XXVIII. The Permanent Executive (2)


The Great Offices of State. The Secretariat





'Amongst all particular offices and places of charge in this State there is none of more necessary use, nor subject to more cumber and variableness, than is the office of principal Secretary.'-Nicholas Faunt (1592).





'All officers and counsellors of provinces have a prescribed authority by patent, by custom or by oath, the Secretary only excepted, but to the Secretary, out of a confidence and singular affection, there is a liberty to negotiate at discretion at home and abroad, with friends and enemies, in all matters of speech and intelligence.' - Sir Robert Cecil.





'It is not the business of a Cabinet Minister to work his department.  His business is to see that it is properly worked.' - Sir George Cornewall Lewis.








Growth of the Administrative System.


Reference has been repeatedly made in the course of this work to the haphazard development of English institutions.  The observation is not least pertinent in regard to the administrative system.  The English Constitution has never been 'made'; it is organic; it has developed with the development of the people, and strengthened with their strength.  The hand of the reformer has been frequently applied to it; or rather the process of amendment - a patch added here, a rent mended there has been wellnigh continuous.  What is true of the Constitution as a whole is true also of those departments of Government which are concerned with the work of practical administration.  'The English offices', says Bagehot, 'have never since they were made, been arranged with any reference to one another; or rather, they were never made, but grown as each could.'  Of the administrative system, in its totality, Bagehot's observation is undeniably true; but in regard to particular offices it is less true today than it was when Bagehot wrote some sixty years ago.  Not indeed until the appointment of the Machinery of Government Committee by the short-lived Ministry of Reconstruction [begin page 142] (1917) was there any attempt officially to survey the administrative system as a whole or to suggest a scheme for its reorganization on lines at once more scientific, more practically efficient, and (it was hoped) more economical.  To the Report of this Committee, over which Viscount Haldane of Cloan presided, further reference will be made later.





The tedious detail of the preceding chapter will at least have served to illustrate the obvious truth that administration is largely a matter of money.  In primitive communities indeed the Sovereign calls upon his subjects not for money but for service.  The substitution of a money economy for a personal economy is one of the earlier manifestations of an emergence from primitive conditions of society to those which we are pleased to term' civilized'.  The latter term is itself, indeed, indicative of the transition.  The institution of Scutage in England, in the twelfth century, marked an important stage in the evolution of modern society.  The King found it more convenient even for the purposes of waging war, especially if the campaign was on foreign soil, to accept from his vassals a composition in money in lieu of personal service.  The demand thus made for money produced widespread reactions.  Feudal lords and their manorial villeins found it to their mutual advantage to substitute fixed money payments for the agricultural services owed by the villeins to the lords.





The Treasury


It is not, therefore, remarkable that the history of the Administrative System, or rather the history of the differentiation of Government Departments, should begin with the Treasury, the Scaccarium or Exchequer of the Norman and Angevin Kings.





The Exchequer is descended from the Curia Regis, or, to speak more precisely, the Norman Scaccarium was the Curia when sitting for financial business.  It consisted of two offices: the Upper, which was a Court of Account; and the Lower, a Court of Receipt.  The function of the Exchequer of Account was to ascertain what was due to the King; of the Exchequer of Receipt to receive it.  The [begin page 143] Exchequer of Account gradually developed into one of the three great Courts of Common Law; the Exchequer of Receipt was, if not the ancestor, at least the predecessor, of the modem Treasury.�  The Upper Exchequer consisted of the Chancellor, the Treasurer, and a board of high officials known as the Barons of the Exchequer.  This Court controlled all persons who collected or expended the revenues of the Crown, audited Accounts, and determined all legal questions relating to revenue.  The full body met only twice a year to receive the sheriffs' accounts, and in the intervals between its sessions the Barons of the Exchequer went on circuit throughout the country for the transaction of financial and judicial business.





The chief officers of the Exchequer of Receipt were the Treasurer and the Chamberlain.  The functions of the latter officer were later subdivided between the Lord Great Chamberlain, the King's Chamberlain, and the Chamberlain of the Exchequer.  Down to 1826 payments into the Exchequer were recorded by means of tallies, one half of which served as a receipt to the payer, the other as a record of payment for the Exchequer.  Payments out of the Exchequer were authorized by an order under the Great or Privy Seal addressed to the Treasurer and Chamberlains.  The association of these officials emphasizes the confusion, to which attention has already been drawn, between the household and national accounts and the household and State officials.





The growth of business, the centralization of administrative functions, and the legal reforms of Henry II led, before the end of the twelfth century, to a differentiation in the functions of the Exchequer and a bifurcation of staffs.  A Chief Baron, with three or four other Barons, dealt with judicial business: the Treasurer and his clerks did the administrative work.  Yet traces of the common origin of the Courts of Law and the Treasury may be found in the fact that down to the year 1875 the Chancellor of the Exchequer was entitled to sit as a judge in the [begin page 144] Court of Exchequer, and on the morrow of St. Martin (12 November) he still annually sits in the High Court of justice for the purpose of appointing the sheriffs.  To this ceremony the whole Cabinet as well as the judges are summoned.  Thus 'the justiciarii and great officers of State sit once more on the Exchequer side of the Curia, only the Exchequer and its barons have gone and the Chancellor of the Exchequer finds himself presiding in the Queen's Bench Division of the High Court of justice'.�





Among the great departments of State the Treasury still stands in every sense apart, and in some sense pre-eminent, as it has stood for over seven hundred years.  As early as 1155 the Pipe Roll makes mention of a payment 'for repairing the house of the Exchequer', from which we may infer that as far back as the reign of Henry II the Treasury was separately housed, though the 'house' was then, and for long afterwards, within the precincts of the Royal Palace of Westminster.  Owing perhaps to the fact that the Treasurer had his own office the Exchequer became the place of deposit for State archives.  The responsibility for the custody of these documents from the time that they are released from the departments to which they severally belong is now vested in a great judicial officer, the Master of the Rolls.





