps essential for a char-
1 E. B. Watermeyer, Three Lectures on the Cape of Good Hope 

under the Butch East India Company (Capetown, 1857). 
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tered company's success. For it attempts to recon­
cile the duty to secure profits for shareholders w i th 
that of providing peace, order, and good govern­
ment within its sphere, and it is not unreasonable 
under those circumstances that chartered com­
panies should seek to protect themselves against 
the interference of democratic ideas. 

As might be expected, the Dutch settlers who 
were not officials of the company fought the battle 
of freedom against chartered company control w i th 
the same verve, the same obstinacy, that we have 
seen exhibited by British settlers who have found 
themselves similarly placed. They resisted polit­
ical boundaries, legislative restrictions, and com­
mercial monopolies just as persistently as have the 
citizens of Southern Rhodesia during the past 
th i r ty or forty years. 

We need pause here no longer than is necessary 
to observe first that the "free burghers" of South 
Africa earned that significant title after a bitter 
struggle wi th their masters from the Netherlands, 
and second, that the pioneer spirit and desire for 
freedom from restraint which have been such 
marked characteristics of the South African early 
made their appearance. 

South Africa had thus already witnessed the 
trials and tribulations of a democratically minded 
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people ruled by autocratic methods when in 1795 
Great Britain appeared on the scenes for the first 
time in the role of conqueror. She came on this 
occasion as the ally and agent of the Prince of 
Orange, the hereditary stadholder of the Nether­
lands, who was at the moment a refugee in Great 
Britain from French aggression. As she had seized 
the Cape on behalf of the stadholder, Great Britain 
returned it when peace was declared by the Treaty 
of Amiens after only eight years of occupation. But 
that was not the end of British association wi th the 
Cape, for the fate of South Africa was bound up 
wi th the great European drama, and in less than 
three years war had broken out again, wi th Holland 
once more under French influence, on the side of 
the enemy. Great Britain lost no time in seizing 
the Cape, and this time, by the Convention of Lon­
don, she was allowed to retain i t . She paid to the 
Netherlands the sum of £6,000,000 for the Cape, 
and other Dutch settlements, and so converted her 
title by conquest into a title by purchase. Thus 
Britain took the first step in the foundation of the 
great imperial domain of South Africa, out of which 
has emerged the Union of South Africa and from 
which the greater South Africa of the future is yet 
to come. She did so, not wi th the splendid vision 
in her eyes which is before the young South 
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African of today, but for the prosaic reason to 
which I have referred, namely, that the Cape was 
the halfway house on the sea route to India. The 
strategic value of the Cape of Good Hope was 
great indeed to the power that was to recreate the 
Indian Empire itself under the royal standard; 
but time alone could discover in that remote and 
isolated settlement the potentiality of a great 
dominion. 

The Union of South Africa is today one of the 
great self-governing states of the Empire, but 125 
years ago the Cape of Good Hope from which the 
Union has sprung was l i t t le more than a small 
agricultural settlement in the southwestern part of 
the peninsula. The population consisted of some 
25,000 whites, wi th about 30,000 slaves and per­
haps 200,000 aboriginals. The white inhabitants 
were composed of hardy, adventurous, freedom-
loving Dutch pioneers, wi th a strong strain of the 
ubiquitous French Huguenot. Already they had 
begun to range beyond the bounds of the settle­
ment and were slowly penetrating into the vast 
and forbidding hinterland, trekking away beyond 
the official boundaries of the colony, hoping thus 
to avoid the restrictive laws of the Dutch East 
India Company. 

So far as is known the aboriginals who were the 
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first inhabitants of the Cape, and wi th whom the 
Dutch had at first to deal, were Hottentots and 
Bushmen. Both tribes have since become prac­
tically extinct, apparently overwhelmed by the 
strong medicine of civilization. Their place has 
been more than filled, for while they were dying 
out the Bantu, in strong and well-organized tribes 
was sweeping in a victorious tide down the well-
watered strip along the east and southeast coasts 
of Africa, and over the easterly plateau. Before 
Britain appeared on the scenes these people had al­
ready clashed wi th the Dutch settlers in what is 
now the Eastern Province. 

Thus at the very outset Great Britain came 
face to face wi th two of the most difficult of her 
imperial problems on the African Continent. 

On the one hand she was confronted wi th the 
task of governing somewhat reluctant subjects of 
her own racial type and civilization, inspired like 
herself wi th a great tradition of political freedom, 
imbued wi th a keen pioneering spirit, and capable 
of extraordinary self-sacrifice. On the other she 
beheld a steady and seemingly inexhaustible in­
vasion of barbarism. On the one hand the voortrek-
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ker shaking off unwelcome restraints and seeking 
pastures new, on the other the Bantu, lusting after 
blood and captives, cattle and the chase. 

Here then were problems calling indeed for 
boldness in action, sympathy in treatment, wisdom 
in statesmanship. These problems I now propose 
to discuss: 

It is probable that neither in Great Britain nor 
in South Africa would the questions involved in the 
clash of European civilization wi th Bantu barbar­
ism, usually described in South Africa as the na­
tive question, be regarded as matters in which 
Great Britain or the Empire was concerned. The 
Union of South Africa is free to pass any legislation 
which it may wish on this, as indeed on any other 
subject. Nevertheless, an examination of the cir­
cumstances shows that Great Britain wil ly nil ly is 
deeply involved in the native question in South 
Africa. 

If we look at the map we see first that wi th in 
the borders of the Union itself lie two imperial 
protectorates, namely, Basutoland and Swaziland, 
while contiguous on the northwest stretches a huge 
territory known as Bechuanaland, extending over 
the Kalihari Desert to the borders of Portuguese 
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territory. The estimated area of these three pro­
tectorates is: 

Square Miles 

Basutoland 11,716 
Bechuanaland 275,000 
Swaziland 6,638 

T o t a l 293,354 

Their population, practically the whole of which is 
Bantu, numbers: 

Basutoland 498,781 
Bechuanaland 158,152 
Swaziland 111,106 

T o t a l 768,039 

These territories are governed by the crown acting 
through what is known as the South African High 
Commission, an office created in 1878, formerly 
held by the governor of the Cape of Good Hope, 
and now vested by separate commission directly 
from the crown in the successive governors-general 
of South Africa. In the high commissioner resides 
the legislative authority for these protectorates, 
an authority which is exercised, of course, inde­
pendently of the South African Parliament. 

Nor th of the Transvaal we come to the colony 
of Southern Rhodesia, which since October 1, 
1923, has undertaken to govern itself under respon-
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sible institutions, subject to certain restrictions 
concerning native policy. The population of this 
territory consists of 862,319 natives, 33,620 Euro­
peans, and 3,734 Asiatics. 

