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THIE MIDDLIE OF THE ROAD. 
(A speech del'iver'ed by The H on. J. H. H 0 frneyr', lYl.P ., at Sea 

PO'int on Tuesday the 12th February, 1935.). 

THE JUSTIFICATION OF FUSION. 

I am glad to be able to address this first meeting of the United S.1\.N. Party in Sea Puint. 
It is almost four years since last 1 spoke in this Hall. Then I spoke uncleI' the auspices of the 
old S.A. Party. I can remember saying on that occasion that the S.A. Party had always 
stood for principles which I believed to be right principles-principles which must and would pre
vail. I went on on that occasion to define the fundamental principle of the S.A.P. as nation<ll 
unity-unity based not on the absorption of one element by the other, not on the domination oj 
one element over the other, but unity based on equality, and on readiness on either side to appre
ciate the other side's point of vie\\·. And I also recall saying that, while at tbat time the politi
cians seemed to be lagging behind, there was a real advance on the part of the mass of the people 
towards that ideal, that there was a determination to make goodwill effective, and a realization that 
Providence h'ld meant the peoples of this land to be joined together, and that the politicians must 
not be allowed to keep them asunder. \I\T ell, it is just that popular determination that has 
brought into being that United S. A. N. Party which we are launching here to-night. 

Just what does this new party, what does ~',;sion mean, for those who are going into it? It 

means for us the end of a long fight and the making of a fresh start. vVe are not ashamed of 
that light-on either side. But we believe it is time for that light to be brought to an encl. 
There have been many unhappy things about it. Its continuance has undoubtedly hampered 
national unity and national progress. That is why \ve want to get a\vay from it, and make a 
fresh start. \Ve \vant to forget the things that are behind, and press onward to the things that 
are before. And that is why \ve are seeking to forget the old strife, to turn away from the old 
bitterness, and to bury the old suspicions. In the past the re has been no lack of suspicion. 
Suspicion has bred suspicion. In the party atmosphere it is natural to stimulate suspicion. 1\ 
party lives very largely on suspicion. \Ve now want to put the opposite truth to the test. If 

suspiciol~ breeds suspicion, it is also true that confidence breeds confidence. That opposite 
truth we are now seeking to establish in ,the new Party. V<le are giving one another our con
fidence; on the basis of that mutual confidence we are building up a great party, and with the 
aid of that party we are going to build up a great nation. 

N ow that ill general terms is the justification of fusion. If you want a more specific justifica
tion, you can't do better than look at two meetings which took place last Friday, one in this 
::;<lme hall. :-\. week ago Mr. Pirow made a speech to the Press Conference on Defence. That 
speech was attacked on Friday evening-by Dr. Malan at Malmesbury, by Colonel Stallard in 
this hall. It was attacked by Dr. Malan on the gTounds that it meant th;lt South Africa was 
robbed of its right of neutrality, and that South Africa would be dragged inevitably into any war 
in which Britain was involved. It was attacked by Colonel ~tallard because it meant complete 
non-co-operation from start to finish, and a declaration in advanr.e of neutrality in any war. Now 
of course these statements <:annot both be true-they cancel one another out. 

But that is typical of what has been going on all the time. When the Fusion terms were 
announced the "Burger" came out with a banner headline-" The New South African Party." 
But the "Natal Mercury" also came out with a banner headline, " Smuts capitulates to Nation
alism." The "Burger" declared that the Nationalist "Federal Council had to reject everything 
unacceptable to the S. A. Party"-but the "Mercury" said that "the basis represents almost a 
complete surrender by General Hertzog to Malanism." The" Burger" wrote that "the new 
party will be a stronghold of Imperialism," while the "Mercury" stated that "Dr. Malan has 
gilined ful\y everything he has wanted"- presumably Dr. Malan wanted a stronghold of Imperial
iSI]] in South Africa! Ever since the new party came into heing, the" Burger" has been saying 
that General Smuts ilnd his friends have swallowed up the old Nationalists, while the "Mercury" 
has been saying that General Hertzog has swallowed up the old S.A.P. The "Mercul'y" alw;ly~ 
refers to the ne\\' party as the United Nationalist Party-the "Burger" spcClk:s of it a~ th~ Union· 
ist Party. They can't hoth be correct-they cancel one another Otlt, 
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So it has been all the way through. Let me give you a minor illustration. I have introduced 
into Parliament a Bill to amend the law in regard to delimitations. The Malanites denounced it 
because it would favour the towns at the expense of the country-the Stallardites attacked it because 
it would favour the country at the expense of the towns. They can't both be right-they cancel 
one another out. 

