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methods of selentific study to palitics. Tt arose in
South Africa, as the outcome of the accomplishment
of South African Union. The Sauth African had
found himself driven to grapple with the probtem of
Union, because so long as he was a citizen of the
Transvaal or Cape Colony only, he found himself
impotent to deal with the common affairs of South
Africa, by the wise and unwise handling of which
he was himself vitally affected. No sooner, how-
ever, had he created a South African Parliament
and become a true South Adfrican citizen, than he
found himself in a precisely similar difficulty so-far
as Imperial affairs were concerned. Events, then
recent, had proved to him clearly enough that Im-
perial policy, as being concerned with peace and
war, was a matter vitally affecting himself. Yet
he had no sort of effective voice in determining that
policy, nor did the Imperial constitution as thep
existing appéar to offer any hope of his ever acquiring
a voice in determining it. Moreover, a further ques:
tion was manifest to those who had had experience
of the inexorable logic of war. "Phey were citizens
of South Africa. They were also citizens of the Em.
pire. If the claims of the two camre into conflict
how-were they to be reconciled, and, if they could
not be reconciled, which had first call on {their
allegiance? In view of the recent “Uitlander” ex-
perience, these questions seemed to them not aca
demic in their nature, but of urgent practical im-
portance. To “wait and see” was to give a blank
cheque upon their lives and resources to the British
Ministry—an indefinite liability, the reality and
magnitude of which was certain to be disclosed by
the next war. And it might also mean the sudden
forcing upon them of a choice between alleglance
to South Africa and to the Empire--through 1the
pursuit, for instance, of a policy by the British Goyv-
ernment which either ignored South African interests,
or was misunderstood in Sonth Africa because there
was no effective constitutional link between the two.
It was clear that these problems, in a form egually

or even more acute, faced the people of all the other.

Dominions. It was in order to throw light on these

. problems, and to ascertain whether they were in-
soluble, and if not, what were the conditions ot
their solution, that an organized enquiry was set
on foot.

The basis of the enquiry wws Uhat fus nempers
were agreed upon one thing only—namely, that there
was an Imperial problem, and that it was a primary
duty of such responsible citizens as could find the
time for serious study to endeavour to state the

THE LONE BALKAN FOX.

A wily fox one day lost his tail in a German
promise trap. He immediately endeavoured to in-
duce the other Balkan foxes to cut off their tails.
“No,” replied the others, “ycu may take the conse-
quences of your own foolishness, but we will not
part with our tails to keep you company in your
misery. The Allies and victory for ours.” And.so
they left him to bewail his loss.

—(After Aesop) in the Montreal Star.

problem and the conditions of its solution, and to
make them available for their fellow-countrymen.
For that reason the groups of students which came
to be known by the name of this Review, and which
by degrees spread over the British Isles, Canada,
Australia, South Africa, New Ze.'lland, India, and
Egypt, have never been - propagandist assoclations.
They have never had an Imperial policy. Their sole
purpose has been to conduct an investigation of the
Imperial problem on a scale commensurate with its
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complexity, based upon knowledge of the peculiar
conditions and needs of every part of the Empire
and representative of all sections of opinion within
it. Accordingly they bave, wherever possible, in-
cluded within each group members belonging to all
local parties, and holding aJl shades of Imperialist
and anti-Imperialist opinion. There bas been no
secrecy about their proceedings, bul neither has
publicity been sought. 'The primary object of en-
quiry has been to bring to bear upon the greatest
of all our political preblems the methods of scien-
tific investigation ec¢baracteristic of a2 Royal Com-
mission, for the benefit, first, of the members of the
groups themselves, and, after them, of the public
at large.

At an early stage of the enguiry it became evident
that the first necessity was to decide what citizen-
ship, or, in other words, what membership of a State,
implied. 1t was impossible to decide whether citizen-
ship of the Empire was different fram citizenship of
the United Kingdom, or of Canada, or of Australia,
and if so in what respects, and how the two were to
be reconciled, until the nature of a State and of the
obligations which citizenship imposes upon the indi-
vidual had been determinad.

The Siate ie the primary and fundamental form
ol association among men, that association which
includes and makesz possible every other form of
association, whether it be a limited liability company.
a trades union, or a municipal or connty government.
The essential natnre of citizenship i= descrihed in
The Commonwealthk of Nations ac followg: “The
quickening princinle of a State is 2 sense of devotion,
an adequate recognition somewhers in the minds of
its subjects thai their own interests are subordinate
10 those of the State The hond which unites them
and constitutes them cnllectively a« a State is, to
use the words of Linenln, in the nature of dedication.
Its validity, like that of the marriage tie, is at root
not contractual but sacramental. TIts foundation is
not self-interest, but rather some sense of obligation,
however concaived, which is strong enough to over-
master self-interest.” T iz obligation, not privilege.
duties, and not rights, which lie at the roof of citizen-
ship, and which, in consequence, are the foundations
upon whichevery healthy and progressive State must
build its communal life. This obligation. however,
is not owed to a monarch or to an abstraction labelled
“the State,” as is the Prussian view. Tt is owed to
the whole body of one’s fellow-citizens, organized as
a community in obedience to law.

