GT63A Tutorial Presentation

What contradictions existed in the idea and practice of tutelary democracy?
Tutelary democracy was the idea that a people must be tutored or trained to prove themselves fit before given the chance to rule.  It was based on the assumption that some people are uncivilized and barbaric and that given the freedom to rule they would in their uncultured state, make a havoc of it.  As such, uncivilized people, it was held, needed to be schooled in the proper principles and practices of government before being placed to 
rule.

In respect of the tutelary democracy in the former British West Indies, the British held that blacks lacked the culture and intelligence to govern.  The British felt that if given the liberty to run their own affairs, Blacks would not have a clue what to do to secure progress.  Furthermore, Black’s woeful fiasco at governing would only justify that they needed to be ruled than to rule.

Although associated most popularly in the former British West Indies in the period between adult suffrage and independence the idea and the application of the philosophy of tutelary democracy could be seen far back in the regions history.  Apprenticeship, it is argued by many had the finger prints of tutelary democracy all over it as it attempted to tutor Blacks first of all how to be free.  The decades following Emancipation also constituted an attempt to nurture Blacks into a sense of responsibility and create the conditions for some form of Black rule through the application of the economic, social and political dimensions of classical liberalism.  Crown Colony and Modified Crown Colony rule also tried to tutor Blacks by given them some exposure to government with the gradual increased allotment of elected 
on the Legislative Council.

With regard to tutelary democracy in the period between universal adult suffrage and independence, a number of factors converged to bring it out by way of constitutional decolonization.  
The First World War and Wilson’s Fourteen Point Plan intensified ideas of self rule in returning servicemen.  Black consciousness through the UNIA and other Pan-Africanist endeavors led to increase in racial and national pride, organization and calls for the whites to go.  The Great Depression created economic hardships for the British Empire which made the cost of maintaining such a huge empire increasing untenable and created severe economic hardships in the region that led to among other things violent riots and the Moyne Commission.  The Second World War hammered the idea that empires could continue to stand and shattered the European idea that non- Europeans could not match Europeans, especially with reference 
to the Japanese Empire.  In the convergence of the above and other factors, Britain began to decolonize its empire under the pretext of tutelary democracy.

Though it may seem that the philosophy of tutelary democracy was reasonable, it was far from such.  It had inherent contradictions.  
It was based on the idea that ‘uncivilized people’ had to be first taught how to be free.  That idea ran counter to the doctrine of natural rights which provided that all humans are born free.  Tutelary democracy was based on the idea that the white race was superior to the black.  That idea too ran counter to natural rights which provided that all men are created equal.  Also, that the doctrine of tutelary democracy assumed that Blacks must be tutored before given the opportunity to govern suggested that Blacks were of very little or no intelligence ran counter to natural law that man is the most intelligent being.

Tutelary democracy was also contrary to the principles of democracy.  In a democracy the people rule.  Tutelary democracy as a philosophy violated people rule by holding back the people from ruling.  People may have been given limited opportunity to participate in the political process, but they did not rule or put another way, did not control their affairs.  That officials were not accounted to the people but the Crown also violated a cornerstone of democracy, that is accountability.

In terms of its practice, tutelary was also contradictory when examined in its application to Jamaica, then the most developed colony in the British West Indies.  The high point of tutelary democracy in Jamaica began with the grant of the 
1944 Constitution owing to the convergence of conditions outlined earlier.  According to Buddan, “Hart identified three cornerstone principles of the Constitution proclaimed by Order-in- Council in October of 1944 – universal adult suffrage, 
representative government, and semi-responsible government.

Universal Adult Suffrage provided, according to Greenwood and Hamber, that every body has a right to vote, at first adult meant twenty-one years and over, but later it was lowered to eighteen as such removing the property and other qualifications to vote leading up 1944, in effect, allowing greater participation in the political process.  According to Munroe, representative government was enabled by the provision of a wholly elected House of Representatives or Lower House of 32 members.  The Legislative Council or Upper House of 15 members was however, totally nominated by the Governor.  Semi-responsible government was afforded by the Executive Council of which there were 11 members – 5 members from the majority party in the House of Representatives, 5 appointed or official members named by the Governor and finally the Governor.  The there was a part of the government in Britain, that is, the Secretary of the Colonies to whom the Governor reported.