The Treasurer


The Treasurer was, from the Norman Conquest until the Tudors, one of the great officers of the King's Court and of the State.  He was originally inferior in dignity to the Justiciar, who acted as the first Minister of the King, and, during the latter's frequent absences from the realm of the King, as Viceroy.  The Treasurer was inferior also to the chief clerk, or Chancellor, who after the abeyance of the Justiciarship (temp. Henry III) was in dignity as well as in power and influence second to the King.  Yet the author of the Dialogus de Scaccario (temp. Henry II) says of the Treasurer that he could hardly explain in words the cares and anxieties of his office, though he had the pen of a ready writer.  His solicitous diligence was [begin page 145] necessary in all the transactions of both the Upper and Lower Exchequers, so much so that so long as the Exchequer remained, his duties could not be separated from it.  He received the accounts of the sheriffs, and had the charge of writing the Great Roll, being responsible that there was no error in number, cause, or person, and that no one should be discharged who was not quit, and no one charged who had acquitted himself.�  'In a word,' as Madox puts it, 'his duty was to provide for and take care of the King's profit.'





By the separation of the Chancery from the Exchequer, at the end of the reign of Richard I, the Treasurer gained greatly in dignity and independence.  Still more so by the disappearance of the Justiciar.  Moreover, the appointment, under Edward I, of a Chief Baron of the Exchequer relieved the Treasurer of judicial business and left him free to devote himself to his administrative and political duties.  From this time onward he was second only in the official hierarchy to the Chancellor until a rival appeared, under the Tudors, in the person of the King's Secretary, or until both were surpassed if not superseded by the emergence of a Prime Minister.





The Chancellor of the Exchequer


Meanwhile, the separation of the Chancery from the Exchequer necessitated the appointment of a new official to take charge of the Seal (cancellarium) of the Exchequer, and perhaps also to keep a cheek upon the Treasurer, who was already tending to become overpowerful and independent.  The earliest record of the appointment of a Chancellor of the Exchequer is the 18 Henry III.� 'He was bound equally with the Treasurer to see to the correctness of the Great Roll,' and if the Treasurer was in error he was 'to rebuke him with modesty and to suggest what ought to be done. If, the Treasurer persevered, the matter was to be argued before the Barons and left to their decision.'�   [begin page 146]





A long time was, however, to elapse before the position, of the junior official in any way rivalled that of the senior.  From the time of Henry VII the functions of the Chancellor of the Exchequer would seem to have become steadily more important.  The office of Chancellor of the Exchequer and Under-Treasurer have since then generally been held by the same person, though under different patents.  But under Henry VIII Thomas Cromwell combined for a time the office of Chancellor of the Exchequer with that of Lord Treasurer.  In 1622 a Commission was issued to enable the Lord Treasurer to act as Chancellor of the Exchequer, and in 1624 Sir Richard Weston combined the latter office with that of Under-Treasurer, besides being a Commissioner to execute the office, during a vacancy, of Lord Treasurer.  The growing importance of the Chancellorship of the Exchequer is indicated by the fact that under Charles I the office is held by such men as Francis (afterwards Lord) Cottington, by Sir John Colepeper, and, in 1642, by no less a man than Sir Edward Hyde, afterwards Earl of Clarendon.  From the reign of Charles II the Treasurership was, with increasing frequency, put into commission, with the result that the Chancellorship of the Exchequer still further developed in importance.





After the Revolution of 1688 we get nearer and nearer to the modern practice.  Thus in 1694 Sidney (afterwards Earl of) Godolphin became Chancellor of the Exchequer and first Commissioner of the Treasury.  Sir Robert Walpole is similarly designated in 1715, and finally in 1717 James (afterwards Earl) Stanhope became Chancellor of the Exchequer and first Lord Commissioner.  This was the position and style assigned to Walpole in 1721.  By that time, however, the Prime Minister had definitely emerged; the Treasurership had been finally put into commission, and the Chancellor of the Exchequer, having got rid of the incubus of a personal Lord High Treasurer, had come to occupy one of the most important places under the Crown, though in the official hierarchy his place [begin page 147] is inferior to many of his Cabinet colleagues.  The last personal holder of the office of Lord Treasurer was Charles, Duke of Shrewsbury, who was appointed to the office, which he held with those of Lord-Lieutenant of Ireland and Lord Chamberlain of the Household, in the last hours of the reign of Queen Anne.  In 1714 George I nominated Lord Halifax and four other persons to be Lords Commissioners for executing the office of Lord High Treasurer, and in Commission the office has remained ever since that time.  The duties are nominally apportioned among five persons: the First Lord, who has generally, though not invariably, combined this office with the Premiership; three junior Lords, who now act as the Party Whips, but have no duties,� save purely formal ones, at the Treasury; and the Chancellor of the Exchequer, who is now the working Head of the Department.  The 'Board' was still a reality down to the close of the eighteenth century, but like other Boards (e.g. the Board of Trade), though regularly constituted, has long since ceased to meet.





