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PART IIL

SPEECHES IN THE HOUSE OF COMMONS,

(1) STATEMENT BY SIR EDWARD GREY IN THE HOUSE OF COMMONS,
AUGUST 3, 1914.

Last week I stated that we were working for peace not only for this country, but to
preserve the peace of Europe. To-day events move so rapidly that it is exceedingl
difficult to state with technical accuracy the actual state of affairs, but it is clear that
the peace of Europe cannot be preserved. Russia and Germany, at any rate, have declared
war upon each other.

Before I proceed to state the position of His Majesty’s Government, I would like to
clear the ground so that, before I come to state to the House what our attitude is with
regard to the present crisis, the House may know exactly under what obligations the
Government is, or the House can be said to be, in coming to a decision on the matter.
First of all let me say, very shortly, that we have consistently worked with a single mind,
with all the earnestness in our power, to preserve peace. The House may be satisfied on
that point. We have always done it. During these last years, as far as His Majesty’s
Government are concerned, we would have no difficulty in proving that we have done so.
Throughout the Balkan crisis, by general admission, we worked for peace. The co-
operation of the Great Powers of Europe was successful in working for peace in the Balkan
crisis. It is true that some of the Powers had great difficulty in adjusting their points of
view. Ittook much time and labour and discussion before they could settle their differences,
but peace was secured, because peace was their main object, and they were willing to give
time and trouble rather than accentuate differences rapidly.

In the present crisis, it has not been possible to secure the peace of Europe ; because
there has been little time, and there has been a disposition—at any rate in some quarters
on which I will not dwell—to force things rapidly to an issue, at any rate to the great
risk of peace, and, as we now know, the result of that is that the policy of peace as far as
the Great Powers generally are concerned, is in danger. I do not want to dwell on that,
and to comment on it, and to say where the blame seems to us to lie, which Powers were
most in favour of peace, which were most disposed to risk or endanger peace, because I
would like the House to approach this crisis in which we are now from the point of view
of British interests, British honour, and British obligations, free from all passion as to
why peace has not been preserved.

We shall publish papers as soon as we can regarding what took place last week when
we were working for peace ; and when those papers are published I have no doubt that
to every human being they will make it clear how strenuous and genuine and whole-
hearted our efforts for peace were, and that they will enable people to form their own
judgment as to what forces were at work which operated against peace.

I come first, now, to the question of British obligations. I have assured the House—
and the Prime Minister has assured the House more than once—that if any crisis such as
this arose we should come before the House of Commons and be able to say to the House
that it was free to decide what the British attitude should be, that we would have no
secret engagement which we should spring upon the House, and tell the House that because
we had entered into that engagement there was an obligation of honour upon the country.
I will deal with that point to clear the ground first.

There has been in Europe two diplomatic groups, the Triple Alliance and what came to
be called the Triple Entente, for some years past. The Triple Entente was not an alliance
—it was a diplomatic group. The House will remember that in 1908 there was a crisis
—also a Balkan crisis—originating in the annexation of Bosnia and Herzegovina. The
Russian Minister, M. Isvolsky, came to London, or happened to come to London, because
his visit was planned before the crisis broke out. I told him definitely then, this being a
Balkan crisis, a Balkan affair, I did not consider that public opinion in this country would
justify us in promising to give anything more than diplomatic support. More was never
asked from us, more was never given, and more was never promised.
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In this present crisis, up till yesterday, we have also given no promise of anything
more than diplomatic support—up till yesterday no promise of more than diplomatic
support. Now I must make this question of obligation clear to the House. I must go
back to the first Moroccan crisis of 1906. That was the time of the Algeciras Conference,
and it came at a time of very great difficulty to His Majesty’s Government when a general
election was in progress, and Ministers were scattered over the country, and I—spending
three days a week in my constituency and three days at the Foreign Ofice—was asked the
question whether, if that crisis developed into war between France and Germany, we would
give armed support. I said then that I could promise nothing to any foreign Power unless
it was subsequently to receive the whole-hearted support of public opinion here if the
occasion arose. I said, in my opinion, if war was forced upon France then on the question
of Morocco—a question which had just been the subject of agreement between this country
and France, an agreement exceedingly popular on both sides—that if out of that agreement
war was forced on France at that time, in my view public opinion in this country would
have rallied to the material support of France.

