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~ Similarly for the sake of brevity the phrase ‘‘the Dominions ” is sometimes used
without mention of India, but it is intended in all cases to include India, even though
not mentioned. ‘
3. Whatever changes are made, the form adopted should comply with two
requirements : (1) it should preserve the principle of the unity of the l{mpire, 3.
indicate that ‘“the British Empire” is something which includes and is made u
of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, the Colonies, &c., as well as the Dominionsg
and India; (2) it should not imply any want of equality between Great Britain, the
Dominions and India as participants in the treaties in question. With these objects
In view, it is suggested that in future the contracting party should, in cases where the
treaty is signed on behalf of all Earts of the Empire, be described in the list at
the begin_nmg of the treaty as ‘‘the British Empire,” followed in brackets by the
words *‘ Great Britain and Northern Ireland and all parts of the Empire which are
not separate members of the League, Canada, Australia, New Zealand, South Africa
the Trish Free State and India.” '
.4 This form would only require slight modifications in cases where the treaty
is not signed on behalf of all parts of the Empire. In all cases where it is signed on
hehalf of more than one part of the Empire which is a member of the League, the
formula would be as shown above, only omitting within the brackets those parts of
the Empire which do not sign. In cases where the treaty is signed on behalf of Great
Britain and not on behalf of the Colonies, &c., the phrase ‘‘and all parts of the
Empire which are not separate members of the League” would be omitted. Cases
where the treaty issigned only on behalf of one part of the Empire which is a separate
member of the League should be divided into those in which the terms of the treaty
give liberty to members of the League to sign subsequently up to a given date and
those in which they do not. In the first case the words *‘ the British Empire ” should
be retained and the name of the signatory part of the Empire placed within the
bracket, so that in the event of another part of the Empire signing subsequently, its
name can be added within the bracket. TIn the second case, the expression ““the
British Empire ” should not he used, and the name of the signatory part of the Empire
should be inserted in its position in the alphabetical order of the signatories. Forms
showing the procedure in each of these various cases are appended in Annex IT*

Description of Plenipotentiaries and Form of Signature.

5. It will be seen from Annex I that all the i iari ' i
e € § rom plenipotentiaries for the different
p'.;ll ts o‘f hthe British Empire are grouped together after the King, but that,
whereas the name of the plenipotentiary appointed by the Government in London is
?(())lt ixl:euir)n;::_mpd by adn'¥ t(c;_rntonal description, the names of the plenipotentiaries

' ominions and India are preceded by the name of '
beha:if ot:l\l\lrhwh each is authorise(Il) to act. . e
- This arrangement reflects the present form of the full powers i i
; . 1€ p ssued by Fis
N{a;gsty to the various plenipotentiaries. The form of full p;))ower issued t)(’) the
p e‘nq,)()t.entlam_es acting on behalf of the London Government is unlimited, that is
:t contains no limitation as to the part of the Empire for which they are authorised
0 sign. (Plempotentmx:le§ holding full powers in this form constitute what is
s%mtlmmes known as the “ Central Panel.””) The lenipotentiaries acting on behalf
of the Dominions and India hold full powers autll;)orismg them to si n‘gin respect
?‘ otgr})omupon of Canada,’” &c. This procedure was adopted at the Paris Pg:ge
,0(111 erence in 1919 and the Wa_ushin%ton Disarmament Conference in 1921
anb. it was ﬁrovlded.m. the Resolution of the Imperial Conference of 1923. on the
:;'le ificet onf t f I;Z%Otl?timtl’ sxgnatu{e and ratification of treaties, that a.s’regards

' s negotiated at International Conferences, the full ’ ’ i
torm7empAloyed at Paris and Washington. Sy ——

- As regards the form of signature, it is usual in i
; ) i the c

negotiated uuger the auspices of the League to print against theaﬁa;isu(ﬁ’attlg:
signatory plenipotentiaries the names of the countries for which the sign. The

present form of signature so far as the variou it i
! . 1 ; s parts of the Briti
concerned is shown in the specimen given in AnneL ' 8 NS

§ Papua and Norfolk Island are d i # ia.”