Crossing the Zambesi, we come to Northern 
Rhodesia, a territory of approximately 287,950 
square miles, wi th a population of 1,106,524, of 
whom 4,424 are Europeans. Northern Rhodesia is 
governed by the crown through an administrator 
wi th the assistance of a partly representative legis­
lative council. Bordering Northern Rhodesia on 
the east is the Nyasaland Protectorate, wi th an 
area of 39,956 square miles and a population of 
1,210,344, of whom 1,462 are Europeans and 669 
Asiatics. It is governed by the crown through an 
administrator, assisted by an executive and a legis­
lative council. From Nyasaland and Northern 
Rhodesia we step into the territory now known as 
Tanganyika, formerly German East Africa, a terri­
tory now administered by Great Britain under 
mandate from the League of Nations. It has an 
area of about 350,000 square miles, wi th a popula­
tion of 4,106,700, including approximately 2,400 
Europeans, 10,000 Indians, and 5,000 others. 

Continuing north we come to the Kenya Colony 
and protectorate, stretching to Lake Victoria 
Nyanza, in area some 248,000 square miles, wi th 
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an estimated population of 2,606,509, of whom 
24,776 are Asiatics, 9,753 Arabs, and 11,002 Euro­
peans. 

Northward of Kenya Colony and to the north­
east of Lake Victoria Nyanza is the Uganda Pro­
tectorate, in area 110,300 square miles, wi th a 
population of 3,145,449, of whom 1,351 are Euro­
peans and 7,229 Asiatics. 

Finally, we reach the Anglo-Egyptian Sudan, 
the area of which is estimated at 1,014,600 square 
miles, and the total population at 5,855,000, of 
whom some 3,000 are Europeans. 

Thus we see that Great Britain is responsible 
for peace, order, and good government of a native 
population numbering over 15,000,000 inhabiting 
a continuous strip of territory running from 
Basutoland in the Union to the southern border of 
Egypt, a distance of some 3,500 miles, and repre­
senting a total area of nearly 2,500,000 square 
miles. 

How has Great Britain fulfilled her obligations 
to these native peoples so far as South Africa is 
concerned? The answer can be given in the words 
of that great South African, Chief Justice De 
Villiers. Wri t ing to the poet Swinburne in 1901 in 
defense not of Great Britain but of South Africans, 
he says: 
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The treatment of native races by Europeans is a very 
wide question, and I fear there are no European nations which 
can escape the charge of having at times been gu i l ty of i n ­
humanity . My own belief is that the English nation has as a 
rule displayed greater humani ty in its treatment of subject 
native races than any other, and that is one of the reasons 
why I , in common w i t h so many other South Africans, have 
worked unceasingly in support of the extension of Br i t i sh rule 
over the whole of South Africa by peaceful and constitutional 
means "l 

But perhaps the best indication of the degree 
of success attained by Great Britain wi th these 
subject races is the fact that they never omit to re­
mind her that they look to her to conserve their 
present rights, and especially to uphold the princi­
ples on which they are now governed, namely, that 
in native territories the interests of the natives 
themselves are the primary consideration. 

I have already pointed out that provision is 
made for the ultimate inclusion of the protecto­
rates south of the Zambesi in the Union, and it is 
significant that, knowing this, the native peoples of 
those territories, when discussing their destiny, 
constantly emphasize the imperial government's 
position as trustee of their interests. The attitude 

1 De Villiers to Swinburne, Bournemouth, England, December i, 
1907, quoted by Eric A. Walker (Professor of History in the Univer­
sity of Capetown), Lordde Villiers and His Times (Constable, London, 
1924), p. 389. 
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of the imperial government itself wi th regard to 
these protectorates was indicated by Lord Sel-
borne, who was high commissioner at the time of 
the unification of South Africa. Apropos of the 
future inclusion of the protectorates of Basutoland 
and Bechuanaland within the Union, he made it 
clear that the British government regarded its ob­
ligations to the tribes inhabiting those territories 
as "obligations of honor of the greatest possible 
weight," and he took pains to point out that 
"these tribes surrendered themselves under the 
dominion of Queen Victoria of their own free wi l l , 
and they have been . . . . loyal subjects . . . . 
ever since."1 It is not surprising, therefore, that 
the imperial government insisted upon safeguard­
ing the position of these peoples in the event of 
their territories coming under the government of 
the Union. 

But even if the interest of the imperial govern­
ment in the native problem did not rest on these 
specific obligations south of the Zambesi, it is clear 
that Great Britain's enormous responsibilities to 
the Nor th must involve her in all fundamental de­
velopments in the South. It is a truism to say that 
political isolation is no longer possible. Certainly 

1 Selborne to De Villiers, October 20, 1908. Quoted in Walker, 
op. cit. 
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when we realize that the completion of the Cape-
to-Cairo Railway is within sight of this generation, 
that a continuous transcontinental telegraph line is 
already an accomplished fact, and that a motor 
journey from one end to the other of these terri­
tories is actually possible, to speak of confining the 
effects of South African native policy is absurd. 
It is plain that Great Britain wi l l profit by the wis­
dom of South African policy, as she wil l certainly 
suffer if that policy should be unwise. 

Whether she wishes it or not, then, Great Br i t ­
ain is deeply involved in the consequences of the 
native policy of the Union of South Africa. 

Let us look now at this question as it presents 
itself to the South African. That aspect is well 
stated by Hon. Patrick Duncan in Foreign Affairs* 
for January 1927, as follows: 

Since the European first made effective settlement on its 
shores, about 270 years ago, he has gradually extended his 
hold upon the land. He has introduced his civilization, broken 
the power of the savage tribes who disputed his occupation, 
reclaimed the land to agricultural and pastoral uses, estab­
lished mining and manufacturing industries. He has made the 
land his home. I t s civil ization came w i t h h im, and could not 
even now continue wi thout h im. A n d yet he sees this very 
civilization being turned against him by the descendants of 
those barbarous tribes among whom he had to win his way 

1 Published quarterly by Council on Foreign Relations Inc., 
New York. 
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through many years of warfare. He has abolished the famines 
and inter- tr ibal wars which formerly kept a check on the 
growth of the native peoples, and these peoples are strong 
enough to withstand the physical degeneration which contact 
w i t h civilization so often spreads among savages. They do not 
die out. On the contrary they increase and mul t ip ly . They 
take their part in the white man's industries and learn in the 
schools and educational institutions which he provides for 
them. It is no more than natural , therefore, that he should 
watch their gradual rise in civil ization, slow though it may 
be, w i t h some measure of apprehension for the future of his 
own race. As they turn to habits of industry, monopolize 
(as they almost do) the unskilled labour of the country, begin 
to push their way into skilled trades and even professions, the 
white man not unnaturally has fears that they may in time 
so encroach upon the field which his race has hitherto regarded 
as its own, as to prevent its normal expansion, reduce its 
numbers, and in the end threaten its polit ical supremacy. 

This fear lies at the root of what is called the "nat ive 
problem" in South Africa. 