I gave no promise, but I expressed that opinion during the crisis, as far as I remember
almost in the same words, to the French Ambassador and the German Ambassador at the
time. I made no promise and I used no threats; but I expressed that opinion. That
position was accepted by the French Government, but they said to me at the time, and I
think very reasonably, ““ If you think it possible that the public opinion of Great Britain
might, should a sudden crisis arise, justify you in giving to France the armed support
which you cannot promise in advance, you will not be able to give that support, even if
you wish it, when the time comes, unless some conversations have already taken place
between naval and military experts.” There was force in that. I agreed to it, and
authorised those conversations to take place, but on the distinct understanding that
nothing which passed between military or naval experts should bind either Government
or restrict in any way their freedom to make a decision as to whether or not they would
give that support when the time arose.

As I have told the House, upon that occasion a general election was in prospect; I
had to take the responsibility of doing that without the Cabinet. It could not be sum-
moned. An answer had to be given. I consulted Sir Henry Campbell-Bannerman, the
Prime Minister ; I consulted, I remember, Lord Haldane, who was then Secretary of
State for War ; and the present Prime Minister, who was then Chancellor of the Exchequer.
That was the most I could do, and they authorised that, on the distinct understanding
that it left the hands of the Government free whenever the crisis arose. The fact that
conversations between military and naval experts took place was later on—I think much
later on, because that crisis passed, and the thing ceased to be of importance—but later
on it was brought to the knowledge of the Cabinet.

The Agadir crisis came—another Morocco crisis—and throughout that I took precisely
the same line that had been taken in 1906. But subsequently, in 1912, after discussion and
consideration in the Cabinet, it was decided that we ought to have a definite understanding
in writing, which was to be only in the form of an unofficial letter, that these conversations
which took place were not binding upon the freedom of either Government ; and on the
22nd November, 1912, I wrote to the French Ambassador the letter which I will now read
to the House, and I received from him a letter in similar terms in reply. The letter which
I have to read to the House is this, and it will be known to the public now as the record
that, whatever took place between military and naval experts, they were not binding
engagements upon the Governments:—

“My dear Ambassador,

“ From time to time in recent years the French and British naval and military experts
have consulted together. It has always been understood that such consultation
does not restrict the freedom of either Government to decide at any future time
whether or not to assist the other by armed force. We have agreed that consultation
between experts is not, and ought not, to be regarded as an engagement that commits
either Government to action in a contingency that has not yet arisen and may never
arise. The disposition, for instance, of the French and British fleets respectively
at the present moment is not based upon an engagement to co-operate in war.

“You have, however, pointed out that, if either Government had grave reason to
expect an unprovoked attack by a third Power, it might become essential to know
whether it could in that event depend upon the armed assistance of the other.

T agree that, if either Government had grave reason to expect an unprovoked attack
by a third Power, or something that threatened the gensral peace, it should imme-
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diately discuss with the other whether both Governments should act together to
prevent aggression and to preserve peace, and, if 8o, what measures they would be
prepared to take in common.”

Lord Charles Beresford—What is the date of that ?

Sir E. Grey.—The 22nd November, 1912. That is the starting point for the Govern-
ment with regard to the present crisis. I think it makes it clear that what the Prime
Minister and I said to the House of Commons was perfectly justified, and that, as regards
our freedom to decide in a crisis what our line should be, whether we should intervene or
whether we should abstain, the Government remained perfectly free, and, a fortiori, the
House of Commons remains perfectly free. That I say to clear the ground from the point
of view of obligation. I think it was due to prove our good faith to the House of Commons
that I should give that full information to the House now, and say what I think is obvious
from the letter I have just read, that we do not construe anything which has previously
taken place in our diplomatic relations with other Powers in this matter as restricting the
freedom of the Government to decide what attitude they should take now, or restrict the
freedom of the House of Commons to decide what their attitude should be.

Well, Sir, T will go further, and I will say this: The situation in the present erisis is
not precisely the same as it was in the Morocco question. In the Morocco question it was
primarily a dispute which concerned France—a dispute which concerned France and
France primarily—a dispute, as it seemed to us, affecting France out of an agreement
subsisting between us and France, and published to the whole world, in which we engaged
to give France diplomatic support. No doubt we were pledged to give nothing but
diplomatic support ; we were, at any rate, pledged by a definite public agreement o stand
with France diplomatically in that question.