In many respects the Constitution of 1944 was a contradiction.  A wholly elected House of Representatives, the people’s representatives, did not have the power to do what they were really to do.  According to Buddan, “The House of Representatives was more an 
assembly of the elected than a law making legislature.  It could not pass laws unless the law was validated, that is, approved by the Governor.  It could not initiate money Bills.  The Governor retained wide powers to impose policy without the support of the House or to reject policy proposed by the House.  He needed only the approval of the Secretary of the Colonies.”  The House of Representatives could not dissolve the Executive as it was not subject to the House.  Instead the Executive could dissolve the House.

The Legislative Council was also a matter of contradiction.  Its members were totally nominated by the Governor, who often 
chose people who supported him.  The Legislative Council had the power to delay Bills which was often used by the Governor to get his way.

Like the House and the Legislative Council, the Executive Council was no less contradictory and perhaps more so.  Its 5 elected members form the majority party in the House constituted a governing minority as the Governor plus the 5 appointed official members constituted the governing majority.  The Governor had casting vote and special reserve powers.  According to Buddan, “on matters to do with the police, civil service and external affairs and trade, the Governor had to consult with the Secretary of State for the Colonies, which in effect constituted an expatriate arm of the Government.”

 There were problems in the operations of the government, due to the provisions relating to the contradictory structures established.  The elected members of the Executive were assigned to ministries but only to operate as contacts between the Executive and the ministries or departments.  The elected members on the Executive Council had no responsibility to administer departmental policy.  Buddan explained that they were not ministers in the current sense, but ministers-in-embryo.  Also, as the elected members on the Executive were also members of the House of Representatives, they were obligated to take motions proposed by the Governors Executive to the House for debate.  According to Buddan, they found themselves critical of certain motions in the Executive, which as members of that Executive, they were nonetheless obligated to bring to the house as motions proposed by the collective Executive.  Being members of both arms of government they were compelled to oppose some Executive motions as members of the House causing them to appear to be attacking themselves as members of the Executive.

The Governor needed only to consult with the Executive Council and could reject the advice of that council for any number of vague reasons.  In effect that meant that there were more divisions of power than apparent.  Power therefore in the Executive was divided between the executive in the Executive Council and the Governor.  The Governor, in effect, was the chief instrument of policy and not the elected members on the Executive Council.

Thus, according to Munroe, though the 1944 Constitution was undoubtedly new in many respects, the powers remaining with the Crown or more exactly withheld from the elected representatives, cast some doubt on how far it granted a very considerable measure of self-government.-

Dissatisfied with the arrangements under the 1944 Constitution, the PNP and the JLP agreed to get a better one.  According to Claypole and Robottom, both parties pressed the British to bring in a ministerial system, which happened in 1953.  The 1953 Constitution according to Robert Buddan, attempted to ‘unseparate’ powers between the executive and legislature thus making each more accountability to each other and make government more representative of the electorate.  It began to unveil what might be termed, ‘parliamentary government-in-embryo’, still colonial but representing a more advanced phase of constitutional decolonization and a more responsible form of tutelary democracy.

In this Constitution:

· Elected members comprised a majority on the Executive Council

· Elected members had the responsibility of ministers

· The leader of the majority party was the Chief Minister

· The number of ministries and portfolio responsibility increased

However, the Governor still presided over the Executive Council; he still nominated members of the Legislative Council; and ministers did not command full powers of internal self-government.

The 1953 Constitution failed to evolve clear principles of parliamentary government in three areas: dissolution and executive- legislative responsibility; collective responsibility in executive decision making; and ministerial responsibility for departments.

ISSUES FOR DISCUSSION

How justified was the Britain’s stance on tutelary democracy in the period between universal adult suffrage and independence?

Could the 1944 Constitution have better designed?

What effect has tutelary democracy had on the development of the region?

�A quote from Munroe or another source of tutelary democracy would have been useful.


�And in Local Government


�Could mention the League of Nation’s new principle of self-determination here


�The loss of India also removed any real interest in the empire.


�This was Britain’s ‘civilization mission’


�Jamaica was also a ‘test’ case for other Caribbean and African countries.


�This was the contradiction – representative but not fully responsible


�In some respects it had less power than the Old Representative Assemblies


�These people were employed to and loyal to the Crown.