How the people of South Africa may choose to 
deal wi th this vi tal problem is constitutionally a 
matter for themselves, and I am not concerned 
here to discuss the policy of the South African gov­
ernment on the native question. Nevertheless, the 
keystone of both British and South African policy 
on the native question is and can only be co-opera­
tion, and for this reason it is important to observe 
some fundamental characteristics of the latter. In 
the first place it has long been the tradition of all 
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political parties in South Africa to approach this 
grave problem wi th extreme caution and a full 
sense of the responsibilities involved. It may be 
argued that the measures recently introduced into 
the South African Parliament by the present gov­
ernment, in so far as they mark a radical departure 
from the somewhat negative policy that has pre­
vailed hitherto, are fraught wi th serious difficulty, 
if not danger. The proposals now under considera­
tion aim at a modified form of segregation, political 
and otherwise, under a system uniform to the 
whole Union. This wi l l involve taking away from 
the natives in the Cape Province the franchise, 
which they at present exercise on an equality wi th 
the white man. In its place the natives of the Cape 
wi l l , in common wi th the rest of the natives in the 
Union, enjoy an elected representation in a native 
council and a nominated representation in the 
Union Parliament. The merits or demerits of these 
proposals are not within the scope of this address, 
but it is relevant to note that they have been made 
wi th straightforwardness, honesty, and courage on 
the part of the government of South Africa. They 
do not seek to avoid wi th phrases the difficult 
issues which immediately arise. They recognize 
the existing facts irrespective of their character, 
and state their purposes without reservation. They 
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do not attempt to palm off on the native limited 
political rights as if they were full measure, and, 
however, imperfectly, they do recognise the neces­
sity of at least one attribute of democratic institu­
tions, namely, the right of consultation and advice. 

And while the politicians are busy wi th their 
plans, wi th political and economic considerations 
in view, let us not forget what may in the end prove 
to be the most powerful influence of all. It is ex­
tremely significant that within the past few months 
there has been held in Cape Town a conference 
initiated by the Dutch Reformed church, which 
is the spiritual guide of practically the whole of the 
Dutch-speaking community in South Africa, wi th 
the active co-operation of the other churches, and 
in which native leaders participated to the fullest 
extent. The purpose of this conference was to 
establish a basis of facts relating to the life of the 
native, to clarify the issues, and to bring to bear 
upon the whole question the guiding light of Chris­
tian principles: "Under Divine guidance the 
white and black races are l iving in this country, 
and, alas, it is not clear to all, at least not clear to 
the vast majority, what white and black owe to 
one another, what duties they have to perform and 
what line of conduct they should follow." Ap­
proaching the grave problems before them in the 
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spirit of these words of the moderator, Rev. D. S. 
Botha, this conference traversed the field of its 
labors wi th a frankness and thoroughness which 
give promise of constructive results in forming a 
sound public opinion. 

I therefore conclude these observations as fol­
lows: South Africa is facing her responsibilities in 
the native question wi th courage and good sense 
and not without spiritual understanding. We need 
have no fears, therefore, of a hasty or ill-advised 
native policy on the part of her government; but 
on the contrary we may look for increasing co­
operation wi th the imperial government in the 
establishment of the main lines of a sound native 
policy throughout the continent. Only thus can we 
hope for a happy issue for the Empire in Africa 
out of all these complexities. 

I come now to a complication in the problem of 
the native which has proved extremely difficult and 
has involved one of the other member nations of 
the Empire namely the Indian question. It is con­
nected wi th the native question, not of course 
because there is any racial relationship between the 
peoples concerned, but because in the minds of 
South Africans there is a similarity in the economic 
and social issues involved. Moreover, the East 
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Indians of Natal were brought to South Africa 
largely, if not entirely, to compete wi th the native 
Africans as laborers. 

During the i86o,s the colony of Natal secured a 
supply of indentured laborers from India to assist 
in the development of the sugar-growing industry. 
It is the descendants of these laborers, reinforced 
by immigrants from India, who now number 
150,000, and constitute the Indian question. They 
brought wi th them their own social customs and 
economic standards, and the white South African 
community has since discovered that in both re­
spects there is a serious incompatibility wi th South 
African ideals and interests. We must remember 
that in Natal , which is hypersensitive on this ques­
tion, the white community is an extremely small 
minority surrounded by ten times the number of 
aboriginal natives whose customs and standard of 
living are very different from those of European 
civilization. As the pressure of this alien group 
increased, attempts were made by the Europeans 
to restrict and eventually to eliminate the Indian 
community which they had so short-sightedly 
called into existence. It was in consequence of 
measures along such restrictive lines that M r . 
Gandhi first appeared on the South African scene, 
and after a strenuous fight secured from the South 
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African government what he called the "Magna 
Charta of Indian liberty in South Africa. , , This 
was the agreement of 1914 between himself and 
General Smuts, whereby it was stipulated on the 
part of India that except for the wives and children 
of South African Indians, no further immigration 
into the Union should take place. In return for this 
General Smuts gave certain assurances as to the 
existing rights and status of the Indian community 
in South Africa. It was hoped at the time that in 
this way the fears of European South Africa, aris­
ing out of the contemplation of unrestricted immi­
gration, would be calmed, and that the restrictive 
measures against the Indian community would be 
allowed to disappear. General Smuts, speaking in 
the Imperial War Conference in 1917, declared: 

I have always felt sure that once the white community in 
South Africa were rid of the fear that they were going to be 
flooded by unlimited immigration from India all the other 
questions would be subsidiary and would become easy and 
perfectly soluble. 

Thus, with the great principle of restricting immigration 
. . . . on our statute book with the consent of the Indian 
population in South Africa and the Indian authorities in 
India the door is now open for a peaceful and statesmanlike 
solution of all minor administrative troubles "x 

1 Quoted by Sir Darcy Lindsay, "The Indian Question in South 
Africa and the Round Table Conference," Asiatic Review (April, 
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It should be pointed out here that the Indian 
community was not charged wi th any lack of 
loyalty to South Africa. As M r . Burton, then 
minister of finance, declared: " I t is only fair to 
say—and it is the truth—that we have found the 
Indians in our midst in South Africa, who form in 
some parts a very substantial portion of the popu­
lation, are good, law-abiding, quiet citizens, and it 
is our duty to see . . . . that they are treated as 
human beings, wi th feelings like our own, and in a 
proper manner."1 

Nevertheless, soon after the war public opinion 
in Natal demanded that further restrictions should 
be placed on the Indians, in response to which cer­
tain restrictive measures were passed. Finally, in 
July, 1925, a bill was introduced in the Union 
Parliament providing for the segregation of the 
Indian community, both commercial and residen­
t ial , and imposing restrictions on rights to trade 
and to acquire immovable property. It also pro­
hibited, after 1930, the entry into the Union of the 
wives and children of Indians domiciled in the 
Union. Needless to say, this bil l aroused the keen­
est feeling among the South African Indians, and 
still more in India itself. The Union government, 
while insisting upon the domestic character of the 