The Treasury is still in many respects the most important Department of the Central Government, since it exercises or ought to exercise a strict control over the rest.  Subject, of course, to Parliament, the Treasury is responsible for the regulation of taxation and for the collection of revenue, being assisted in the latter function by the Revenue Departments.  It also controls expenditure.  Consequently all estimates must be passed by the Treasury before they are submitted to the House of Commons by the Minister immediately responsible.  Under the Cabinet system, however, the responsibility for expenditure, as for everything else, is collective, and, should the Cabinet decide that a certain expense must be incurred, the Treasury has no option but to find the money.  The Chancellor of the Exchequer, if he deems the expenditure unjustifiable, has one means of protest, but one only - that of resignation.  In 1887 Lord Randolph Churchill [begin page 148] resolved on this method of protesting against the expenditure on armaments; the Prime Minister decided in favour of the Admiralty and the War Office, and Lord Randolph Churchill's resignation was consequently accepted.  But the protests of the guardian of the national purse do not often go so far as this.  The threat is frequently uttered but rarely carried out.  Lord Palmerston declared that his desk was full of Mr. Gladstone's resignations, but, in his case, matters were always in the long, run adjusted.  On one occasion when the tone of the Chancellor of the Exchequer was more than ordinarily menacing, Lord Palmerston wrote to Queen Victoria:





‘Viscount Palmerston hopes to be able to overcome his [Mr. Gladstone's] objections; but if that should prove impossible, however great the loss to the Government by the retirement of Mr. Gladstone, it would be better to lose Mr. Gladstone than to run the risk of losing Portsmouth or Plymouth.'





Both the threatened disasters were for the time being averted; but the story illustrates vividly, enough the relations which may subsist between a Chancellor of the Exchequer and his colleagues of the Cabinet.  Mr. Gladstone was perhaps mindful of his own earlier experience, when at a later stage of his career he elected to combine the offices of First Lord of the Treasury, Prime Minister, and Chancellor of the Exchequer.  In view of the control which the Treasury ought to exercise over the ‘spending Departments’, and the intimate knowledge which its Chief ought to possess of their requirements, there is much to be said for this arrangement.  But with the rapid expansion and growing complexity of the nation's business the experiment is one which is hardly likely to be repeated.





Besides its general control both over Revenue and Expenditure, the Treasury has to arrange for the provision of the funds required to meet the day-to-day necessities of the public service; and for this purpose it is entrusted with extensive borrowing powers.  To the.  Treasury it falls also to initiate and carry out all measures affecting- the [begin page 149] currency and the public debt.  Finally, it prescribes the form in which the public accounts shall be kept.





It has other functions of minor though not small importance, such as the audit of the Civil List of the Sovereign, the award of Civil Pensions, the financial control of the County Courts, the valuation of Government property for rating purposes, and the general regulation of the personnel of the Civil Service in such matters as recruitment of staff, salaries, and wages, hours and conditions of work, leave, and travelling and subsistence allowances.�





The total staff of the Treasury and the Departments subordinate to it now (1925-6) numbers 780 persons, and the net total of the estimate is £315,807.  The subordinate offices are the Cabinet Secretariat and Committee of Imperial Defence,� the Office of Parliamentary Counsel, the Exchequer Office Scotland, the Paymaster-General's Office, the University Grants Committee, the Trade Facilities Act Advisory Committee, and the War Histories Department.  The Exchequer and Audit Department is wholly independent of the Treasury, and the head of that Department is independent not merely of the Treasury, but, for reasons already stated, of the House of Commons, his salary being charged, like that of the judges, on the Consolidated Fund.�





The Revenue Department - the Customs and Excise, the Inland Revenue and the Post Office - are in theory still farther removed from the Treasury, and the estimates for these departments are not even included in Civil Service Estimates.





Dual Functions of the Treasury.


The question has indeed been raised whether it can be regarded as a sound principle of administration that same department should be responsible both for raising the revenue and controlling the expenditure.  The answers are not unanimous.  Those who favour a large increase in the activities and therefore in the expenditure of the State [begin page 150] chafe at Treasury control.  They contend that it is the business of the Chancellor of the Exchequer to raise the funds demanded by the collective wisdom of his colleagues.  This view has never yet obtained general acceptance.  On the contrary it has been commonly held that it is essential both to efficiency and economy that the Minister responsible for raising the revenue should also have a predominant voice in deciding on the amount, and-in some degree - on the character of the expenditure.  Only in this way can the Chancellor of the Exchequer impose an effective restraint upon the demands of his colleagues and appreciate the extent of the liabilities to which he is being committed by them.  'If he is to be held responsible for filling the reservoir and maintaining a certain depth of water in it, he must also be in a position to regulate the outflow.'�





The Secretary of State


The Treasury, however, is not, or should not be, a spending Secretary department.  Its traditional function is to act as a watch dog, to stand sentinel over the other Departments.  To the other Departments we may now pass; and first to those over which His Majesty's Principal Secretaries of State preside.  Of these Secretaries there are now six,� but although the powers of the Secretary of State are assigned in practice to six different persons, there is still, in legal form, only one office, and any one of the Secretaries may legally exercise its powers.  Acts of Parliament still confer powers on 'a Secretary of State' which by statutory definition means ‘one of His Majesty's Principal Secretaries of State'.  Thus modern terminology recalls and conforms to the facts of history, since all six Secretaries derive from one official who wag originally, like other great officers, attached to the King's person in a domestic not to say a menial capacity.  The duties of the King's Secretary were originally discharged by the Chancellor, who had the custody of the Great Seal.  But the Chancellor, as we [begin page 151] have seen, tended to become more and more absorbed in judicial duties; the Chancery itself was located at Westminster, and the King found it necessary to have a 'lesser seal in the shape of a Private or Secret Seal' which was entrusted to a 'Keeper' who acted as the King's confidential clerk and was constantly about his person.





Before long the Keeper of the Privy Seal, like the custodian of the Great Seal, developed into an officer of State so important that the Lords Ordainers, when presenting their scheme of reform to Edward III, demanded that they should have the nomination of this Minister.  Again, therefore, the King found it necessary to enlist the services of a less exalted official; he provided himself with a third seal, the signet, for his private use and entrusted his private correspondence to a Secretarius.�





This new official, the King's Secretary, is first mentioned in official documents in the reign of Henry III.  In the Commission for negotiating an alliance with Spain in 1253 one John Maunsell is described as Secretarius Noster; in 1254 he is empowered as 'Secretary' to give assent to the marriage of Prince Edward with Eleanor of Castille, and four years later is mentioned as a member of the King's Council.  His successor, Henry de Wengham, was also a member of the Council and was rewarded for his secretarial services by the Bishopric of London - an indication that the Secretaryship was becoming a post of distinction.