The State is the word we use to denote this funda-
mental form of human association, that which ls
based upon the irrevocable dedication of the mem-
bers to one another for the practical conduct of
social life. The common view that the State has
the right to dispose of the life and property of its
citizens obscures somewhat the essential truth that
it is not the rights of the community over the indi-
vidual, but the unlimited duty owed by the citizen
to his fellows, which is the foundation of citizenship.
Citizenship is at bottom recognition of the fact that
men have to live in society, and that the primary
duty of the individual to his neighbours is to obey
thoze laws which they together drew up for the
euidance of the communal life, and which secure to
the individual his rights, prescribe his duties, and
protect all the members of the State from infustice
and wrong, until he can persuade his fellow-citizens
to amend them. There may be times when the
citizen feels bound to resist an unjust law, or the
wrongful exercise of the authority of the State, by
the government of the day. But circumstances can
never arise which release him from his oblieations
to his fellow-citizens themselves, or entitle him to
put personal or sectional interests before the wel-
fare of the whole, or which justify him in repudiating
his obligation to comply with the general body of
laws which represent the agreement of the com-
munity as to the conditions under which they can
best and most fairly conduct their common life.
This ultimate truth is not so apparent to-day as it
ought to be, because, the world being still divided
into separate sovereign States, citizens can migrate
from one State to another. But, even so, the indi-
vidual can get rid of his obligation to obey the laws
of one State only by undertaking a similar obligation
in another. The “cityless” man, or the “Stateless”
man is an outlaw. The inescapable obligation of
citizenship will only become plain when all mankind
is united in one world State. '

From this examination of the nature of citizenship
and of the State it follows that no one can be a citi-
zen of two States at the same time. For ¥ the laws
of two sovereign communities require an individual
to act in conflicting ways, he has to choose between
the two. He has to repudiate allegiance to one State
or the other, because he cannot obey the taws of
both. This fact, owing to the huge migration from

Europe in recent years, has not always been clearly
understood. But, if there were vany doubt on the
subject, it has been dispelled by the recent intern-
ment as enemy aliens in all belligerent countries
of thousands of .people who, though long residents
in these countries, had never formally repudiated
their old allegiance and taken on in its place the obliz
gations of citizenship in their new homes by a formal
act of maturalization. The war, indeed, has abund-
antly demonstrated the searching and inexorable
nature of the obligations of citizenship.

It has also brought out the fundamental import:
ance of the question which lay at the root of Thé
Round Table enquiry. If the primary duty of the
individual is to obey the laws of the sovereign com:
mumity to which he belongs, it is of paramount im-
portance that he should know which State it is t0
which he actually belongs. In the case of the British
citizen, ig it to the British Empire, or to his national

.community within it, that his primary allegiance is

“be to obey the Imperial rather than the nationd®

AMERICA’S ARMY AND NAVY.

American Parents: “Why is everybody laughing
at our children?”
. —Jife, New York.

owed? In other words, is the Empire one State 0F
is it an association of States? If the laws and comt
mands of the Imperial Legislature and of the Cand:
dian, Australian, and other national Legislatures col
flict, which is he to obey?

1t is quite clear that in constitutional theory and
in fact the Empire to-day is one State. It is 0D€
State because, when it is declared to be at war by the
Imperial Government, all its citizens are at war; be- .
cause the national constitutions of the several parts -
are derived from the sovereign Imperial Parliament,
which, in theory, has the power to revoke or amen
them at. will; and because, if any 's.elf—governing'-
community determined to pursue in regard to foreigh
nations in some matter of vital importance a course
wiiich was inconsistent with the deliberate polic¥
of the Imperial Cabinet or the laws of the In’lpﬂfﬂ’1 /
Parliament, it would find that it could do so only
severing its connection with the British Empire—
severance which would be announced either by it%
own Government or by the Imperial Government 2%
the only method by which the latter could repudiat®.
responsibility for the consequences of its conduf’t‘
If; therefore, a conflict arose between the Imperid
Government and the Government of any self-gover?
ing part, the duty of the citizen to-day would clearl¥

command. From the constitutional point of vie¥W
fhere is not the slightest doubt that that is the POS¥
tion to-day. To put it in its most familiar form, every.
British subject’s allegiance is to the King.
Yet it is obvious that constitutional theory, if &£
were brought to the test, would not wholly coincid®
with practical fact.
It is not difficult to see what the root of the troubl®.
is. It consists in the fact that the British Commor
wealth to-day is not a true commonwealth, it 13085
English Empire, or rather an Empire governed
the Unmited Kingdom. Its common affairs are cott
trolled solely by the people of the British Isles, 4™
the Cabinet and Parliament through which they
trol them is the same Cabinet and Parliament Wh b
is responsible for the Dominion affairs of the Unité
Kingdom. The peoples of the Dominion, on the other .
sand, have liabilities from Tmperial policy, but t
nave a share neither in the control over nor i iné
responsibility for that policy, The Imperial co