1 Ibid. 
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problem, consented to a deputation from India 
proceeding to South Africa in order to ascertain 
the facts regarding the position at first hand. This 
deputation was able to secure the reference of the 
bil l to a select committee before the second reading, 
the direct consequence of which was that the South 
African government decided to submit it to a 
round-table conference of representatives of the 
Union government and the government of India, 
wi th the purpose of exploring all possibilities of 
settlement. Largely owing to the good wi l l and 
tact on both sides, and in spite of the great diffi­
culties involved, these informal conversations led 
to a better understanding of respective points of 
view, which was embodied in an agreement now 
regarded on all sides wi th great satisfaction. The 
outstanding results of the conference are as follows: 

1. The decision on the part of the Union gov­
ernment not to proceed wi th the areas-reservation 
bi l l , which had been the immediate cause of the 
crisis. 

2. The recognition by both governments of the 
right of South Africa to use all just and legitimate 
means for the maintenance of Western standards 
of life. 

3. Recognition by the Union government that 
the South African Indians who are prepared to con-
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form to Western standards of life should be en­
abled to do so. 

4. The establishment of a scheme of assisted 
emigration to India or other countries where 
Western standards are not required; the govern­
ment of India recognizing their obligation to 
look after such emigrants on their arrival in 
India. 

5. The appointment by the government of 
India, at the request of the South African govern­
ment, of an agent in the Union to secure co-opera­
tion between the two governments. 

In making the announcement to the House, M r . 
Malan, the Union minister concerned, declared 
that throughout the conference there was a remark­
able absence of the spirit of bargain. "The de­
cisions taken were arrived at solely and whole­
heartedly wi th a view to a comprehensive and 
peaceful settlement." He then pointed out that the 
agreement was more in the nature of an honorable 
and friendly understanding than of a rigid and 
binding treaty: "The position truly described is 
rather that both governments have agreed on a 
solution, which to some indeed may not seem ideal, 
but which is at least practicable and peaceful and 
which holds out every hope of being effective, and 
that both have further agreed by means of mutual 

[476 ] 



SOUTH A F R I C A A N D T H E E M P I R E 

good wi l l and co-operation to give this solution a 
fair and reasonable t r i a l . " 

In referring to the Indian delegation M r . Malan 
declared: 

At the conference the honourable leader and others of the 
delegation displayed all that ability, sincerity, and keen desire 
for a real happy solution which inspire confidence and which 
belong to the essence of statesmanship. 

Finally [he said], I feel assured that both this House and 
the people of South Africa join in the fervent hope that the 
reward of their labours will be the inauguration of a new era 
of peace and friendship, in the true interests of both, between 
our country and the country which they serve.1 

The spirit which this statement breathes is to 
my mind more important than the agreement i t ­
self, which after all is experimental rather than 
final. Here is an economic and social conflict upon 
which local feeling among the white South African 
community is very deep and can indeed only be 
appreciated by an acquaintance wi th the situa­
tion on the spot. Irrespective of the equities it 
must be recognized that in this problem there are 
all the makings of an obstinate controversy of the 
bitterest character wi th in the Empire, a contro­
versy in which Great Britain's position could only 
be one of difficulty and danger. And, while the 

1 The Cape Times, February 22, 1927. 
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controversy has by no means been settled, the fact 
that the present government of South Africa has 
felt itself able to voice the sentiments which I have 
just quoted, and that, in addition, constructive 
steps have been taken to settle the matter satis­
factorily to both sides, may well inspire us wi th 
confidence in the future relations of the parties 
concerned. Finally, these friendly and successful 
negotiations have shown clearly the value of per­
sonal round-table discussions in matters of this 
character, and point to a most desirable develop­
ment in the technique governing relations between 
the component units of the Empire. 

And now I come to what has proved South 
Africa's greatest sorrow in the past, which in the 
future wi l l prove, I believe, her greatest source of 
strength: the conflict within her borders of British 
and Dutch. 

The British era in South Africa began at a 
difficult period. The Dutch pioneers had pushed 
out the boundaries of the colony so that by reason 
of its tenuous lines of communication it was pecu­
liarly exposed to the dangerous pressure of the ad­
vancing Bantu. The restiveness of the settlers 
under restraint, so far from subsiding, was stimu­
lated by the coming of British control, which we 
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must remember was not to be compared wi th the 
representative, not to say democratic, institutions 
which prevail in the more important crown colonies 
of today, and which of course was in no sense com­
parable to responsible government. It was in fact 
autocratic government, and, what was more to the 
point, it was benevolent or the contrary according 
to the disposition of the local autocrat. If the gov­
ernor for the time being was unsympathetic to the 
somewhat unresponsive Dutch temperament there 
was li t t le chance of understanding. If he would ap­
peal to Caesar, it is sufficient to say that Caesar 
was remote and alien and the dice were always 
heavily loaded against such a procedure. In point 
of fact, however, the British governor was not 
always alien in disposition to his task. Like the 
peerage, colonial governors are not destitute of vir­
tue! There were some wise autocrats, there were 
some gallant soldiers; there was that greatest of 
colonial governors, Sir George Grey, whose name 
wil l be honored throughout South African history 
as a greater and better Rhodes. But there were 
others, like Lord Charles Somerset and Sir Owen 
Lanyon, who were fatally gifted in accentuating 
those mannerisms of thought and speech which 
have led some people in the overseas empire to 
hold the unfortunate view that the Englishman 
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is not a fellow-subject, but an alien and an un­
pleasantly superior person! It was a pi ty , even 
though it could hardly have been otherwise, that 
so delicate a problem in imperial relations as South 
Africa presented was not always in the hands of 
the most sympathetic and skilful of British ad­
ministrators. But this is a counsel of perfection, 
and we must at least admit that, whatever may be 
said of some of the sovereigns' representatives of 
those earlier days, nothing has changed the deep 
affection wi th which South Africans of all parties 
have always regarded the monarchy itself. The 
name of Queen Victoria was as greatly respected 
by Dutch as by British. Even President Kruger 
felt obliged to explain that in referring to her late 
Majesty Victoria of glorious memory as a kwaaie 
vrouw he meant no disrespect, but merely that she 
was a lady wi th whom one must mind one's p's and 
q's! In which I think M r . Strachey would agree 
he was incontestably right! 

