w) PEAKING in the British House
oo of - Coammens on
. March'2, oh'the motion by Mr.
A ‘Murray Macdonald, “That, in
" View of‘the" €ontinued friendly
X relations with foreign Powers
@ annotinced in  the gracious
Speech. from «the Throne, this
House trusts that further re-
ductions may be made in expenditure on arma-
ments, and effect be given to the policy of re-
trenchment and reform to which the Govern-
ment is pledged,” Mr. Balfour said:

I am sorry to intervene at this hour; but it
Is necessary to leave space for:the Sectétary
for War, who will reply on the whole debate.
I have not heard the whole of the speeches
since the dinner hour, but I heard the whole of
the ‘debate before that time, and I 'do not think
any' hon. gentleman will dissent 'from the
opinion T express, that the speeches were able
and interesting, but the debate itself has been
very unsatisfactory. It has been unsatisfactory
for a quite simple reason—that we have not
all been addressing ourselves to the same is-
sue ;. the House has not been occupied in dis-
cussing the arguments for and agains a simple
question of policy. Quite the contrary. Partly
from the use of the particular phraseology in
the propositions, and partly from the introduc-
tion of subsidiary circumstances; we really
have been for a large part of the debate at
cross-purposes. If I may say so, one of the
most fruitful causes of a certain discrepancy
and want of concentration in the arguments on
either side has been that while some hon. mem-
bers have been discussing economy others have
been discussing reduction. Now, economy and
reduction are quite différent things. (Hear,
hear.) The Secretary for the” Admiralty, for
instance, never discussed reduction; he spént
the whole of his time in a long and able ad-
dress upon . economy. -He iwas occupied in
showing that, as trustee for the taxpayers and
administrator of the Navy, he had:done a great
deal to save here and save there by introduc-
ing better methods; and in the same way the
Chancellor of the Exchequer occupied a'large
part of his speech in contrasting, not different
policies of two successive Administrations, but
the ' question’ of ‘economies he allege -were
made by the Administration of which he is'a
member, to show that they were better stew-
ards of the taxpayers’ money than those who
‘preceded them. T am not going to discuss this
.question of economy as distinguished. from ye-
duction. .If you are'going to deal with ques-
tions of economy; that'is to say if you are.
ing to ask whether the predecessor of the First
Lord of the Admiralty was a more careful;ad-
ministrator of public funds than the present

First Lord, or whether the late Secretary for

War was a worse administrator of funds than
the present, you inevitably involve yourselves
in an endless controversy about some depart-
~mental detail. (Cheers.) Do not let anybody
suppose ‘that I regard departmental :details-in’
connection’ with finance as insignificant. I
quite agree that they are very important. Itis
very important that the public funds should be
administered without waste, It is the business
of the Committee of Supply in discussing the
Estimates to. do what they can to prevent
waste., But.on this resolution we should only
be lavishing our time if we were to discuss, not
questionsg of reduction, but questions of econ-
omy in regard to departmental administration.

"+ which show how vain these discussions are.

We had the question of loans for public works
dealt with at.great length by the Chancellor

of the Exchequer. The Chancellor of the Ex- -

chequer is fond of discoursing on detail.’ He
thinks' the whole course pursued by the late
~ Government was one of extravagance. (Min-
isterial cheers.) He thinks that the habit of

- contracting even short loans throws upone °

he said posterity, but I suppose he ought to
have said the next Chancellor bf the Excheqder
—the cost indulged in by one administration.’
I think the Chancellor of the Exchequer has
gone much too far in all his speeches on this
subject; and I think, if the present Govern--
ment runs its natural and appointed course,
he will, befofe leaving office, find that he has
gone too far in the matter of detail,. The hon.
gentleman who seconded the amendment made
a very interesting parallel between good busi-
ness methods and Government methods, and
he quoted,-as he had a right to quote, the ex-
treme success with which he is identified of
the business he has built up. He quoted a say-
ing that no business man should regard the
opinion of his ‘experts with too profound or
too subservient a reverence, I appeal to the
same right hon. gentleman on another matter
connected with this, and I ask whether there
is a business firm in the world, from the larg-
est railroad down to the smallest industrial
enterprise, in which it is not only proper, but
absolutely necessary to,deal with great capi-
tal expenditure by spreading it over a certain
number of years. There is no other way of
doing it, and if you refuse to do it in this way
the only result is that you will not do it at all.
(Cheers.) 1 would, therefore, reply on. that
ground, which is, I think, subsidiary and apart
from the main topic, in the following way:
He says that by borrowing money you are
throwing upon future governments and future
taxpayers the cost of carrying out your per-
manent improvements. I say that by his course