The Three Seals


There is a marked advance in the importance of the office during the fourteenth century.





'The signet was gradually superseding the privy seal as the seal for the King's private use, and the clerk of his chamber who kept the signet was gradually employed more and more exclusively on secretarial business until the title of Secretary was by Richard II's reign officially applied to him.  . . . The fifteenth century opens with the signet firmly established as the third and most private of the King's three official seals.


[begin page 152]





It is used both to authorize the issues under the privy sea an chancery, and to seal the personal correspondence of the Sovereign, and its Keeper, a subordinate household officer, is officially known as the King's Secretary.'�





The procedure in reference to the Seals is thus described by one who was for many years intimately associated with the work of the Home Office:�  ‘While in the eleventh century the King gave verbally to the Chancellor the instructions on which he issued an instrument under the Great Seal: and while in the thirteenth century the King gave his verbal instructions to the Keeper of the Privy Seal who conveyed these instructions under the Privy Seal to the Chancellor who thereupon issued the instrument under the Great Seal: in the fifteenth century the King expressed his wishes to his Secretary who communicated them under the signet or the sign manual to the Keeper of the Privy Seal who passed them on under the Privy Seal to the Chancellor who thereupon issued the instrument under the Great Seal.  This last cumbrous procedure,' adds Sir Edward Troup, 'a fossilized record of the rise of the several offices, has survived almost to the present day.'  The letters patent for the creation of a peer are still sealed with the Great Seal on the authority of a royal warrant countersigned by a Secretary of State.  The intermediate stage involving the intervention of the Privy Seal was cut out only by the Great Seal Act of 1884.  The possession of the signet is still the formal evidence of the authority of the Secretary of State, who on his appointment receives from the Sovereign three seals: the signet, a lesser seal, and the Cachet.  The custody of the signet was indeed the primary duty of the King's Secretary long before he became head of a department',� though it was not until the reign of Richard II that political significance attached to the use of the signet.  The Secretary was not, however, at that time regarded as at all on the same level as the   Chancellor, the Treasurer, or the Privy Seal-those being the officials over whose appointment the opponents of the Crown wished to secure control.�





The Fifteenth Century


The fifteenth century was, as already indicated, essentially a period of constitutional definition.  Holding the Crown by a parliamentary title the House of Lancaster was constrained to accept the principle of parliamentary control over the Executive.  It is not, therefore, surprising that during this period the King's Secretary should begin to emerge from his original position as a household officer - 'the beloved clerk who stays continually by our side' into that of a Minister of State.  But the evolution was slow.  When the Lancastrians came to the throne the King's Secretary was still not much more than a steward or domestic bursar keeping minute accounts of receipts and expenditure in the royal household, and taking rank with the King's Surgeon and the Clerk of the Kitchen.





Ordinance of 1443


In the year 1443 certain rules were made by an Order-in-Council to ensure the responsibility of the Council and the officers of the King for the answers given or grants made in response to petitions.  This ordinance incidentally throws light upon the functions and status of the Secretary.  If the answer involved a grant the Secretary was required to prepare letters which, signed with the signet, should authorize the fixing of the Privy Seal and ultimately the Great Seal.  Here, as Sir William Anson observes, we find the Secretary in a position of recognized responsibility for the expression of the King's will.�  The enhanced status of the King's Secretary is clearly indicated by the inclusion of Gervase le Volore with such eminent personages as the Duke of Somerset and Alice de la Pole, Duchess of Suffolk, in the list of those who in 1451 were impeached by the Commons in a petition to the King for 'misbehavying about your roiall persone, by whos undue means your possessions have been gretely amenused, youre lawes not executed, and the peas of this youre Reame not observed [begin page 154] nother kept'.� Thomas Mannyng, another of Henry VI’s Secretaries, was among the other adherents of the Lancastrian House who were attainted of high treason after accession of Edward IV.





Under Edward IV the establishment of the Secretary doubled in size - an indication of increasing importance not lost upon modern Heads of Departments.  He now had, four clerks and 'sufficient writers of the King's signet', a 'gentleman to attend on him', and 'three persons wayters on him for all that office'.  He had his appointed Commons at Court - 'three loaves, two messes of great meat, half a pitcher of wine and two gallons of ale;' he had ‘one torch, one percher, two candels wax, three candels, paris’, while parchment, paper, and red wax were supplied to him by the office of the Great Spicery.'�





A Second Secretary


Meanwhile the work of the Secretary was increasing so fast that in 1433 a second Secretary had been appointed for the transaction of the King's business in France, though as there was as yet but one signet, the second Secretary being appointed by patent.  In 1464, however, it was laid down that in the absence of Edward Hatclyffe, ‘our Secretary and Councillor', one Oliver King, 'the King's first and principal Secretary in the French language,' was to have the custody of the signet and was 'to receive all kinds of bills and warrants whatsoer addressed to the Chancellor, or to the Privy Seal together with all letters as well in Latin as in English, and to receive the accustomed fees.’� 