But let me give you some more important instances. Take Nationality . The Dominion 
party attacks us because we want to deprive citizens of the Union of their status as British sub
jects, and would like us to abolish Union nationality. The Malanites attack us because we refuse 
to abolish the status of British subjects based on allegiance to the King, and want us to limit our 
citizens to Union Nationality. 

Take tfie question of Simonstown. The Malanites attack us because we refuse to go back on 
the Smuts-Churchill agreement of 1921 in regard to the defence of the Naval base. The Stallard
ites attack us because our attitude to the British ~avy is one of complete non co-operation frolll 
start to finish. 

Take our relationship to the British Commonwealth. The Malanites attack us because we 
stand for the maintenance of the existing relationship with the Commonwealth, because we have 
tied ourselves with unbreakable bonds to "perfidious Albion." The Dominion Party attacks us 
because we have virtually broken away from the Commonwealth already, because we are declared 
Republicans. It is even said that the Government has fixed the date for proclaiming the Republic. 
It is to be on the centenary of the battle of BIoed Rivier-December 16th, 1938! 

\Vell of course our two sets of opponents can't both be right- they cancel one another out. 
And when they have cancelIed one another out, we who occupy the intermediate posltJon--we 
who are content with moderation, toleration, and common sense-we who are treading the middle 
of the road- we are left 011 sure ground, to hold the field. The position of our party rel11<1ins 
unassailabie. 

A PEACE WITHOUT VICTORY. 

Let me speak in greater detail on some of the matters on which I have touched. 

First there is the question, for whom does Fusion represent a victory? The" Mercury" 
says the Nationalists have swallowed up the ~·.A.P.-the "Burger" says the S.A.P. has swal
lowed up the Nationalists. My reply is that there has been no victory. The peace made was a 
peace without victory. The S.A.P. has not won a victory. The Nationalists have not won a vic
tory. The only victory won has been won by the common-sense of the people of South Africa. h 
has been a peace without victory, and that is the most enduring form of peace. 

And yet it is possible for each side to claim that its principles have prevailed. From time to 
time General Hertzog and his follow'ers have declared that in the United Party the essential prin
ciples of the old N atlona)ist party are fully safeguarded-and at once the Stallardites have seized 
on that. "Aha", they have exclaimed, "that proves that the old S.A.P. has been swallowed up." 

And then from time to time General Smuts has declared that in the new Party the essential 
principles of the old S.A.P. are fully safeguarded-and at once the Malanites have exclaimed, 
"Aha, that proves that the old Nationalists have been swallowed up in the new party." 

N ow the claims made on behalf of both the old parties are substantially sound-but the infer
ences of Ollr critics are not. Neither party has swaiio-wed up the other-but the really essential 
principles of each have in fact been safeguarded. Let me explain. 

In the old days there was a real conflict of principle between the S.A.P. and the Nationalists. 
But gradually those issues of principle disappeared and at the last the parties were fighting over 
personalities, artificial issues, and the memories of the past. But the principles for which they 

. ~everally stood were by no means incompatible. And that is why when we came to draw up a Pro
gramme of Principles for the United Party, we found that there was nothing left for us really 
to quarrel about. All that we needed to do was to remove misunderstandings and suspicions. 

Let me be more specific. vVhat were the essential principles of the N atiol1;J.lists? First the 
assurance of full language equality, and the ungrudging acceptance of Afrikaans. And secondly 
the assurance of South Africa's status as a free nation. Now we of the S.A. Partv were not 
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opposed to those things. We were certainly not opposed to Afrikaans-and through our leaders 
we had played a big part in building up South Africa's status of freedom. General Hertzog, 
even in the days of party strife, had acknowledged the part played by Generals Botha and Smuts 
in that regard. We knew where we stood in those matters-but in the atmosphere of suspicion, 
of party strife, there was no lack of misapprehension and misrepresentation among our opponents 
of those days in regard to our position. Well, in the Coalition agreement we gave General Hert
zog our assurances on these points. In the discussions of the Status Bill we proved our sincerity. 
Furt.her confirmation was given in the Fusion basis. And as a result all doubts as to the safe
guarding in the new party of the points which were essential from the old Nationalist point of 

view fell away. 

