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ritten law. The functions of the Secre-
ary of State for War as admisistering
he royal autbority and prerogative in re-
pect of the army, are laid down with
reat precision by the Order of the Queen
in Council of June, 1870. Under him
here are three great departments, tne
eads of which are eqnally re-pon ible to
him, the Commander in Chiet 1or the Mi

itary Depariment, the Surveyor tieneral
for the Ordoance and Sopply  Depurtment,
the Fivavcinl Secretary for the Finance
Departmen*.  No act of discipline ean be
fexercised, no appoictment or promotion
jcan be wade, no troops can be moved, no
payments can be wmude. withoot the ap-
pro.ul, expie ed or implied, of the Secre
tary of State. To sav that the Secretury
f State has no controlling power in such
watters, when be is responsible 1o pariia-
ment for any improper exercise of the
Queen’s prerogative in regard to them ix
manifestly absurd.  On this subject, 1
have never Jknown any nisapprehension
within the wulls of the War Office or in
Parliament. .

& He also read an «xtract from u bock en
A titled **Lord Cardwell at the War Office,”’
by Sir Robert Biddulph, at page 239

Thus was the gnestion ot the royal prero
gative with regard to the con mand of the
army placed on a constitutional lasis. The
General Commanding-in-Chief was tormal-
ly declared to be a subordinate of the Min
ister of War and that minister was declar-
ed to be the channel thiongh whom the
Sovereign's commands were to e convey-
ed to the army.

All wilitary work hitherto done at the
War Ofiice jwas transterred to the Horse
Guards, both offices being wmuade one, so
that correspondence between the two offi-
ces shonld cease, 1t being clearly under-
stood that no question shonld arise to pre-
vent the Secietary of State from sending
for any officer or any clerk in any wilitary
office, if he wished to examine him on a
«question of doubt.

nder the British ¢ nstitution the Secre-
tary of State is necessarily a member «f
parlinment, ana must usually be a civilian
und therefure without that sort of know-
ledge that pertains to a life spent in the
military service,. This is an unavoidable

ult of our parliamentary system, and us
it could not be changed was y
to make the best arrangement for working
t. To this end it appeared tc Lord Card-

the arwy as the heads of the various de-
artments, so that after freely coluultlnﬁ
them he could ‘orm a sound judgment an
ome to a clear concl;mot::l upon the great
) bmitted for his decisi
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Sir Wiltrid Laurier made one of his
great speeches in the debate. He first set
forth the unconstitutional course adopted
by Lord Dundonald all tlLrough. He was
able 1o quote an exact parallel 1n Eng-
land, when Lord Wolseley, unuable to
agree with the Secretary of State for War
resigned and stated his position in the
House of Lords. Lord Salisbury and Lord
Lansdowne replied to the effect that Lord
Wolseley's positicn was inconsistent with
our form of government. He desired to
appeal over the head of the minister to
the press and public and ask for a deter
mination of the qnestion between them
That, the British governwent said, was
impossible. That was what Lord Dandon-
ald did.  He said that there was an issue
between the minister an? himself and he
wanted to refer it to the Canadian people
through the press.  He protested against
the minister refusing to publish a certain
report. What rvighr, asked Sir Wilfrid
Laurier. bad Lord Dandonald to questtion
the minister's di posul of the report ad
dressed to him? It was the exclusive right
of the government to decide what should
be done with such a report. Such a report
conld not be used except to accompany s
government policy, and policy was fur the
government and for the government alone,
The Premier made the point that the tri-
vial Fisher iucident was not the cause of
Lord Dnndonald’s retirement, and read
4rom the General's own published state-
ment to show that it was because he counld
ot be the sole judge 1n the militia depart-
ment, because the winister *‘interfered’’
with bim, that he decided to “‘appeal to
the people ' Sir Wilfrid had not an un-
kind word 1o say of Lord Dundonald. He
simply did not understand his position and
his errors of indgment wade his dismissal
imperative. ‘I'he Premier qnotea tre re-
cent case of a British cfficer, a General,
Who wrote to the press criticizing his supe-
riots. In removing the General back to
the retired list from his command, the
winister of war in England said that sach
a breach of the regulations and of discip-
line could not be overlooked, and warned
all other officers that if they tollowed his
bad example they would ea*n the same