It is perhaps premature to see in the appointment of a second Secretary to deal primarily with French affairs the beginning of a bifurcation - not destined to become definite and final for more than three centuries - between the Home Office and the Foreign Office; nevertheless the appointment at least affords evidence of the growing importance of the office.  Further evidence of a similar [begin page 155] tendency is afforded in 1476, when for the first time a newly appointed Secretary is described as the 'Principal Secretary' - not, as it would seem, to denote a difference in the rank of the two Secretaries, but to mark the responsible character of the office as distinct from that of a mere clerk or amanuensis.  For some time to come the appointment of a second Secretary was fitful; only in the reign of James I was the practice definitely established.  From 1539, however, there were two signets and two books of warrants in the keeping severally of the two Secretaries.  In 1640 a further step was taken.  On the appointment of Sir Henry Vane, in that year, the foreign business of the office was formally divided.  Secretary Windebank was to have charge of the business with Spain, Italy, and Flanders; Vane himself of that with France, Germany, Holland, and the Baltic.  In fact this was only the formal recognition of an arrangement which had in practice been adopted since the reign of James I, but it formed the basis of the organization of the Northern and Southern Departments which lasted until 1782.  The rationale of the arrangement was not, however, geographical, as the titles would seem to suggest, but religious and political.  James I aspired to the position of mediator between the warring creeds of Europe, and in conformity with that aspiration he selected one Secretary as a Persona grata to the Protestant Powers, the other to the Catholics.  The differentiation of duties indicated in Secretary Vane's dispatch to Sir Thomas Roe did not, however, precisely correspond with lines of ecclesiastical divisions.





The Secretaryship under the Tudors


Long before this differentiation important developments had taken place in the position of the Secretary.  The Tudor Dictatorship marks a significant stage in he evolution of the ministerial system as in that of Parliament.  The two are, indeed, closely connected.  By a Statute of 1539 the attendance of the Secretaries of State in Parliament and their precedence therein is minutely regulated.  Moreover, the King's Secretary has by that time ceased to [begin page 156] be merely a Household or Court official; he has become one of the highest, he is soon to become indisputably the highest among the officers of the realm.  This may perhaps be regarded as a natural consequence of the personal government of a series of great rulers.  But the Tudor Dictatorship was more than personal; Henry VII Henry VIII, Edward VI, Mary, and Elizabeth, all made Parliament the instrument of their government.  The exaltation of the power of the Crown may have exalted the King's servant – ‘the beloved clerk who stays continually at our side,' - but in exalting it also tended to transform him.  The King's Secretary, though not yet a Parliamentary Minister, must take his place in Parliament, and must learn the arts of governing, if not yet of persuading Parliament.





The Secretaries in Parliament.


The Statute of 1539 ordained that the Secretary, as well, as the Lord Chancellor, the Lord President of the King's, Council, and the Lord Privy Seal, should attend Parliament.  If any of these great officers of State should be under the degree of a Baron of Parliament they should sit ‘at the uppermost part of the sacks in the midst of the said Parliament Chamber'.  Later it was ordained that when the King or the Speaker was present in the House of Lords - that is, when any formal business was to be transacted - both the Secretaries were to be on the woolsacks.�  Otherwise they were to sit alternately, week by week, one in the House of Lords, and one in the House of Commons; but if important matters were before the Commons the presence of both Secretaries in that House might be required.�  Edward VI, when making rules for the conduct of business in the Council, made his Secretary the medium of communication between the King and the Council or its Committees.





The Tudor Secretaries.


To recall the names of some of the Secretaries of the sixteenth century is sufficient to establish the impor- [begin page 157] tance of the office.  Richard Fox, Bishop of Winchester, and Thomas Ruthall, Bishop of Durham, held office under Henry VII. Fox's pupil, Wolsey, brooked no rival during his ascendancy, and Thomas Cromwell -the first layman to hold the office of Secretary - was indisputably the first Minister of the realm.  Sir William Cecil (afterwards Lord Burleigh) occupied as Secretary (1558-73) almost the position of a Prime Minister under Elizabeth.  When in 1573 he accepted the formally higher office of Lord High Treasurer he found in Sir Francis Walsingham, who succeeded him as Secretary, a dangerous rival, but after Walsingham's death (1590) he was able 'to keep the office vacant for six years and then to secure it with undiminished powers for his son Robert Cecil'.�





Robert Cecil, afterwards Earl of Salisbury, occupied a place in English politics during the last years of Elizabeth and the first years of James I (1590-1612) even more dominating than his father's.  But after his death the ear of the King was given to favourites rather than to Ministers, and though men of distinction like Coke, Vane, Falkland and Thurloe, Sunderland and Godolphin subsequently held the office, the Secretaryship never quite regained the pre-eminence given to it by the Tudor Secretaries, until a day came when the Secretaryship had to yield pride of power if not of place to a Prime Minister, who might or might not be a Secretary of State as well.�  In the meantime various Departments and Boards had been set up, the history and functions of which will presently demand attention.





The germ of those specialized offices is to be discovered in the two great officers of State whose evolution has now been traced.  For that reason, no excuse need be offered for exploring in some detail the genesis of the Treasury and of the Secretaryship of - State, though it will suffice to indicate in brief outline the subsequent history of the latter office.





A third- Secretary of State (for Scotland) was added [begin page 158] after the Union in 1708, but in 1746 the number was again reduced to two.  A third Secretaryship (this time for the Colonies) was established in 1768, only to be abolished after the recognition of American independence in 1782.  In that year the work of the office was reorganized: the Northern Department was transformed into a Foreign Office; the Southern into a Home Office responsible also for Ireland, which in the same year was granted legislative independence under the Grattan Constitution, and for the few colonies which survived the great disruption of 1782.





New Secretaryships of State.


The simplicity of this arrangement was soon, however rudely disturbed.  The exigencies of the struggle with France brought a third Secretary (for War) into existence in 1794, and the Colonies were added to his Department in 1801.  The Crimean War led to the assignment responsibility for Military and Colonial Affairs to two separate Secretaries in 1854; the transference of the dominions of the East India Company to the Crown raised the Secretariat to five in 1858; and the growing importance of aerial warfare demonstrated by the Great War led in 1917 to the appointment of a sixth Secretary of State for Air.





Work of the Home Office.


The existing powers of the Home Secretary are partly an emanation from the Royal Prerogative, and, in even larger part, are the result of the feverish legislative activity of the nineteenth century.