But exactly the same has happened on the other side. vVhat were the essential principles 
for which we of the S.A.P. stood? One I have already mentioned. National unity, and a fair 
deal for all-no absorption no superiority-:-the equal South Africanism of Afrikaans-speaking and 
English-speaking South Africans-and· racial peace. And then secondly, the maintenance of our 
connection with the British Commonwealth. Partly that was essential because of the first princi- . 
pie-since we believed that secession would mean the end of all prospect of racial peace. But 
partly too it was essential on its own account. \iVe believed that it was in South Africa's interest, 
in this disordered world, to have friends-and where could we look for better friends than in 
the British Commonwealth? 

N ow those were the essentials for us. But there was no conflict between them and the 
things General Hertzog regarded as essential. It was possible for him to satisfy us, just as we 
satisfied him. He satisfied us in the Coalition seven points-he satisfied us in the Fusion basis. 
And he has again and again during these last two years given abundant evidence that the cause 
of national unity is as dear to his heart as ever it was to us, and that he has as little desire as 
any of us for the severance of our present relationship of free association with the British Com
monweaIt.h. 

BRITISH COMMONWEALTH-DOMINION STATUS-SO,VEREIGN INDEPENDENCE. 

Let me pass on now to a second point-this question of our association with the British Com· 
monwealth. The Malanites want that association severed-though like the child in the picture of 
" September Morn," t.hey still shiver on the brink of declared Republicanism. The Dominion 
party on the other hand attacks us because we have described the position of South Africa in 
terms of sovereign independence, and not of Dominion status. That is really what they are 
basing their party on. I wonder how many people there are in this room, or indeed in South 
Africa, who understand the difference bet\veen Dominion status and sovereign independence as 
defined in the Status Act. What is Dominion status? Only one authoritative definition of it 
has been given-that given by the Imperial Conference of 1926 with all the weight of the British 
Empire behind it. In terms of that definition Great Britain and the Dominions are "autono
mous 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, ane! freely associated within the British Commonwealth of Nations." 

N ow what is the sovereign independence of the Status Act? I ask you to look at the pre
amble to that Act. I t begins by quoting the definition of Dominion status which I have just read 
to you. Then it goes on to say " And whereas it is expedient' that the status of the Union of 
~ollth Africa as a sovereign independent state as herein before defined shall be adopted." Surely 
it is clear, the sovereign independence of the Status Act is just Dominion status as defined in 
1926-nothing more, nothing less. NO\v what is left of the distinction on which Colonel Stallard 
hopes to build a party? On that kind of hair splitting you may build a faction, but never a 

pnrty. 

I sav again, the sovereign independence of the Status Act is the sovereign independence of 
st.ates which are masters of their own destiny, but are in a special relationship to one another within 
the Empire. You may say that implies a limitation of our sovereign independence-but if so, it 
is a limitation applicable to Great Britain no less than to us-no less, and no more. 

I want however to say this-the real trouble comes from a misunderstanding as to what the 
British Empire is to-day. The British Empire of to-day has been called the Third British Empire. 
Let me explain what that means. There was the first British Empire when Great Britain tried to 
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rule her American Colonies from \<\1 estminster. 
no taxation without representation," the Boston 

ence. The first British Empire came to an end . 
big stick on the table. 

\Vell, you remember what happened-the cry, 
tea-party, and the American \Var of Independ
That .Empire I would call the Empire with the 

Then came the second British Empire, in which there was evolved the principles of self
government for the Colonies. The Colonies received a large measure of freedom in their local 
afTairs - but Great Britain retained the power of control. The Parliament of Westminster had 
residual sovereignity. The ultimate basis of the second Empire was the power, if need be, to 
exercise compulsion. That second British Empire I would call the Empire with the big stick hid

den in the cupboard. 

But that Second Empire has gradually developed, broadening out from precedent to preced
ent, into the Third British Empire of to-day, the Empire which is based on the acceptance by 
Great Britain of the Dominions as equal partners in a free association. The big stick has been 
taken out of the cupboard and broken up into fragments. The basis of the British Empire of 
to-day is not force, but freedom, friendship, and faith. 

