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support of the people of all classes, and with the support of members of Parliament. And he wentParliament adjourning until his return. That was, as this is, the first session of a new Parlia-ment, under the leadership of a Prime Minister who had been before the country more'than once,and who had come back from the polls more than once. The Parliament of the country under thesecircumstances practically unanimously voted that he should go to England to represent New Zea-land, and that during his absence the business of Parliament should be deferred. Later on, inthe concluding session of a Parliament, with the same Prime Minister, when he desired to attend
on a second occasion, the course followed was the right one. An .acting-leader was appointed i*ihis absence, and the business of the country went on. Parliament in 1902 established'a prece-dent, and, from every standpoint, rightly so. It is said that the leader of a party who, returningfrom the country, has not had an opportunity of meeting his own followers who have just beenelected to Parliament under the banner of the side which he leads—the proposition is made for thefirst time in connection with the history of this country that that leader, when circumstances of vitalconsequence to the Empire have arisen—circumstances known to every one in this country as en-tirely beyond his control—should go to the Conference, and that in his absence an opportunityshould be given to his opponents to stand up. and move resolutions affecting the leader and thepolicy he has formulated and which his party supported. And they call that " playing the game,"and ask that, when the exigencies of the Empire call for that leader to be in the Old Land, wherethe business transcends in importance anything at present otherwise affecting New Zealand, thebusiness of Parliament should go on in his absence, when the whole policy he has been to the countryupon would be discussed and he not there to take part in the discussion. This is not a fair pro-position. If it were so, why was it not done in the case of Mr. Seddon ?An Hon. Member.—lt was done.

The Right Hon. Sir J. G. WARD.—The first time he went away, in 1902, under exactly similarconditions to what we are placed in now, Parliament adjourned until after his return. If he hadbeen treated as it is proposed by the Opposition to treat me, he would not have gone; and, whatis more, I say without reservation that it would have been grossly unfair to have expected anymember of his Ministry to act in the position of acting-leader in the absence of the Prime Minister.There is such a thing as fairness to the man who takes your place, and what fairness would there beto an acting-leader who is not responsible for the policy of the Government, and who was not atthe head of the Administration when that policy was affirmed ? What would be the position ofthat acting-leader who, immediately after his leader's return from the polls, is asked to defendnot only a policy for which he is not responsible, but, for instance, a reconstruction of the Ministryitself ? He is part of the Administration, it is true, but he is not actually in the position of leaderof the party; and it is palpable unfairness, I contend, to ask that a man as acting-leader shouldbe left behind and be expected to be responsible for the policy. No man who knows anything aboutthe history of the country could gainsay the statement I make. It would be unfair in the firstplace to the country, to whom I am responsible in my official position, for me to go away fromthat party which has been returned under my leadership—and, remember, returned for the firsttime under my leadership—with a number of new members to whom I have only had the oppor-tunity of saying " How do you do? " and new Ministers on these benches concerning whom theremay be criticisms
An Hon. Member.—Cannot they defend themselves?
The Right Hon. Sir J. G. WARD.—They can, but none of them are responsible for my action

in this respect. I am alone responsible for it. I may say every colleague of mine agrees withwhat lam putting before members to-day. It is not reflecting in any way on any of them—quitethe contrary. You cannot get away from the fact, as a matter of common-sense procedure, thatno matter how able another Minister may be, to call on him to act for an absent Prime Ministerwho is responsible for a policy does not give him a fair show. To expect him to act in the absenceof his leader under such circumstances would be grossly unfair, and I say it has never been donein New Zealand; and if I am called on to represent this country at this Conference, which menon both sides of politics in the Old Land have said is of vital importance, and which we in thisportion of the British dominions recognise as being of a most important character, we all realisethat it is impossible for all that is to come before the Conference to be disclosed. We recognisethat no British Government would put ip an invitation to the Governments of the oversea dominionsthe details of matters to come before the Conference, such as those of defensive organization, orstrategical matters, or an extension of the arrangements between the Old Land and the outlyingpossessions. They could not be expected, unless they were devoid of common-sense, to divulgewhat is to be brought up in a private Conference of this kind. It is my belief, and it is the beliefof many other people better able to judge than I am, that in the history of the Old World neversince the days of Nelson has there been an epoch of such gravity to the United Kingdom and itsoutlying possessions as we have arrived at now. We have already as a community shown our faithin a practical way in the offer by the Government of New Zealand on behalf of the people in sup-port of the navy. Then, surely it must be admitted as a corollary and consequence of it that wemust as a community be represented at the Conference; and, if represented at all, we should berepresented by a responsible man, who could come back to Parliament and explain such proposalsas are necessary for Parliament to consider in connection with this all-important question. Letme say one word for the purpose of removing any wrong impression that may exist in the mindof anybody regarding the High Commissioner, who has creditably filled important positions in thiscountry, and who I am sure will fill his present important position in the Old Country with satis-faction to the,people generally. The suggestion has been made that he should represent New Zea-
land at this Imperial Conference. I want to say that Ido not believe if Mr. Hall-Jones, recognis-ing the responsibilities of Ministers of the Crown to Parliament and the people, were asked torepresent New Zealand he would do so unless he were instructed by the Government to do it, to
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