To return: Among the more serious specific 
causes of misunderstanding between the imperial 
government and the South Africans during the first 
half of the nineteenth century was the emanci­
pation of the slaves. President Kruger gives the 
point of view of the Dutch in his Memoirs. Speak­
ing of the reasons for the Great Trek, he says: 
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My parents said they emigrated because the English first 
sold the slaves and, after they had got the money, set these 
slaves free again, and that the money which had been awarded 
in compensation was made payable in England where it could 
be received either personally or through an agent. The ex­
penses entailed by this method of payment in many cases 
amounted to more than the capital, so that a great many pre­
ferred to sacrifice what was due to them, rather than be put 
to so much trouble and vexation.1 

There was much t ruth in this. As if the process of 
emancipation was not in itself a sufficiently dis­
turbing economic revolution, administrative clum­
siness introduced an clement of bitterness which 
poisoned relations between the British and the 
Dutch for generations. As it was, the men, women, 
and children who made up the Great Trek carried 
into the wilderness wi th them a deep-seated grudge 
based, largely, upon a charge of breach of faith. 

There was in addition profound distrust of 
British policy wi th regard to the native peoples, 
wi th whom the settlers were now almost constantly 
clashing. To the South Africans of those days 
British policy seemed to be vacillating when it 
should have been firm and consistent, sentimental 
when it should have been rational, weak when it 
should have been strong. Moreover, a change of 

1 The Memoirs of Paul Kruger (London: T. Fisher Unwin, 1902), 
p. 4. 
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ministries in London wrought havoc wi th the 
policy in native affairs in South Africa, while the 
slowness of communications added enormously to 
the technical difficulties of both the local and home 
governments. Hence, too often the local govern­
ment was placed in a position of having to go back 
on the people, frequently on occasions when lives 
and property had been sacrificed in what were the 
common interests. Perhaps nothing has contrib­
uted more to a dislike of Downing Street and 
crown-colony government by both British and 
Dutch in South Africa than the lamentable incon­
sistencies in policy and differences of outlook 
which prevailed during the nineteenth century be­
tween London and the Cape. On the merits of the 
case we need not dwell. Even if the home govern­
ment was frequently right, the results of vacillating 
policy are always dangerous to relationships. 

A combination of these main causes then—dis­
content wi th British native policy, or the absence 
of policy, bitterness regarding the sacrifice entailed 
by the emancipation of the slaves, a deep-seated 
desire for independence, and lastly a keen pioneer 
spirit—led to that great exodus of Dutch-speaking 
colonists in 1836 known as the Great Trek. 
Abandoning the fleshpots of civilization, such as 
they were, and above all the spiritual comforts of 

[482] 



SOUTH A F R I C A A N D T H E E M P I R E 

community life, they gathered together flocks and 
herds, goods and chattels, and headed north. It 
was a brave step. The African wilderness, glorious 
in its freedom, its sunlight, and its starry nights, 
offered them, it is true, herds of antelope for their 
guns and fertile valleys and pastures for their 
flocks, but it concealed cruel droughts and treach­
erous beasts of prey. Above all there was the 
hitherto unconquered Bantu bearing down silently 
and steadily from the north. Only the pioneer can 
fully understand the depths of sorrow which these 
people endured. Only the pioneer knows the deep 
thr i l l of their ultimate triumph. We who live in 
the era of universal transportation can only offer 
our tribute of respect to the obstinate courage and 
strong religious faith which carried the Voortrek-
kersy like the Covenanters of Scotland, through 
such tribulation. The story of this amazing odys-
sey has yet to be writ ten, but the Great Trek fixed 
irrevocably in the spirit of the South African peo­
ples a profound understanding of freedom and has 
become to their descendants a symbol of sacrifice 
which wil l never fade. 

Out of the Great Trek came, after many v i ­
cissitudes, the two Dutch republics known as the 
Transvaal and the Orange Free State. Though a 
mere handful of pastoral families whose sole liter-
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ature was the Bible and whose only political equip­
ment was a desire for freedom and a sense of social 
order, they established their political independence 
and earned the recognition of Great Bri tain. 

The story of South Africa thenceforward during 
the remainder of the nineteenth century is the 
story of the development of the Cape of Good Hope 
toward the full enjoyment of responsible govern­
ment and the maintenance of the independence of 
the Boer republics. The process of acquiring demo­
cratic institutions by the Cape Colony did not 
terminate unt i l 1872, when it was granted respon­
sible government by the crown. This process has 
been the experience common to all the dominions, 
and we need not dwell upon it here. In the mean­
time the two republics, and especially the Trans­
vaal, were maintaining a more or less precarious 
existence against native tribes on their borders and 
financial difficulties at home, the burghers display­
ing a praiseworthy reluctance to pay taxes. Ex­
pansion in the direction of Natal had also taken 
place and that territory had become a crown colo­
ny. South Africa now consisted of four separate 
states. 

British statesmen had early begun to realize 
the great economic burdens which the political 
subdivision of South Africa would place, w i th ever 
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increasing weight, upon these various communities, 
and in consequence the federation of the Cape and 
Natal wi th the Dutch republics soon became an ob­
jective in British policy. The first attempts at fed­
eration failed, perhaps for essential causes, but 
probably because of faulty statesmanship. The 
British representative, Sir Bartle Frere, one of 
England's greatest proconsuls, who came to South 
Africa charged wi th the duty of bringing about 
federation, attempted the fatal course of taking a 
short cut, namely, the annexation of the republics. 
Sir Bartle Frere was unfortunate also in his col­
leagues. Chief Justice de Villiers, writing in 1879, 
declared: ". . . . As matters stand in the Trans­
vaal less depends upon the measures introduced 
than upon the men who have to carry them out. If 
the proper men are selected I am thoroughly con­
vinced that the Transvaal wil l in course of time 
become one of the most loyal colonies of the British 
Empire. I f , however, obnoxious agents are em­
ployed, I greatly fear that although the inhabitants 
may never rise in open rebellion, the country wi l l 
always remain the Ireland of South Africa."1 

The failure of Sir Bartle Frere's attempt put 
back the clock and inflicted a blow to British 
prestige from which it took long to recover. The 

1 Walker, op. cit., p. 284. 
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too hasty annexation of the Boer republics was in 
itself an act which aroused suspicion and hostility 
throughout South Africa. The agents employed 
were perhaps of that type to which I have already 
referred, and they were certainly i l l suited for their 
work. After a short period of existence as crown 
colonies, during which the British forces became 
involved in a serious conflict wi th a large section 
of the population, the republics received back their 
sovereignty by the Sand River Convention of 
1881, and the prospect of federation receded 
rapidly into the unknown future. The net result 
of this failure was to give an impetus to those very 
separating influences to prevent which British 
policy was directed, an impetus which was to lead 
ultimately to war and disaster. 

While the Cape was winning its way to respon­
sible government and the republics their way to 
independence, events occurred in the economic 
field of the greatest importance, not only to South 
Africa, but to the whole Empire. 

In 1867 diamonds were discovered in the 
Cape Colony, and diamond mining on a scale un­
precedented in the history of the world raised the 
colony from poverty to relative affluence. 