Now I don't want you to regard this just from the South African point of view. Here is 
a Canadian statement of the position, lI\ade by Mr. R. B. Bennett, the Canadian Prime Minister, 
on Empire Day last year. He spoke first of the reason given for the survival of the British 
Empire as compared with earlier Empires which had perished-" We had survived because we 
did not think of what we could take out of Dominions and Colonies, but rather of "vbat we could 
give them in the form of making it possible for them to govern and direct their own destinies." 
And then he went on to say, " The vital seed that has enabled this .Empire to live on is found in 
one single word ' liberty'." 

And here is the view of Australia, expressed also on last Empire Day by its Australian 
C;overnor-General: " The Empire's co-operation was the willing co-operation of the King's Domin
ions in a political system unparalleled in the history of nations .... It rested for its stability 
not on any cold, rigid, inexorable law, but on a warm living covenant in the hearts of the 
people.' , 

Now how is an Empire like that to be maintained and strengthened? By the use of the big 
stick? That is what Colonel Stallard really wants. He objects, for example to Mr. Piro\v's 
declaration that South Africa alone must decide on the extent of our particip~Jtion in war. He 
wants a vital decision like that to be taken outside South Africa. He \-vants it to be possible 
for us to be forced from without to participate in a war. No, force can't maintain an Empire 
like ours-only goodwill can. Great Britain has realized that. As our Prime Minister has put 
it-" Great Britain has chosen the path of goodwill." She has treated South Africa on the basis 
of freedom, friendship and faith , and that is why many who feared her in the past, are her friends 
to-day. 

JOSEPH CHAMBERLAIN IN 1900. 

And this is no new development. 3S Years ago--in 1900, Joseph Chamberlain, the patron 
saint of the old Imperialism, in introducing the Bill for the federation of Australia in the House 
of Commons, used these words: " vVe have got to a point in our relations with our self-governing 
Colonies in which I think we recognize once for all that these relations depend entirely on their 
rree-will and consent. The links between us at the present time are very slight. Almost a touch 
might snap them-but tender and slight as they are, if they are felt irksome in anyone of our 
great Colonies, we shall not force them to wear them." 

Compare Chamberlain in 1900 with Colonel Stallard in 193s- and then Colonel Stallard does 
not like being compared to Rip van ",Tinkle! 

But you can take it all further back than Chamberlain and 1900. Away back in 1883 in 
the old Cape House Cecil Rhodes made a speech, and in that speech he talked of members of the 
British Empire being each practically an independent Republic, while having all the privileges of 
the tie with the Empire. That was probably the first time that the underlying principle of the 
Third British "Empire was proclaimed. 

Let me give you a very simple analogy. You have a family-you want to 
sense of family solidarity-of belonging to one another. \Vhen the children are 
the sanction of parental authority, there is, if need be, the cane, the big stick. 

maintain t r.," 
small, there is 
But when til;: 
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children gro\v 'Jp, of course that sanction falls away. There is no longer any use for the big 
stick. You can only maintain family solidarity at that stage on a basis of good will. But that 
is exactly the position in relation to the British Empire to-day with its Dominions which have 
attained to man's estate. What keeps the grown-up family together is not force, but the will to 
co·operate. It is no use harking back, as Colonel Stallard wants us to, to the days when there 
was a big stick in the cupboard. No, let us rather accept the principle of a Commonwealth 
hased on freedom, and in the spirit of that freedom go forward to stimulate friendship and faith. 

NATIONALITY. 

Let us take next the question of Nationality. We are attacked by the Dominion Party because, 
it is said, we want to surrender the status of British subjects as far as the people of South Africa 
are concerned. vVe are attacked by the Malanites because we want to maintain that status. 
It's a mad world, my masters! 

\Vhat is the position? Let me first clear up this point. A good deal of the trouble has come 
from misunderstanding as to the meaning of the term British subject. At the back of the'ir minds 
many think it means in some way subjection to the British Government-the Government at 
\Vestminster. It means of course nothing of the kind. What it does mean is that we are subjects 
of His Britanic Majesty King George V as ruler of the whole of the Empire and Commonwealth 
-that we owe him allegiance. And everything that that status of "British subject" connotes 
arises from that fact of allegiance. 