he is throwing greater burdens on those who -

are to come after him. If you neglect these
works while you are in office on the excuse
that if you have not the money you will refuse
to borrow, if the work in consequence remains
undone, the result is inevitable. Repairs can-
lot be avoided. [The time comes when they.

{'i

Monday,

must;'ﬁézdoncnfwhcn the barracks become so

- abomiriably insanitary, 'so ‘utterly impossible,

to use that they have to be renewed, or the
cry for a new naval base conforming to new
conditions of strategy becomes overpowering.
Then you have to find money. You have to

complete your annual Estimates for the ne- °

cessary work of the year, or you have got to
borrow so as to be able to carry out capital ex-
penditure with capital money. 1 am not going
to dwell on .the point further; but I have
brought it in to show that we really have been
led off, in' the first instance, I must say by the
Chancellor of the Exchequer, and, secondly,
by the Secretary to the Admiralty, from the
great issue really raised by the mover and
seconder to quite subsidiary and ‘subordinate
questions as to comparative skill and dexterity
of admiinistration between two  successive

"Boards of Admiralty or Ministries.  Dotiot let

us confuse during the short time that remains
to. us the: two great questions of economy,
which: everybody is in favor of, and retrench-
ment or reduction; which is quite a different
thing, and involves questions of great Imperial
policy.

The True Issue

If I have, by what I have said, cleared the
ground, surely I am right in saying that the
true. issue ~-h§§ ot .been put.or.met from the

T

Treasury ench?  (Hear, hear.), The true is-

and, *

to

in-«g-cé;éseqmma@ “recent/dip
ments? That is the question to which I wish
to speak. That is the question of which the
Chancellor of: the Exchequer did not say a
word from the beginning of his speech to the
end, except that he did admit, qaite explicitly,
that the two-Power standard ‘'was one which
the Government were prepared to maintain,
although his friends will accompany him into
the lobby insisting that the necessity for the
two-Power standard has been exploded owing
to readjustments in international arrangements
within the last four years. (Laughter.) I
have some questions to ask on the real issue

that is before us. First, in regard to the Army,

Can we or can we not do our duty necessary
for the defence of the frontier of India if we
carry much further our reductions in the
Regular ‘forces of the Crown? Every ' one
whao' has studied the Indian question knows
that if there is to be a war for the defence of
the frontier of India it is not going to be a
short war, the natural wastage of war would
be’especially great in a country of the olimatic
conditions of India. Do the Government think
that with the inevitable wastage of war we
could do with a materially smaller number of
regular troops to deal with the difficulties of
the first year or eighteen. months of such a
campaign? That is a question of purely scien-
tific examination. ' I agree with the right hon,
gentleman who seconded the motion that-you
must not treat experts as if they were infal-
lible authorities. -But, at the same time,. it
would be folly to ignore them: and I under-
stand that is a folly which the Government are

not committing and do not intend to commit.