The present crisis has originated differently. It has not originated with regard to
Morocco. It has not originated as regards anything with which we had a special agreement
with France ; it has not originated with anything which primarily concerned France. It
has originated in a dispute between Austria and Servia. I can say this with the most
absolute confidence—no Government and no country has less desire to be involved in
war over a dispute with Austria and Servia than the Government and the country of
France. They are involved in it because of their obligation of honour under a definite
alliance with Russia. Well, it is only fair to say to the House that that obligation of
honour cannot apply in the same way to us. We are not parties to the Franco-Russian
Alliance. We do not even know the terms of that alliance. So far I have, I think, faith-
fully and completely cleared the ground with regard to the question of obligation.

I now come to what we think the situation requires of us. For many years we have
had a. long-standing friendship with France. I remember well the feeling in the House—
and my own feeling—for I spoke on the subject, I think, when the late Government made
their agreement with France—the warm and cordial feeling resulting from the fact that
these two nations, who had had perpetual differences in the past, had cleared these dif-
ferences away ; I remember saying, I think, that it secemed to me that some benign
influence had been at work to produce the cordial atmosphere that had made that possible.
But how far that friendship entails obligation—it has been a friendship between the
nations and ratified by the nations—how far that entails an obligation, let every man
look into his own heart, and his own feelings, and construe the extent of the obligation for
himself. I construe it myself as I feel it, but I do not wish to urge upon anyone else more
than their feelings dictate as to what they should feel about the obligation. The House,
individually and collectively, may judge for itself. I speak my personal view, and I have
given the House my own feeling in the matter.

The French fleet is now in the Mediterranean, and the northern and western coasts
of France are absolutely undefended. The French fleet being concentrated in the
Mediterranean, the situation is very different from what it used to be, because the friend-
ship which has grown up between the two countries has given them a sense of security
that there was nothing to be feared from us.

The French coasts are absolutely undefended. The French fleet is in the Mediterranean,
and has for some years been concentrated there because of the feeling of confidence and
friendship which has existed between the two countries. My own feeling is that if a foreign
fleet, engaged in a war which France had not sought, and in which she had not been the
aggressor, came down the English Channel and bombarded and battered the undefended
coasts of France, we could not stand aside, and see this going on practically within sight of
our eyes, with our arms folded, looking on dispassienately, doing nothing. I believe that
would be the feeling of this country. There are times when one feels that if these circum-
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stances actually did arise, it would be a feeling which would spread with irresistible force
throughout the land.

But I also want to look at the matter without sentiment, and from the point of view of
British interests, and it is on that that I am going to base and justify what I am presently
going to say to the House. If we say nothing at this moment, what is France to do with
her fleet in the Mediterranean ? If she leaves it there, with no statement from us as to
what we will do, she leaves her northern and western coasts absolutely undefended, at
the mercy of a German fleet coming down the channel to do as it pleases in a war which
is a war of life and death between them. If we say nothing, it may be that the French
fleet is withdrawn from the Mediterranean. We are in the presence of a European con-
flagration ; can anybody set limits to the consequences that may arise out of it ? Let us
assume that to-day we stand aside in an attitude of neutrality, saying, * No, we cannot
undertake and engage to help either party in this conflict.” Let us suppose the French
fleet is withdrawn from the Mediterranean ; and let us assume that the consequences—
which are already tremendous in what has happened in Europe even to countries which
are at peace—in fact, equally whether countries are at peace or at war—let us assume
that out of that come consequences unforeseen, which make it necessary at a sudden
moment that, in defence of vital British interests, we shall go to war; and let us assume
—which is quite possible—that Italy, who is now neutral—because, as I understand, she
considers that this war is an aggressive war, and the Triple Alliance being a defensive
alliance her obligation did not arise—let us assume that consequences which are not yet
foreseen and which, perfectly legitimately consulting her own interests, make Italy depart
from her attitude of neutrality at a time when we are forced in defence of vital British
interests ourselves to fight—what then will be the position in the Mediterranean ? It
might be that at some critical moment those consequences would be forced upon us because
our trade routes in the Mediterranean might be vital to this country.