Now of course in the United Kingdom "British subject" means more than that. It means 
nlJegiance to the King as ruler of the \vhole ,Empire--but it means also a complex of local obliga
tions and rights in relation to the United Kingdom itself. It means therefore both the common 
status based on allegiance and the particular status of membership of the United Kingdom 
community. In South Africa it can't of course mean both these things. By virtue of our com
mon status as British subjects based on allegiance, we are capable of assuming that particular 
status of membership of the United Kingeom community, just as is the case with a British sub
ject coming from the United Kingdom to South Africa. But, certainly for as long as we live 
here, we haven't got that particular status. What we have got, in addition to our comn10n 
status, is something parallel to it-the particular status of membership of the South African com
munity. Now to this particular status South Africa in 1927, following the example of Canada, 
gave the name of l1nion Nationalilty. That is \vhy most of us are both British subjects and 
II n ion Nationals. 

Now this whole question of Nationality was considered by the Imperial Conferences of 1929 
and 1930. The report of the lesser Conference of 1929 endorsed in 1930 by a full representation 
of the wh01e Commonwealth, defined the general position as to nationality exactly on the lines 
on which it had already been defined in South Africa. It said in effect that in each part of the 
Commonwealth there was a particular status of membership of the local community and a com
mon status based on common allegiance to our sovereign. And it also laid down the principle 
that, whatever happened, the common status should be maintained, and that no change should be 
made in respect of it, save after consultation and agreement between the members of the Com
monwealth. 

Now that is the position by which the Government stands to-day . 

\Ve accept unreservedly the posItIOn as stated in the reports of J929 and 1930 with the bnck
ing of the whole Commonwealth. 

\Ve do not contemplate the introduction of any amendment of our existing law raising any 
question of principle in regard to the conception of what is understood by Union Nationality or 
common status. 

We shall, if it is found necessary, deal with any amendments in matters of detail In our 
nntionaltty laws considered in relation to the reports of 1929 and 1930. 

\Ve stand definitely by the agreement arrived at in 1930 as to common status, and will in no 
case introduce any amendment save after consultation and in agreement with the other members 
of the Commonwealth. 
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Let me put it in this way . As citizens of South Africa we are Union nationals. But we 
also have the common status of Briti'~h subjects. Because of that status we cannot l:e reg-arde:'l 
as aliens anywhere in the King's dO:Linions. Because of that status we may expect outside of 
those dominions the enhancement of }Jr·~stige which is accepted as due to a subject of His Britannic 
Majesty. That common status is a high status, a proud status, a status which is prized, and 
rig-htly prized. 

The position of South Africa within the British Commonwealth is such that it has the stat u:; 
of a free nation. But it has other privileges which come from belonging to that partnership
privileges such as many free states larger than our own do not enjoy. One of th05c privilegco, 
is that of the common status.. In the Status Act of last year we affirmed the independent status 
of South Africa. But we have no intention whatever of surrendering the enhancement of that 
status which comes from participation in the Commonwealth. 

NEUTRALITY. 

pa's5 on to speak of the questions of Neutrality and, related thereto , Imperial Defence. 
Here we have the Malanites attacking us because we won't break the Smuts-Churchill agreement 
in regard to Simonstown, and wont declare in advance South Africa's neutrality in any British 
war. We have the Dominion party attacking us because we won't commit ourselves to any general 
scheme of Imperial Defence, and because we say that the extent of South Africa's participation in 
any war is a matter for South Africa and South Africa alone. This attack has been accentuated 
because of the recent speech of Mr. Pirow. In it he made two statements which have been 
fastened on. Firstly he declared that in respect of participation in any war the people of South 
Africa would demand to be consulted before any decisions were come to. And secondly he said 
that the Government would not participate in any general scheme of Imperial Defence. Because 
of these statements Colonel Stallard talks as if the very foundations of the British Empire are 
being- assailed . It is odd that Great Britain itself, to which the maintenance of the Empire is at 
least a matter of interest and of pride, remains so cool and collected about these terrible possi
bilities. Last year Colonel Stallard represented the Status Bill as marking the break-up of the 
Empire. The British people refused to be moved. This year he is equally gloomy about Mr. 
Pirow's pronouncement. But once again, the British people refuses to be moved. This is what 
the London "Times" has said :-"The objection felt not only in South Africa, but in other 
Dominions, to commitments in the future is well understood here. It is regarded as perfectly 
natural for every Dominion to wish to remain absolutely free to determine its own course in any 
crisis. " 

MR. PIROW AND DEFENCE. 