Prerogative Powers


Many of the Prerogative Powers of the Crown have been ministerially assigned to other Departments of State, notably to the Foreign Office, the War Office, and the Admiralty, but the Home Secretary has been aptly described by President Lowell as 'a kind of residuary legatee.’  He is responsible for the exercise of the Prerogative of Mercy and for the maintenance of the King's Peace.  The responsibility for calling out the troops in cases of civil disturbance rests with him, and for the action of the magistrates and police.  He is the channel of communication between the Sovereign and his subjects, and his formal duties in connexion with the grant of honours, alike [begin page 159] individuals and to localities, including such matters as the right of an institution, society, or club to use the title Royal.  He is also the proper medium of communication between the King as head of the Church of England and the Church.  He submits to the King the warrant for the issue of Letters Patent under the Great Seal authorizing the election of a Bishop by Cong’e d'élire, and he presents the Bishop elect when he does homage for the temporalities of the see.  He issues His Majesty's instructions to Lords Lieutenant, magistrates, Governors of Colonies; the warrants for certain appointments under Letters Patent pass through his hands, and in particular he is responsible for the appointment of Royal Commissions.





Statutory Duties


The duties imposed upon the Home Secretary by statute are complex and multifarious.  He is at once Minister of Justice and, to a large extent, Minister of Industry, though of some of the functions implied in the latter title he has been recently relieved.  The administration of Justice; the control of the Metropolitan Police, of Prisons, Probationary and Industrial Schools, Criminal Lunatic Asylums; the control of immigration the registration, supervision, and deportation of aliens naturalization; sale of intoxicating liquors and dangerous drugs; the safety of the public in theatres and picture-houses; their protection against fires, explosives, fire-arms; the guardianship of public morals, and the preservation of public amenities; the administration of Factory and Shops Acts, of Truck Acts, and of Workmen's Compensation Acts - all these things come within the province of the Home secretary.  He has to approve local by-laws and is responsible for the conduct of Parliamentary and local elections.  Scotland, Northern Ireland, the Isle of Man, and the Channel Islands are all, in some measure, under his jurisdiction.





The classification of duties assigned to the Home Office thing is anything but scientific, and if ever the reorganization of the departments of the Central Government should be taken seriously in hand the Home Office would probably [begin page 160] be transformed almost out of recognition.  Yet the Home Secretary would still, it must be assumed, take that precedence among the Secretaries of State which is historically his.  He remains, par excellence, the Secretary of State: the special servant of the King; and of all Cabinet Ministers, except the Prime Minister, he is still in closest personal contact with the Sovereign.





Staff


The work of the Home Office is now done by a staff of 975 persons, as compared with 26 at the end of the eighteenth century, and with 30 in 1832.  The net estimate for the current year (1925-6) is £418,744.  Of this sum over £150,000 is accounted for by the inspection of factories and workshops - a branch of the work which employs a staff of 293 persons.  167 persons are employed in executing the Aliens' Restriction Acts at a cost of £61,000.  On the whole it must be said that, in view of the variety and complexity of the functions imposed upon the Department, the staffing and expenditure are relatively modest.








The Foreign Office


Less varied but even more responsible is the part played in the economy of the State by the Foreign Office, which, as an independent establishment dates only from 1782.  The total staff of the Office, including King's messengers, but excluding the staff of the Diplomatic and Consular, Service, is 880, and the gross estimate is £299,427, but the appropriations in aid (mostly derived from passport fees) (£105,000) reduce this total to a net sum of £193,170.  The maintenance of the Diplomatic and Consular Services costs in addition £1,094,124.





The Crown and Foreign Affairs


The work of the Foreign Office, important as it is, calls for no detailed analysis.  Apart from the Passport Office, which is financially self-supporting, the staff, in relation to the work done and in comparison with more modern Departments, is not a large one.  One observation must, however, be made.  The political head of the Foreign Office stands in a special relation to the Sovereign, and Queen Victoria manifested special interest in the appointment to this office.  Though responsibility rests entirely [begin page 161] with the Secretary of State and the Cabinet, the Sovereign has, by tradition, exercised a more direct influence over the conduct of foreign than over that of domestic affairs.  To what extent that tradition will be maintained after the adoption of the republican form of government by so many of the Continental States it is impossible to predict.  Ambassadors are, however, accredited personally to the Sovereign and all important dispatches to foreign Governments are submitted to him.  Nor is the Sovereign's assent a mere formality.





Upon the observance of this rule Queen Victoria inflexibly insisted, and the neglect of it practically cost Lord Palmerston his place when he was almost at the zenith of his popularity in the country (1851).  Nor can it be doubted that the custom has contributed both to the continuity and the success of our foreign policy.  The less our diplomacy is deflected from its traditional lines by party mutations at home, the better for this country and for its neighbours.  Happily there are not wanting signs that Foreign Affairs are coming to be regarded, in increasing degree, as outside the domain of party politics.  This is partly the cause and partly the effect of the continuously exercised intervention of the Sovereign.  But one point must be emphasized.  No whit of responsibility attaches to him, any more than to the permanent Under-Secretary.  Influence they both exercise in full measure; the Secretary of State alone bears responsibility.





Colonial Office


Next in seniority to the Home and Foreign Secretariats is that for the Colonies.  The history of the office is instructive.  On the reorganization of the Privy Council after the


Restoration Charles II created a Council of Trade and a Council of Foreign Plantations.  These Councils were combined in 1672, but the combined Council existed only for three years.  In 1695 William. III revived it as the 'Board of Trade and Plantations'.  By this Board the Colonies or Plantations were administered, so far as the casual control exercised down to 1768 could be described as 'administration.’  By that time we were already involved in acute [begin page 162] controversy with the American Colonies, and it was thought desirable to create a third Secretaryship of State to deal with Colonial affairs.  In 1782 the most important part of the Colonial Empire had ceased to be; the separate Secretaryship was, therefore, abolished, and the residue o work was transferred to the Home Office.  In 1801 Colonial business was transferred once again to the new Secretary of State for War, created, as we have seen, in 1794.  The new Department henceforward became known as that for War and the Colonies, until in 1854 a separate Secretaryship for the Colonies was created.  From that time onwards the office steadily grew in prestige and importance until, in 1895, it received a fresh access of dignity by being selected as the special sphere of his activities by the most prominent of the leaders of the Party then in power.�





The Colonial Office is not responsible for all the oversea territories of the Crown.  India, as already indicated, has its separate Secretariat; various Protectorates are controlled by the Foreign Office, while the Channel Islands, and the Isle of Man are under the jurisdiction of the Home Office.