Nobody can say that in the course of the next few weeks there is any particular trade
route, the keeping open of which may not be vital to this country. What will be our
position then ? We have not kept a fleet in the Mediterranean which is equal to dealing
alone with a combination of other fleets in the Mediterranean. It would be the very
moment when we could not detach more ships to the Mediterranean, and we might have
exposed this country from our negative attitude at the present moment to the most
appalling risk. I say that from the point of view of British interests. We feel strongly
that France was entitled to know—and to know at once—whether or not in the event of
attack upon her unprotected northern and western coasts she could depend upon British
support. In that emergency, and in these compelling circumstances, yesterday afternoon
I gave to the French Ambassador the following statement :—

T am authorised to give an assurance that if the German fleet comes into the Channel
or through the North Sea to undertake hostile operations against the French coasts or
shipping, the British fleet will give all the protection in its power. This assurance
is, of course, subject to the policy of His Majesty’s Government receiving the support
of Parliament, and must not be taken as binding His Majesty’s Government to
take any action until the above contingency of action by the German fleet takes
place.”

I read that to the House, not as a declaration of war on our part, not as entailing
immediate aggressive action on our part, but as binding us to take aggressive action
should that contingency arise. Things move very hurriedly from hour to hour. Fresh
news comes in, and I cannot give this in any very formal way ; but I understand that the
German Government would be prepared, if we would pledge ourselves to neutrality, to
agree that its fleet would not attack the northern coast of France. I have only heard that
shortly before I came to the House, but it is far too narrow an engagement for us. And,
Sir, there is the more serious consideration—becoming more serious every hour—there is
the question of the neutrality of Belgium.

I shall have to put before the House at some length what is our position in regard to
Belgium. The governing factor is the treaty of 1839, but this is a treaty with a history—
a history accumulated since. In 1870, when there was war between France and Germany,
the question of the neutrality of Belgium arose, and various things were said. Amongst
other things, Prince Bismarck gave an assurance to Belgium that—confirming his verbal
assurance, he gave in writing a declaration which he said was superfluous in reference to
the treaty in existence—that the German Confederation and its allies would respect the
neutrality of Belgium, it being always understood that that neutrality would be respected
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by the other belligerent Powers. That is valuable as a recogrition in 1870 on the part of
Germany of the sacredness of these treaty rights.

What was our own abtitude 2 The people who laid down the attitude of the British
Government were Lord Granville in the House of Lords and Mr. Gladstone in the House
of Commons. Lord Granville on the 8th August, 1879, used these words. He said :—

“ We might have explained to the country and to foreign nations, that we could not
think this country was bound either morally or internationally, or that its interests
were concerned in the maintenance of the neutrality of Belgium ; though this
course might have had some conveniences, though 1t might have been easy to
adhere to it, though it might have saved us from some immediate danger, it is a
course which Her Majesty’s Government thought it impossible to adopt in the
name of the country with any due regard to the country’s honour or to the country’s
interests.”

Mr. Gladstone spoke as follows two days later :—

“ There is, I admit, the obligation of the treaty. It is not necessary, nor would time
permit me, to enter into the complicated question of the nature of the obligations of
that treaty ; but I am not able to subscribe to the doctrine of those who have
held in this House what plainly amounts to an assertion, that the simple fact of
the existence of a guarantee is binding on every party to it, irrespectively altogether
of the particular position in which it may find itself at the time when the occasion
for acting on the gnarantee arises. The great authorities upon foreign policy to whom
I have been accustomed to listen, such as Lord Aberdeen and Lord Palmerston,
never to my knowledge took that rigid and, if I may venture to say so, that imprac-
ticable view of the guarantee. The circumstance, that there is already an existing
guarantee in force, is, of necessity, an important fact, and a weighty element in the
case, to which we are bound to give full and ample consideration. There is also
this further consideration, the force of which we must all feel most deeply, and that
is, the common interests against the unmeasured aggrandisement of any Power
whatever.”

The treaty is an old treaty—1839—and that was the view taken of it in 1870. It is
one of those treaties which are founded, not only on consideration for Belgium, which
beneSts under the treaty, but in the interests of those who guarantee the neutrality of
Belgium. The honour and interests are, at least, as strong to-day as in 1870, and we
cannot take a more narrow view or a less serious view of our obligations, and of the impor-
tance of those obligations, than was taken by Mr. Gladstone’s Government in 1870.