In 1866 the discovery of the Transvaal gold 
fields, which led ultimately to the opening up of 
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the huge gold-mining industry which we associate 
today wi th the modern city of Johannesburg, 
marked the entrance of an economic factor in the 
life of the Empire, and indeed of the whole world, 
of the first magnitude. On South Africa the effect 
was instantaneous. She grew and prospered be­
yond the wildest expectations of an earlier genera­
tion, and the Transvaal Republic, in which the 
gold mines were situated, became overnight a 
dominant factor in the South African scene, wi th 
potentialities of the most disturbing character to 
the conception of British hegemony in the South­
ern Continent. And now the unholy influence of 
great and suddenly acquired wealth began to work, 
and once again a short cut to unification was tried, 
to end in the humiliation and disaster of the Jame­
son Raid and the Boer War. I do not propose to 
trace here the long-drawn-out controversies wi th 
the Transvaal on one side and the imperial and 
sometimes the colonial governments on the other. 
Let me quote from a letter written by the dis­
tinguished South African I have already quoted to 
M r . Chamberlain on December 5, 1900, in order to 
picture to you the state of feeling among the Dutch 
of the old colony at the time of the Boer War: 

The so-called Dutch of the Cape Colony are in reality 
Britishers, for they are born subjects of the Queen of Great 
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Br i t a in , but being of a different race and in many cases 
speaking a different language they do not entertain the same 
feeling of personal devotion to the Mother Country that is felt 
by their fellow-subjects of English or Scotch origin. They 
were perfectly loyal , but they also had feelings of kinship 
towards their relations in the Transvaal and Orange Free 
State. They had no aspirations for themselves beyond retain­
ing their share of self-government under the benign rule of 
Great Br i t a in , and they would have gladly welcomed the 
voluntary union of the two States w i t h the Colony under the 
same salutary rule. Bu t it was a voluntary union they wanted, 
and they resented whatever they believed to be an injustice 
in the treatment of the Republics. 

On the other hand the Transvaal suffered from 
its exotic advisers. As a recent writer has put i t : 
"The Transvaal was a South African State in the 
making; the Continental party insisted on pretend­
ing that it was a State of the regulation European 
pattern. They tried to equip young David in 
Saul's armour to his own great hurt ." . . . . Had 
President Kruger or the Volksraad followed rather 
the wise counsels of Dutch friends in the Cape and 
Free State the story of South Africa no doubt 
would have been very different today. But he was 
obstinate in refusing to compromise his country's 
independence, and failed to estimate the power of 
the modern economic system. It should be ob­
served also that the Boer War was not simply a 
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war between Great Britain and the two republics. 
It was a civil war between English-speaking and 
Dutch-speaking South Africans, a war between 
hinterland and seaboard, a war of big business 
against unsympathetic control. Lord Milner was 
right when he said of i t , "The impending struggle 
is . . . . one of the most repulsive kind. Great 
Britain has nothing to gain by i t , and South Africa 
wi l l , for the time at least, suffer severely."1 

The Boer War ended in the surrender by the 
Dutch republics of their sovereignty in return for a 
promise of early self-government. And now events 
moved quickly. In what was under the circum­
stances a remarkably short time—largely because 
of a change of government in England—responsi­
ble institutions were granted to the two republics, 
and very shortly thereafter they, together w i th 
the Cape and Natal , formed the Union of South 
Africa under one sovereign government. But be­
fore this wished-for consummation was attained 
the short cut was attempted for the last time. 
During the period in which the Transvaal and 
Orange Free State were crown colonies, Rhodes, 
w i th the support of certain elements in Natal and 
the Cape, and perhaps some sympathy from M i l -

1 Milner to De Villiers, Capetown, October 4, 1899. Quoted in 

Walker, op. cit., p. 359. 
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ner, proposed to bring about union by executive 
action, after having first placed the Cape parlia­
ment under an anaesthetic by suspending the 
Cape constitution. The proposal was brought be­
fore the conference of dominion premiers in 1902. 
It was a crucial moment in Brit ish imperial history. 
On being asked if Canada had any observations to 
offer, "Sir Wilfred Laurier rose and declared that 
if the motion were carried Canada would wash her 
hands of the Conference." British traditions had 
triumphed over an alien political technique which 
sometimes finds its way into British politics. 

Meantime, though Liberals succeeded Conserv­
atives at Westminster, they had learned their les­
son and wisely retained the Conservative nominee 
on his personal qualifications as the Imperial rep­
resentative in South Africa. Lord Selborne played 
a valuable part in the furtherance of union, mak­
ing it clear that when the proper time came Great 
Britain would eliminate altogether what is called 
the imperial factor from the internal affairs of 
South Africa."1 As he just ly asked at the time: 
"Could any greater mark of confidence be shown 
in the people of South Africa?" 

Thus the ideal of British and South African 
1 Selborne to De Villiers, December 28, 1908. Quoted in Walker, 

op. cit., p. 463. 
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statesmen was attained, not without bitterness and 
wrangling, but wi th the saving grace of the free 
wi l l of all the peoples concerned, and the South 
African states had slowly secured political uni ty 
for themselves where attempts to impose it speedi­
ly from above had completely failed. In the words 
of General Smuts, union had "come about not as 
a forced thing, but as a ripe fruit fallen from the 
tree." 

On November 4, 1910, the first parliament of 
the Union of South Africa was opened by His Royal 
Highness the Duke of Connaught in the name of 
the King. His Majesty's first union minister was 
one General Louis Botha, whose chief claim to dis­
tinction hitherto had been the defeats he had in­
flicted on His Majesty's forces. Ex Africa semper 
aliquid novi. No wonder that under these bewilder­
ing circumstances the advent of the Union was 
hailed by the smaller spirits on both sides as a 
surrender. It was indeed a surrender, a glorious 
surrender to an ancient British tradition and to a 
newly born South African nationhood. 

The establishment of union was a climax in 
South African history, a climax and a beginning. 
Those who imagined that the new Union was now 
comfortably launched upon unbroken waters were 
bound to be disappointed. As the Apostle says: 
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"Let not him that putteth on his armour boast as 
him that putteth it off." The apotheosis of the 
Duth-speaking element is not entirely congenial 
to every English-speaking South African. It is not 
a congenial matter to be the party against whom 
the tables are turned. The emphasis placed upon 
the equality of languages seemed to many South 
Africans gratuitous, for we have short memories in 
such matters. Had we not been in the habit of 
questioning the credentials of South African Dutch, 
a dialect which it could not be denied was a 
long way from the orthodoxy of High Dutch? Had 
we not scoffed at it as possessing no literature nor, 
for that matter, any other virtue to commend i t , 
unless perhaps that it was a good medium for a 
good story? That this country dialect should em­
bark upon a vigorous renaissance and demand full 
status as "Afrikaans," standing squarely upon 
South African, not upon European, legs, was an 
irritating if not unreasonable response to that 
criticism. It is not given to all, even to those of us 
privileged to belong to an Empire cast in so broad 
a mold as ours, to be tolerant in matters touching 
us so closely as language; but looking back it seems 
a pi ty that the English-speaking South Africans 
did not lead the way rather than hang back in be­
coming bilingual. It was good manners to do so, 
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and that should have been enough. But it was also 
the wise thing to do, for the bilingual citizen of 
South Africa is a more useful citizen than the man 
who knows only one of his country's official lan­
guages. 