But let us look at those two statements of Mr. Pi row. First he said that South Africa 
itself must determine the extent of its participation in any war. That has been held to raise the 
issue of the right of neutrality. Let me first clear up this point-that it is one thing for a 
country to be technically at war, it is another for it to participate actively in a war in which tech
nically it is involved. To establish that I need only remind you of the countries, which in the last 
stages of the Great War declared war on the Central Powers, without ever actively participating 
in that \Var. Colonel Stallard is therefore entirely wrong when he says that Mr. Pirow's state
ment asserts South Africa's right of neutrality. In that respect, as you will remember, Dr. 
Malan, much more correctly, abstained from drawing any such inference. The question of the 
right of neutrality is quite a different question. But, and this is the important point, whether or 
not South Africa has such a right of neutrality, whether or not we think that when the King 
is at war, all who owe him allegiance are technically at war, we all certainly should be agreed on 
this point, that in the event of anyone part of the Commonwealth being- at war, the fact and 
extent of the active participation of any other part of the Commonwealth in that war is to be 
decided by that part of the Commonwealth, and by it alone. If for instance South Africa were 
to be attacked by an Oriental power, we would hope for assistance from Great Britain, but it 
would not be for us to tell Great Britain what fleet she must send to help us. And so too if 
Great Britain is involved in a Continental War, it is not for her to tell the Union what army we 

must send to her aid. 

Now of course this is no new doctrine, in South Africa or anywhere else in the Empire. It 
was the doctrine which was proclaimed by Sir Wilfred Laurier in Canada in J899. It was the 
doctrine followed by South Africa in 1914. The Government of the day held that technic<llly South 
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(rica was at war when Great Britain was at war, but it summoned Parliament to decide on the 
extent of its participatiin in that War. And it goes much further back than that. Colonel 
Molyneux, an old Natal soldier, quite rightly said the other day that in his opinion" Mr. Pirow 
quite correctly reflected the present position. That position has not altered since the early 
Colonial days." And that is more strikingly true than probably Colonel Molyneux thought. You 
will remember the first Anglo-Boer War of 1880-1. The Boer forces were on the point of invading 
Natal. What did the Natal Legislative Council do? It passed a resolution "not to vote any 
money, either for offensive or defensive purposes connected with the Transvaal Boers." Consti
tutionally, it was quite correct in passing the resolution. But, quite wrongly, the Magistrate of 
Newcastle, a Mr. Beaumont, later 1 believe Sir \Villiam Beaumont, interpreted that resolution 
as a declaration of neutrality. "I need hardly remind you," he wrote to General Joubert, "that 
the quarrel of the Transvaal Boers is with the Imperial Government. The Natal Government 
frum the beginning has wished, and believed also that the Transvaal Boers \vished, that the 
Guvernment and people of Natal should have nothing to do with the quarrel, and should hold a 
neutral position." Mr. Beaumont made exactly the same mistake as Colonel Stallard is now 
making in confusing abstention from active participation in a war with a declaration of neutrality. 
But it is at least amusing that it shoulc1 have been in Natal that the right of neutrality was first 
asserted. 

There \vas therefore nothing new about Mr. Pirow's nrst statement, and likewise there was 
nothing new about his second statement. He said the Government of South Africa is not pre
pared to commit itself to any general scheme of Imperial Defence. When did we ever have a 
Government in South Africa so committed? Never, unless we describe in those terms the annual 
'contribution of £85,000 which used to be made to the British Navy. That contribution was 
dropped-it was dropped by an S.A.P. Government- -and it was dropped because, the whole ques
tion of our part in Naval Defence having been surveyed, it was agreed on behalf of South 
i\ frica, in iieu of that contribution, to undertake certain other obligations, more particularly in 
respect of the training of men in the Royal Naval Volunteer Reserve, and in respect of the land 
defences of the Naval base. That \vas admitted at the time by the British Government to be an 
important contribution, a contribution which, it was recognized, might prove to be beyond our 
strength tu make, a contribution the value of which has been enhanced by what has been done 
tu modernize our defences. Our improved coastal defences are of course in our own interest frolTl 
the point of view of safeguarding our shores, but they do also represent a very substantial con
tribution to the effectiveness of the British Navy. The Government is therefore carrying out its 
undertakings under the 1921 agreement honourably, and carrying them out effectively. It ill 
becomes those who have acquiesced in the position since 192 I to attack the Government no\\/, 
and that merely because Mr. Pirow has stated a position , which has always been the position in 
South Africa. 