The present cost of the Head-quarter's work of this Colonial Office is £177,473, but to this must be added £1,216,207 for sundry colonial services, such as passages of Governors and other Colonial officers, salaries of High Commissioners, grants in aid of local revenues in such places as Tanganyika, Uganda Railway annuities, &c.  The Middle-Eastern Services - expenditure in connexion with the Iraq and Palestine Mandates and with Arabia - call for an additional £4,770,000, and the work of Oversea Settlement for £497,925, the latter being mainly expended in connexion with the Empire Settlement Act of 1922.  Since the war there has been a notable decrease in emigration, not least in migration to the British Dominions oversea.  In 1913 the total number of emigrants [begin page 163] was 701,691, of whom 331450 went to the Dominions.  The outward flow of population ceased during the war, and has been only slowly resumed.  In 1923 the total was 463,285, of whom 260,271 went to the Dominions.  Partly in order to deal with the settlement of ex-service men and partly for other reasons it was deemed desirable for the State to assume more direct responsibility for oversea settlement.  Consequently a special committee was set up at the Colonial Office originally known as 'The Government Emigration Committee', but now more happily renamed as 'The Oversea Settlement Committee'.  The Secretary of State for the Colonies is President and the Parliamentary Secretary of the Department of Overseas Trade is Chairman of the Committee, while the Parliamentary Under-Secretaries for the Colonies and of the Ministry of Labour are ex-officio members of it.  The mere mention of these sub-Departments is significant of the rapid development of the work of the Colonial Office.  To the overwhelming importance of that development reference has been already made, but this word may be added.  Were that development to be arrested or even to slacken in intensity it would be indeed ominous for the future of the British Empire.





The War Office


The history and organization of the War Office must be treated not less summarily, partly because a civilian cannot be trusted to apprehend and still less to describe it with accuracy; and even more because of all the great offices of State it has known least of continuity or of finality.  A system described with reasonable accuracy today may by tomorrow be out of date.





The Army has always been in a peculiar sense under the control of the Crown.  The command of it was, as a competent writer has observed, 'the last of the royal prerogatives to be brought under the principle of ministerial responsibility.'�  This was due partly to the anxiety of the Crown to retain it; still more perhaps to the reluctance of Parliament to admit that a standing army was anything [begin page 164] more than a disagreeable and temporary expedient, to be dispensed with as soon as circumstances permitted.  Circumstances have obstinately forbidden such a consummation; but the War Office, which was first organized under Charles II, was, until relatively recent times, conspicuous for the confusion which would naturally be expected in an organization designed for temporary purposes.  The confusion which characterized this Department down to 1855, and did not entirely cease in that year, is thus happily summarized by Sir William Anson: 'The soldier was fed by the Treasury and armed by the Ordnance Board: the Home Secretary was responsible for his movements in his native country: the Colonial Secretary superintended his movements abroad: the Secretary at War took care that he was paid, and was responsible for the lawful administration of the flogging which was provided for him by the Commander-in-Chief.'�





The office of Secretary at War dates from the reign of Charles II.  In 1676 a warrant, countersigned by one of the Secretaries of State, was issued to the Duke of Monmouth.  Under this warrant all warrants and orders or military affairs were in future to be issued under the sign, manual and countersigned not by a military officer but by the Secretary of the Forces 'as by our command'.  In 1683 the Office of Ordnance was reorganized on a civil basis, but until the definition of his functions by an Act of 1783 the position of the Secretary at War remained ambiguous.  Like a Secretary of State he countersigned State documents and thus authenticated the sign-manual of the King; but he was not technically a Secretary of State, and in 1717 Pulteney - when fulfilling the office formally repudiated his responsibility to Parliament.  He was, he contended, 'a ministerial, not a constitutional officer, bound to issue orders according to the King's direction.'  In 1783 the ambiguity was so far terminate that the Secretary at War was entrusted under Statute with - definite functions - largely financial - to be per- [begin page 165] formed under parliamentary sanction and responsibility.  In 1793 the King surrendered the personal command of the armed forces to a General Commanding-in-Chief, and a year later (as already described) a Secretaryship of State for War was established.





From 1794 to 1887 the Commander-in-Chief and the Secretary of State occupied joint thrones, located at the Horse Guards and the War Office respectively.  The dual control thus established over the Army, and prolonged by the fact that the Commander-in-Chief was almost invariably a Royal Prince, was not terminated until 1887, when by Order-in-Council the whole administration of the Army was confided to the Commander-in-Chief.  Simultaneously that officer was himself made responsible to the Secretary of State.  In 1895 the Duke of Cambridge was induced to resign the office which throughout a great part of his cousin's reign he had filled, and in 1904, after the Boer War, the office of Commander-in-Chief, having subsisted for a little more than a century, was abolished.