And then, shortly after union, the world 
plunged into war. South Africa was soon involved 
at home as well as abroad. She had what we may 
hope was her last taste of civil conflict when Gen­
eral De Wet led a forlorn hope against the Union 
forces, and she sent troops to three fronts. The 
great war served many purposes, in South Africa 
as elsewhere. It fulfilled the prophecy made by the 
South African representative at the tercentenary 
of Quebec that the "Dutch inhabitants of South 
Africa would fight shoulder to shoulder wi th their 
British fellow-subjects for King and country."1 It 
aroused wi th us, as wi th all the dominions and 
colonies, a strong sense of individuality. To some 
this national spirit was symbolized by the com­
radeship of the King's subjects on the battlefield, 
to others by the fact that our soldiers were South 
Africa's soldiers. This difference of emphasis has 
since been accentuated by party exigencies. There 
are some in South Africa who in consequence are 
anxious lest the treasured traditions which have 

1 De Villiers at Quebec, 1908. Quoted in Walker, op. cit., p. 434. 
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come to them through parents from overseas 
should be spirited away by a somewhat elusive 
evil genius which they imagine is seeking to estab­
lish republican forms of government. 

Time alone can completely soothe these sus­
picions. The efforts of South African statesmen at 
best can hasten that healing process; at worst mere­
ly retard i t . For the ultimate outcome is inevi­
table. The chief elements of the European popula­
tion are so near an equality in numbers and so well 
matched in the tenacity wi th which they cling to 
their traditions that even if submersion of either 
by the other should crystallize from the vague 
aspiration of a few into the political platform of a 
party, it would be bound to fail. The same is true 
of secession. For, while all South Africans would 
unhesitatingly combine in the defense of South 
Africa or in the pursuit of South African ideals or 
South African interests, complete separation from 
the Empire does not at present fall within either 
category. And if the efforts of the party at present 
in power in the Union, in the direction of con­
solidating existing rights on such questions as the 
language, have in recent years been a cause of 
anxiety to many English- and Dutch-speaking 
South Africans, and perhaps to others in the Em­
pire, a calm examination of the facts gives the 
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opposite impression. If we are to gauge correctly 
the state of relations between South Africa and the 
Empire in recent years we must be guided by more 
substantial evidence than the speeches of party 
politicians. During the great war, in spite of an 
internal conflict which might easily have become 
sanguinary, South Africa took her place alongside 
her imperial allies, not under compulsion from 
Great Britain, but by the free exercise of her con­
stitutional rights. South African troops reduced 
the two German colonies of southwest Africa and 
Tanganyika, and Delville Wood bears tragic wi t ­
ness to their sacrifice in France. This voluntary 
co-operation wi th the Empire can surely have only 
one significance. 

In the recently concluded settlement wi th India 
we have also substantial evidence of a desire to 
co-operate wi th Great Britain and the Indian 
Empire. 

Finally, we see the reception accorded to the 
declarations of the recent Imperial Conference by 
the South African government itself. As we know, 
in that Conference South Africa played an im­
portant part, and if it be true that General Hertzog 
went into it rather in the cautious frame of mind 
of a prospective litigant, he emerged confidently 
flourishing his declaration of rights as a full partner 
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in the British Commonwealth of Nations. Let 
General Hertzog speak for himself: 

By that declaration our national l iber ty and inde­
pendence, both as regards nature and extent, have for the 
future been placed beyond all doubt and outside the reach of 
par ty squabble. W h a t this means for us as a people and for 
our national welfare may be best realised if we should cast 
our minds back on the history of our country during the past 
century. 

N o t only has the demand for South African national 
l iber ty repeatedly been a subject of bitter struggle and suffer­
ing, but it has up to now always been the main cause of na­
tional friction and division between Boer and Br i t on , and 
for that reason has been employed by selfish politicians in 
order to foster par ty interests and self-interest. 

The removal of this apple o f discord must f i l l everyone 
w i t h j o y , but the further beneficial results which necessarily 
must eventuate from the declaration must inspire us w i t h the 
greatest confidence for the future.1 

I conclude: South Africa and Great Britain 
must together set the standards that are to prevail 
in the adjustment of the aboriginal African to 
European civilization in the Southern Continent. 
To this task South Africa has brought courage, 
honesty, and a deep sense of the grave responsi­
bil i ty involved. Thus equipped, South Africa can 
bring to Great Britain invaluable co-operation in 

1 The Cape Times , December 21, 1926. 
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her imperial responsibilities on the African con­
tinent. 

In the Indian question, that problem of great 
imperial significance, South Africa has in her recent 
action exhibited a statesmanship which has lifted it 
on to a higher plane of understanding than has 
ever been possible hitherto. 

And finally, as between English and Dutch, the 
blessed spirit of co-operation has succeeded those 
doubts and suspicions which have for so long 
brooded over the South African scene. The light of 
sympathy between the peoples grows steadily, if 
slowly, brighter, breaking through the clouds that 
gather round the rising sun. For a new and true 
South African people is in the making, training 
their energies to reap their rich material harvest 
and their minds to the enjoyment of the spiritual 
and intellectual traditions which are their in­
heritance. And lastly, a new nationalism is arising. 
The South African of tomorrow wi l l reject the un­
balanced patriotism of the party politician, wi l l re­
fuse to " heave his heart into his mouth," but divid­
ing his love and honor between the great Empire of 
which he is a member and the nation of his own 
building, wi l l emerge the type and model of the 
new British citizen. 
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Defense Committee, see Commit­

tee of Imperial Defense 
Delimitation, 278 
De Villiers, 464 f., 485 
Diamond-mining in South Africa, 

393 f• 
Diamonds, discovery in Griqua-

land West, 390, 486 
Diplomatic system, interimpe-

rial, 216 
Disallowance, power of, 48 f. 
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gration, 61; development of 
commercial policy, 66 f.; de­
velopment of independence in, 
12 f.; diplomatic representa­
tion, 90 f.; effect of the Euro­
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ward her possessions, 14 f.; 
basis of power, 15; colonial 
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tion to the science of govern­
ment, 16 f.; foreign relations: 
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Great Britain and the dominions, 
inequality in powers of parlia­
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Liberal party in Canada, 203 f., 
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Locarno, see Treaty of Locarno 
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Maori, 360 
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Church on, 470 f.; economic 
aspect, 436 f.; Great Britain's 
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tion, 306 
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New Hebrides Islands, 308 
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the chief market, 367 f.; his­
torical sketch of, 359 f.; inci­
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European War, 380; popula­
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to Washington Conference, 
373 f.; predominance of British 
interests in, 368; still sub­
ordinate to Great Britain, 199; 
trade, 367; Wakefield settlers, 
362 

New Zealand Company, 362 
Newfoundland, 6; emancipation, 

66 

Northern Rhodesia, 463 
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Nova Scotia, 141; an American 
colony which did not revolt, 
225; attempts to remain a 
separate British colony, 157 f.; 
trade relations with the United 
States, 161 f. 