The Chancellor of the Exchequer told us that
the whole question of the defence of the fron-
tier of India was being subjected to a most
close and critical investigation by those sgien-
tific advisers, and that they were entering into
it without the slightest arriere pensee or any
desire unduly to force the decision. of that in-
vestigation in the direction of reductions. No
military position in the world is more essen-
tial than the defence of the Northwest frontier
of India. Though we spent an infinite amount
of time and trouble over it, the subject was
not complete when we left office, and I am
glad to find that the investigations have been
taken over by our successors. . But have the
Government the  smallest prospect that the
military authorities in India will admit that we
can deplete the resources in this country of
regular troops which will be required for India
far below the necessities thereé? 1 greatly
doubt it; and, if that is, then the conclusion is
that we are not merely dependent on consider-
ations derived from: the Cardwell system for
keeping up the number of our Regular troops,
but that ‘we depend on something more fun-
damental, more esséntial, and which is not so

Ithamstow, They. say that the pre-
do them 'justice;
GQvernn}%{lt‘-——have-

. tally and‘on a point
ithose who; bilieve

arbitrary as the mere balance of battalions at
home ‘dnd - abroad, for. in addition to" that we-
depend on considerations based on the vulner-
ability of our frontier in India and the possib-
ility of meeting all military  exigencies. '
(Cheers.)

The Two-Powqr Standard

The Chancellor of the Exchequer says that
he adheres to what is known as the two-
Power standard. It is not a strictly scientific
standard, ' but it is a good, broad, roughly

working hypothesis, (Cheers.) It is a stand- .

ard which everyone can understand, and the
point of which is quite plain and obvious to
the “man in the street,” as it is plain to every-
body else. It is therefore invaluable in prac-
tice. I wish that we'had it in the Army. The
nearest approach we have to it in the Army is
the Cardwell system.: The two-batallion: sys-

‘tem gives a’'rough ‘standard, but it is far less

valuable for praectical purposes. Thén I ask
this plain question. The Chancellor of the Ex-
chequer said distinctly that he adhered to the
two-Power standard; but.the mover and the
seconder were as distinct and as explicit in
stating that they did not adhere to it. (Cheers.)
Are these two bodies of men-—the Government
and those who support them, the eritics - who
move this resolution and those who oppose it
—going into the samie: lobby on the sanie ques-
tion (cheers), -differing not about 3. trifle; not
about: something tha . exceptional: acci-;
dent. in the situation ffering fundamen-

the'two-Power standard, .
ki .ﬁ:*‘ 3 Fi%: o ot L r

. Heulty, 'T:g

their argument in two or three sentences. Th
say that the naval and military policy depen?s'
on the Foreign Office. The foreign policy of

. the present ‘Government is a policy of peace

and good will. - It has found practical embodi-

ment in the agreement with Russia; and there-

fore you ougﬁl it is said, to find in your Na-

tional - Budget ‘some reflection which can be

estimated in pounds, shillings and pence of the

exact amount' of the good will which you

have succeeded in obtaining by your diploma-

tic dexterity. “Show ws,” they say, “in your

army and navy estimates the pecuniary equiv-

alent 'of your skill in diploma€y.” I think that

is an utterly erroneous way of reading either

the signs of the present times or of any times.

(Cheers.) I may put'in parenthetically the

modest suggestion that peace and ' good will

were not the invention of the present govern-

ment; that their predecessors were anxious to

be on good terms with their friends and neigh-

bors; and, if you are to estiniate the value of
the foreign office by these crude methods, we

on this sidé may point t6 a series of treaties of

arbitration and of arbitrations carried out, and

finally to agreements with foreign powers, to

which this gzveminéﬁt, with all its good will,

can really s . 1o

lations between us and foreign powers are so
muchi better than they were ten years ago, then
because we have been in office longer we have
done more than our sticcessors. (Cheers.)

The Chancellor of the ExcHequer.—I ex-
pressly shared the credit between Lord Lans-
downe and my right hon. friend.

Mr. Balfour—The right hon. gentleman was '
perfectly faif. T only want to show that if these
good relations are a ground for ecomomies;
they have been so for 'some time ‘past.
(Cheers.)  Let us now examine that which
is the fundamental -proposition—that if ‘only
you make treaties of amity and arbitration
with a sufficient number of your neighbors,
then you may cut down your military and na-
val expenditure to the point which suits your
pockets, although it n;?r mot minister to your
safety. ‘That is fundamentally ' erroneous.
(Cheers.) Let us consider the particular ar-
rangement which has been most in evidence:
in this debate—the Anglo-Russian
Does it make the frontier of the Indian em-
pire safe in the sense that it would enable us
to make great military economies? T'did-full
justice ‘to the effect of that treatysin prevent-