" m:.n'(ll‘?)ted ot pamgrapl:eg." ed as being covered by the term “ Australia.
e examples of forms for the list of States in the preambl i i
Ahnn;‘g I1 80.1101; e‘xhuust all possible cases, e.g., there might be a gnvl:nt?onu;in[:ﬁ:gu t‘:) ‘trlr::lu qt:pted "
;};wlrstc lplu_m (:é)nference at Geneva in 1924-5, which by its terms applied only to Indianeg(()i grons 5
rn Uolonies, &c. It does not seem necessary to determine in advance what ifications (ifa:ly)ciet:tt.lllz

suggested forms would be required ; it would see i ial cases to
they arise in accordance with the general principll:s s}:leﬂ::lf:;(ti té)ol:;‘.m - — ey S N
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8. The efiect of the form of the tull powers described above is that the signa-
ture of the “ Central Panel ' plenipotentiaries is of such a nature as, in the
absence of any qualifying declaration, to bind the whole Empire, while the
signature of each Dominion plenipotentiary only binds the Dominion which he repre-
sents. In order to prevent the signature of * Central Panel’’ plenipotentiaries
resulting in any Dominion being made a party to a League Treaty without its
Government signifying its acceptance of tﬂe treaty by the signature of its own
plenipotentiaries and binding itself by their signatures, a procedure is followed by
which “ Central Panel "’ plenipoteniiaries formally append to their signatures a
declaration excluding from the operation of those signatures any Dominion which,
being a separate Member of the League, does not by separate signature or accession
become a party to the Treaty. The net result is that any Dominion whose plenipo-
tentiaries sign a League Treaty is technically covered by two separate sets of
signatures, viz., those of its own plenipotentiaries and those of the * Central Panel ”
pl%nipotentiaries. Similarly, if a Dominion accedes, the accession extends pro
tanto the operation of the signatures of the Central Panel plenipotentiaries.

9. This system presents considerable advantages. From the point of view of
foreign Powers the fact that so much of the Emé)ire as accepts the treaty is covered
by the signature of a single plenipotentiary renders it im ible to contend that it
is not contracting as a unit or that two separate parts of the Empire which accegt
the treaty are, in relation to one other, separate contracting gartxes. ~ From the
point of view of the Empire it provides for the full operation o the principle that
no Dominion is to be bound by a treaty without a signature or an act of accession
for which its own Govevrnment is responsible. From the external f)omt of view the
present system gives formal expression to an essential principle governing the
relationship between the various parts of the British Empire, whether self-governing
or not, viz., that they stand in relation to one another in a position entirely different
from that in which each stands in relation to foreign countries. If this were not
the case, that is, if it could be held that parts of the Empire were separate contracting
parties inter se in the same sense as each is a contracting party in relation to foreign
countries, it would be impossible for a part of the Empire which was a party, for
example, to a League Treaty %uaranteeing. equal treatment, to accord to another

art of the Empire preferential treatment in respect of any of the matters covered
f)’y the treaty without at the same time extending that treatment to the forexin
countries which were parties; further, if the treaty contained provision for the
reference of disputes to the Permanent Court of Internatnonpl Justice, differences
of opinion between two parts of the Empire, which were parties to the treaty, as to
its application or interpretation would have to be referred to the Permanent Court.
There would also be other reactions in the sphere of international relationships of
the most far-reaching character; for example, there would be difficulty in
maintaining that a commercial treatg' granting most-favoured-nation treatment to
a foreign country did not entitle that foreign country to any tariffi concessions
granted by one part of the Empire to another. : :
10. %f it is thought that the present procedure does not comply in form with
the accepted principle of full equality between the various parts of the Empire,
which forms the basis of any discussion of questions of this kind, some alternative
form must be found which will safeguard the principles indicated above. A possible
alternative would seem to be a form of full power containing words of geographical
limitation applying to each plenipotentiary, with corresponding geographical
limitation against the name of each plenipotentiary both in the preamble and the
list of signatures. Any new arrangements should, however, be applied as regards
the full power, the preamble and the list of signatures in such a manner as to
safeguar(m:he principle indicated in paragraph 9. ARG
An appropriate form of preamble would appear to be on the following lines :
All the plenipotentiaries for the different parts of the British Empire would then
continue to be grouped together after the King as contracting party in the following
manner with words of geographical limitation applying to each plenipotentiary :—

His Majesty the King, &c.,
" Fm:-' Grzat Britafn and Northern Ireland, &c.,
A.B.

For Canada,
C.D.
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