Nyasaland, 463 

"Open door," see Free trade 
Orange Free State, 389, 483 
Otago Association, 362 

Pacific Islands, settlement of 
questions affecting, 306 f., 
331 f. 

Papua, 308 
Parliaments, 47 f., see also Great 

Britain, Parliament 
Parliamentary government, 11 f. 
Peace Conference, 71, 85, 33if. 
Personal liberty, no f. 
"Poor whites," 392, 397 
Prairie Provinces of Canada, 

135 f.; economic problems, 
166 f.; conflict with Central 
Provinces, 167; seek equality 
with other Canadian provinces, 
174 

Preferential system of trade, 295, 
311 f., 314 f., 318, 327, 400 f. 
See also Trade 

Progressive party of Canada, 
168 f. 

Quebec Act, 227 f. 
Quebec (Province), 144, 152 

Race problem in South Africa, 
426 f. 

I ; 

Railway rates, Canada, 170 f. 
Railways of Canada, 134 f., 170 f. 
Reform Bill of 1832, 16 
Representative government, i n 
Republicanism, in Canada, 189, 

231 
Responsible government, n f., 

66; adverse opinions of Cana­
dian governors on, 191 f.; 
benefits of, 194 f.; final achieve­
ment of, 192 f.; history of 
growth of, 187 f.; in Australia, 
275 f.; in Canada, n f., 65, 
193; in Dominions, 18 f.; in­
fluence of the United States 
on, 232 f.; limited to internal 
and domestic concerns, 276 

Rhodes, Cecil, 489 f. 
Rhodesia, see Southern Rhodesia 
"Robust imperialism," 369, 380 
Round Table Group, 24, 369 
Russell, Lord John, 191 f., 275 

St. Lawrence River, Great Lakes 
deep waterway project, Cana­
dian opposition to, 245 f. 

Salmond, Sir John, report of 
Washington Conference, 373 f. 

Samoa, 376 
Saskatchewan (Province), 145 
Self-government, see Autonomy 
Separatists in Canada, 195 
Simcoe, Sir John Graves, 229 f. 
Singapore naval base, 381 
Smuts, General, 422 f. 
South Africa, Union of, 5, aboli­

tion of British preferential rate, 



GREAT BRITAIN AND THE DOMINIONS 

401 f.; disputes concerning, 
403 f.; agreement with Indian 
population, 475 f.; agriculture, 
396; area, 392; becoming 
bilingual, 412; "Cape colored," 
432; climate, 392; colonization 
of, 389; controversy on self-
government, 417 f.; contro­
versy on status, 421 f.; dia­
mond-mining, 393 f.; effect of 
European War on, 398; flag 
controversy, 411, 414^; for­
mation of, 391, 489 f.; gold-
mining, 393 f.; growth of 
nationalism 412f.; historical 
sketch, 389 f.; Indian problem, 
426 f., 472; labor legislation, 
408 f.; labor problems, 405; 
love of sports, 413; mistaken 
impressions concerning, 386 f.; 
native question, see Native 
question; natural resources, 
393 £; political supremacy of 
the white man endangered, 
435 f.; population, 385 f., 391; 
protection versus free trade, 
401; repatriation of Indians, 
429; restriction of immigra­
tion, 428 f., 473; restriction of 
Indian trade, 429; "secession," 
419; tariff policy, 399; trans­
portation, 393; unemploy­
ment, 392, 397, 437; see also 
British South Africa 

South African Industrial Feder­
ation, 407 

South African War, 39 f. 
Southern Rhodesia, 7, 462 f. 
Status, see Dominions 
Strikes in the Union of South 

Africa, 406 

Sugar industry in Queensland, 
302 

Swaziland, 461 
Swift, Jonathan, 182 
Sydenham, 191 

Tanganyika, 463 
Tariff, protective, 69; in Austra­

lia, 316 f., 326; in Canada, 310; 
advocated by Central Prov­
inces, 153; effect on Nova 
Scotia, 162 f.; effect on Prairie 
Provinces, 167; in South Afri­
ca, 401 

Tariff problems of Australia, 
316 f.; of Canada, 168 f.; 
Union of South Africa, 399 f. 

Taxation, Dominions, 21 f.; Irish 
Free State, 126 

Trade, inter-Empire, 38, 314 
Trade, the life of the British 

Empire, 315, see also British 
Trade, Commercial System, 
Free Trade, Preferential Sys­
tem. 

Trade union movement in the 
Union of South Africa, 405 f. 

Transvaal, 385, 389, 426 f., 483 f. 
Transvaal Republic, 487 
Treaties, commercial, 66 f., 311; 

political, 70 f.; preference, 317; 
technical non-commercial, 69 f. 

Treaties of Peace Act, 1919,376 
Treaty between Great Britain 

and Ireland, 1921, 115 
Treaty-making, 33 f., 74 f., in 

Australia, 289; function of the 
Crown in, 54 f.; full power in, 
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72 f., 83 f., 87; par l iamentary 
act ion, 84; ra t i f icat ion of 
treaties i n , 78 f., 84 f.; reso­
lutions concerning, 76 f.; signa­
ture i n , 80 f. 

Treaty of Amiens, 458 

Treaty of Locarno, 37, 212 f., 

377 f. 
Treaty of Versailles, 71 f., 423 

Treaty of Wa i t ang i , 360 

Uganda, 464 

Unificat ion of cont ro l , 18 f., 25 

Uni ted States and Canada, see 
Canada and the U n i t e d States 

Upper Canada (Colony) , govern­
ment in early days, 184 f., 

229 f.; const i tu t ional develop­
ment , 188 f.; struggle w i t h 
B r i t i s h Par l iament , 189 f. 

V ic to r i a , Queen, 480; on inde­
pendence of Canada, 140 

Wakefield, E d w a r d Gibbon, 3 6 1 ; 
theories of colonization, 362 

W a r o f 1812, 226, 231 f. 

Washington Conference, domin­
ion representation at, 373 f. 

" W h i t e Aus t ra l i a , " see Aus t ra l ia , 
pol icy of a " W h i t e A u s t r a l i a " 

Williams vs. Howarth, case of, 
52 f. 

W o r l d peace, 314 

[PRINTED ] 
IN U.S. A 