Meanwhile the Secretaryship of State for War had emerged as a differentiated and substantive, office.  Constituted in 1794, its functions were confused in 1801 by the absorption of colonial business, and still more by the continued existence of the Secretary at War.  But the War and Colonial Secretaryships were bifurcated in 1854; in 1855 the Secretary of State for War took over the duties of the Secretary at War, and the latter office was finally abolished in 1863.  Meanwhile the control of the Commissariat was transferred from the Treasury to the War Office, the Board of Ordnance was abolished and its duties similarly transferred, and at the same time (1855) the War Office absorbed the Army Medical Department.  Gradually order was being evolved out of chaos and the War Office was coming into its own.  Since 1855 internal reorganizations have been not infrequent, but they have mostly tended in one direction.  Control and responsibility have alike been concentrated in the Secretary of State, until at last in 1904 his great rival finally disappeared.  The Secretary of State, [begin page 166] like the First Lord of the Admiralty, now obtains technical advice from a Board of professional experts.  This Army Council now includes, in addition to the Secretary of State, the Parliamentary Under-Secretary and the Financial Secretary; the Chief of the General Staff; the Adjutant-General; the Quartermaster-General; and the Master-General of the Ordnance.





India Office


A fifth Secretariat-Department is the India Office.  In certain respects, to be noticed presently, the organization of this office is unique.  Down to 1784 British India was ruled by the directors of a commercial company acting under Charter from the Crown and (since 1773) controlled to some extent by Parliament.  The India Act passed by Pitt in 1784 established a dual control: it left the powers of the Company untouched as regards commercial affairs, but it transferred political responsibility to a Board of Control consisting of six Commissioners, all of whom were to be Privy Councillors, and among whom were always to be the Chancellor of the Exchequer and one of the Principal Secretaries of State.  The Court of Directors was at the same time given power to appoint a Secret Committee of three members, through whom the orders of the Board of Control were transmitted to India.  From 1784 onwards the President of the Board of Control (almost invariably a Cabinet Minister) was virtually a Secretary of State for India, and controlled Indian administration with the assistance of the Secret Committee.





The formal change to the modem system was effected after the Mutiny.  By an Act of 1858 British India was formally transferred to the Crown, and it was provided that 'all the powers and duties then exercised or performed by the East India Company ... should in future be exercised and performed by one of Her Majesty Principal Secretaries of State'.  For this purpose a fifth Secretaryship was, as we have seen, created.  But the Secretary is, in theory at any rate, not a complete autocrat at the India Office.  And this constitutes the peculiarity of his position.  He appoints, and is assisted by, a Council [begin page 167] – the Council of India-which must be carefully distinguished from the Viceroy's Council, the latter appertaining to the local government of India.  The former consists of fifteen members, of whom nine must have recently served or resided for ten years in India.  Members of the Council are ineligible for seats in the House of Commons.  They are all paid and meet weekly.  This is no phantom Board like that of the Treasury, or the Trade or Education Boards.  Its members are an integral part of the Government of India; without their advice the Secretary of State cannot, except in matters of secrecy or inquiry, act, and in certain important cases they have actually a power of veto.  Apart from this Council the internal organization of the India Office, with its permanent secretaries, clerks of the first and second division, and so forth, differs only in detail from the rest of the executive Departments of the central Government.  Yet in one important respect the India Office stands apart.  Its expenses are mainly charged not upon the revenues of Great Britain but upon those of India.  Parliament is only asked for the comparatively trifling sum of £115,100 'as a contribution to the cost of the Department'.  Parliament pays the salary of the Secretary of State and of the Parliamentary Under-Secretary, but the rest of the vote takes the form of a grant-in-aid in respect of the expenditure of the India Office in this country on political and administrative services.  This expenditure is not audited in detail by the Controller and Auditor-General, nor are unexpended balances surrendered, according to the ordinary rule, to the Exchequer.





The Air Force


The youngest of the Secretaryships of State was established in 1917 to administer the business of the Air Force.�  Only in 1912, indeed, had the Royal Flying Corps come into existence.  Provision was then made for a Naval Wing and a Military Wing to be maintained and administered by the Admiralty and the War Office respectively.  In order to secure co-operation between the two services a joint committee, known as the Air Committee, [begin page 168] was formed, but, as was to be anticipated, friction arose between the two wings, and in 1914 the Naval Wing was reorganized as the Royal Naval Air Service, and by the outbreak of war the bifurcation was practically completed.  Wartime conditions served, however, to accentuate the competition between the two older services for the assistance of the new arm, and in 1916 an Air Board was set up to co-ordinate the demands of the Army and Navy and to reorganize the Air Service.�


 


Out of this Board came the new Air Force Council under a new Secretary of State.  The Council was set up by an Order-in-Council dated 21 December 1917, and the transfer of the Royal Naval Air Service and the Royal Flying Corps to the new Ministry was in the following year gradually accomplished.  By degrees, a separate, independent, and self-contained force was set up.  Thus, soon after the Armistice, the Technical Department of the Ministry of Munitions, concerned with the supply of material, was transferred to the new Ministry.  The latter also took over the control of meteorological research and of civil aviation.


 


The members of the Air Council are, in addition to the President and Vice-President-the Secretary of State and the Parliamentary Under-Secretary-a Chief of the Air Staff, who is responsible for the conduct of air operations, for advising the Government on all questions of air policy and for the organization and training of the Air Force; an Air member of Personnel whose functions correspond generally with those of the Adjutant-General of the Army; an Air member for Supply and Research; an additional member and Deputy Chief of the Air Staff who is Director of Operations, and a Secretary who is primarily responsible for finance and contracts. The sub-Departments of the Ministry correspond broadly to the functions of the several members of the Council, the Directorate of Civil Aviation being in the Department of the Under-Secretary of State.  [begin page 169] 





The estimate of the Ministry for the current year (1925-6) amounts to £15,513,000, and the staff, exclusive of Unit and Command Office Staffs (which number over 1,900), numbers 1,819.  The Ministry is represented in Parliament by a Secretary, whose right to sit and vote in the House of Commons was specially provided for by a section of the Air Force (Constitution) Act which raised the number of Principal Secretaries of State and Under-Secretaries capable of sitting and voting in the Commons House of Parliament from four to five.�
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