I have attempted to explain the Government's positIOn in regard to several important ques
tioils of the day . Let me say just a word auout those questions from allother angle. vV' e are 
constantly being told that the Government is not a united body in these matters. However dis
united our opponents may be in everything else, they are at least united in saying that we arc 
c1isunitec1. Now of course there are certain things that we as a Government are not agreed upon. 
That all the \vorld knows. But let us be precise. Let us define what it is that we are not agreed 
upon , and what it is that we are agreec1 upon. 

\Ve are not agreed in respect of the metaphysical concept of the divisibility of the Crown . 
But we are all united in affirming our allegiance to His Majesty King George, and we were all 
united in enshrining' that allegiance in the Status Bill last year, and in enacting that our King is 
anc1 shall continue to be the King of the United Kingdom of Great Britain anc1 Northern Irelanc1. 

\Ve are not agreed that there is such a thing as a right of neutrality in war-in other words 
we are not agreed as to whether the mere fact of the King being at war makes all his subjects 
technically at war- but we are agreed that the fact and extent of our active participation in any 
war are to be determined by the representatives of the people of South Africa alone, and we are 
agreed that <Ill agreements into which we have entered. agreements of which all the world knows. 
wi!1 be honourably and loyally carried out. 
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vVe are not agreed that there is a right of secession-in other words we are not agreed Oil. 

the question whether we can leave the British Empire without what is technically at least a revo~ 
lution-but we are agreed that Mr. Bonar Leiw was right when in 1920 he said that if a Domin
ion wanted to leave the British Empire, no hand would be lifted to stop it, that in effect therefore 
we have the power of secession, and we are agreed that that power to secede can only be exer
cised if there is a will to secede, that that will to secede does not exist to-day, and that the 
passing of the Status Act has effectively postponed its coming into being. 

You will see that it is on the important practical points that we are agreed-let our opponents 
get such satisfaction as they can from our disagreement on the acadcmic juridical points which 
arc of no practical importance whatsoever. 

Our opponents are united only in saying that we are disunited. On every other point they 
stand at the two extremes. Extremists I suppose one is always bound to have. It is indeed some 
consolation to be attacked by extremists, especially when they attack you from both sides-you 
know that you, being . in the middle of the road, are on safe and sure ground. 

\Vell, I don't think there is really room for extremists in South Africa any more. They will 
have their little day. They will get their quota of followers. But I think the desire of the 
great mass of the people for peace and unity will prevail against them and destroy them. 

COL. STALLARD'S RESPONSIBILITY. 

I may be wrong in this belief, but if I am, then let us be clear on this point. There is only 
one of the extremist parties that has any real chance of prevailing in South Africa--and that is 
the party of Dr. Malan. And the pity of it is, as far as Colonel Stallard is concerned, that by 

attacking the Government and seeking to weaken it, all he is doing is to help to make it possible 
for the Malanites to supersede it. Make no mistake about this. If it should come about that onc 
day Dr. Malan does oust the present Government and becomes Prime Minister, and if he then 
gives effect to what appears to be in his heart, Colonel Stallard will not be able to evade respon
sibility for having helped to bring thilt about. It is indeed a sorry role that Colonel Stallard is 
casting for himself in our history. 

But as for us ot the Government and of the United Party, we can be satisfied that we are 
on sure ground, that we are keeping to the middle of the road. Doubtless you have all at one 
time or another travelled through difficult country-over rough roads with sheer precipices, it may 
be, on the one side and steep krantzes on the other-a bad surface perhaps, made slippery by 
rain. \Vell, you know the maxim in such cases, keep to the middle of the road. These are diffi
cult times in the history of the \vorld. And South Africa is never a cOllntry for easy faring. It is 
no light task to guide the car of our destiny to its appointed goal. There are dangers assailing 
LIS on either side. A mistilke, a false step might easily be fatal. And surely to us also thcre 

. comes the injunction to keep to the middle of the road . That is what \ve are seeking to do as a 
Govcrnment, as a party. The very criticisms of our opponents prove that we are succeeding. 
am confident that, with the sympathy and the help of you our supporters, we shall not fail to 
bring our country through to journey's end. 

(Published by the United South African National Party, 136. Adderley St., Cape crown, and ·printed by The }'ederal 
Printing Company (Pty.) Limited. 18 Canterbury St .. Cape Town. 28/2/35.) 
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