ing Russia in-times of -peace from creating 5
new base from which to attack India. But

that in any case would bave been a thing. of
the far future which would have involvel Rus-
sia in enormous expenditur

actual.and existing frontier of India is concern-

‘ed we are no safer in case of a quarrel with

S

in the opinion of

W as yét no parallel. If the re-

eement,

xpenditure, But as far as the

Russia than we were before. You , say we

shall niot-have a quarrel.  Lét-us suppose that

it is made more difficult and remeote in con-
sequence of the Agreement. Of course, I
grant it is more improbable. But are you to
allow the safety of your Indian Empire to de-
pend on that improbability? (Cheers.) If
you could in the course of six months raise
from the soil an army capable of meeting all
your requirements, I agree that while the two
Chancellories were haggling over their quar-
rel you might put yourself in a posture of de-
fence.  But everyone knows that is impos-
sible. To put the thing arithmetically. Esti-
mate how long it takes you to create a great
fleet and army and compare it with the time

/it takes you to quarrel with some one else, If

you think it impossible to get up a quarrel un-
der four or five years, then you may let your
defenceés go down much dower than they are
now. But it‘takes two years to make a battle-
ship and a greéat deal more to make a sailor.

- (Cheers.) Does it take you more than two

years to submit to a quiarrel’s being forced up-
on you? Does anybody think that in conse-
quence of ‘our specially good relations with
France, Russia, and Japan, and in spite of
the good terms on which, I am glad to think,
we are with' Italy, Germany and Spain—does
anybody think that, in consequence of that

-state,of things and by reason of it, we ought
-torleave these islands defenceless? (Ministerial

protests.y ' I
isterial che
defended?

edr’a murmur of dissent. (Min-
Well, if riot defenceless, less
cers.) If your defences are not

adequate,.whatis less or more to'you? If they

more than: adequate to any possible dii-
ree diminish  them. ' (Ministérial
is, that alleged? (Ministerial
‘That jis a‘llbeged‘by l;lon. agen-
ga ay, butis it alleged on

u dn,éb?n*”(Loud cheers.) And if
leged, as apparently it is; by hon. gentle-

ow. the gangway, have any single one

thé-epuirse of this debate given the

grounds of the faith which'isiin:them? Have
they explained to us:.or to’ anybody else how
we are to meet possible difficulties that may
arise with less forces than we have at present”>
Have they gone over the ships and troops, all
the apparatus of those who may conceivably
be our enemies and compared them with our
own means of defence? Not one of them.
They have not gone beyond: platitudes, elo-
quently expressed, but absolutely unmeaning
and useless. (Cheers.)

The fact is, and it really is a fundamental
fact, that there is no greater fallacy than that
of saying that armaments and policy are mu-
tually interdependent, if you mean by policy
what most people mean—namely, the efforts
of the Foreign Office at a given time to keep
on good terms with its neighbors consistently
with mgintaining the matiomal honor, It is
very-important; it-is-invaluable; to have such a
Foreign Office. It may save you from wars,
it may save you from the fear of wars, but it
is not a thing you ‘¢ahi put’in the place of
fleets or armies? Fleets and armies are the
only expedient known in this world by which
those who desire to maintain their indepen-
dence can maintain it in spite of the fluctuat-
ing movements of ‘human passion. (Cheers.)
I certainly do not.underrate the abilities of the
Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, but nei-
ther he nor any other prophet ever born into
the world ‘could foresee what is to be the
European political weather two years or three
years heacejany more than you can foresce
the weather in the Channel neéxt week or in
the Atlantic a fortnight hencel These things
are beyond human ken, and until we find some
method by which pelitical prophecies of that
kind can be made with certainty, so long it is
absolutely essential for the honor and safety
of this country that we should kéep a Flect
and an Army adequate to every enemy or
combination of enemies which is likely:to arise,
and which, according to all'experience’, we may
have to meet either on sea or on .land.
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