I will read to the House what took place last week on this subject. When mobilisation
was beginning, I knew that this question must be a most important element in our policy—
a most important subject for the House of Commons. I telegraphed at the same time in
similar terms to both Paris and Berlin to say that it was essential for us to know whether
the French and German Governments respectively were prepared to undertake an engage-
ment to respect the neutrality of Belgium. These are the replies. I got from the French
Government this reply :—

“The French Government are resolved to respect the neutrality of Belgium, and it
would only be in the event of some other Power violating that neutrality that
France might find herself under the necessity, in order to assure the defence of her
security, to act otherwise. This assurance has been given several times. The
President of the Republic spoke of it to the King of the Belgians, and the French
Minister at Br sse's has spontancously renewed the assurance to the Belgian
Minister of For ‘gn Affairs to-day.”

From the German Government the reply was:—
“The Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs couid nob possibly give an answer before
consulting the Emperor and the Imperial Chancellor.”
Sir Edward Goschen, to whom I had said it was important to have an answer soon, said he
hoped the answer would not be too long delayed. The German Minister for Foreign
Affairs then gave Sir Edward Goschen to understand that he rather doubted whether
they could answer at all, as any reply they might give could not fail, in the event of war,
to have the undesirable effect of disclosing, to a certain extent, part of their plan of cam-
paign. I telegraphed at the same time to Brussels to, the Belgian Government, and I got
the following reply from Sir Francis Villiers :—
“ Belgium expects and desires that other Powers will observe and uphold her neutrality,
which she intends to maintain to the utmost of her power. In so informing me,
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Minister for Foreign Affairs said, that, in the event of the violation of the neutrality
of their territory they believed that they were in a position to defend themselves
against intrusion. The relations between Belgium and ‘her neighbours were
excellent, and there was no reason to suspect their intentions; but he thought it
well, nevertheless, to be prepared against emergencies.”

It now appears from the news I have received to-day—which has come quite recently,
axd I am not yet quite sure how far it has reached me in an accurate form—that an ulti-
matum has been given to Belgium by Germany, the object of which was to offer Belgium
friendly relations with Germany on condition that she would facilitate the passage of
German troops through Belgium. Well, Sir, until one has these things absolutely definitely,
up to the last moment, I do not wish to say all that one would say if one were in a position
to give the House full, complete, and absolute information upon the point. We were
sounded in the course of last week as to whether, if a guarantee were given that, after
the war, Belgian integrity would be preserved, that would content us. We replied that
we could not bargain away whatever interests or obligations we had in Belgian neutrality.

Shortly before I reached the House I was informed that the following telegram had
been received from the King of the Belgians by our King—King George :—

“ Remembering the numerous proofs of your Majesty’s friendship and that of your
predecessors, and the friendly attitude of England in 1870, and the proof of friend-
ship she has just given us again, I make a supreme appeal to the diplomatic inter-
vention of your Majesty’s Government to safeguard the integrity of Belgium.”

Diplomatic intervention took place last week on our part. What can diplomatic
intervention do now ? We have great and vital interests in the independence—and
integrity is the least part—of Belgium. If Belgium is compelled to submit to allow her
neutrality to be violated, of course the situation is clear. Even if by agreement she
admitted the violation of her neutrality, it is clear she could only do so under duress.
The smaller States in that region of Europe ask but one thing. Their one desire is that they
should be left alone and independent. The one thing they fear is, I think, not so much
that their integrity but that their independence should be interfered with. If in this war
which is before Europe the neutrality of one of those countries is violated, if the troops of
one of the combatants violate its neutrality and no action be taken to resent it, at the end
of the war, whatever the integrity may be, the independence will be gone. ;

I have one further quotation from Mr. Gladstone as to what he thought about the
independence of Belgium. It will be found in “ Hansard,” volume 203, p. 1787. I have
not had time to read the whole speech and verify the context, but the thing seems to me
so clear that no context could make any difference to the meaning of it. Mr. Gladstone
said :—

“ We have an interest in the independence of Belgium which is wider than that which
we may have in the literal operation of the guarantee. It is found in the answer to
the question whether, under the circumstances of the case, this country, endowed
as it is with influence and power, would quietly stand by and witness the perpetration
of the direst crime that ever stained the pages of history, and thus become partici-
pators in the sin.”

No, Sir, if it be the case that there has been anything in the nature of an ultimatum to
Belgium, asking her to compromise or violate her neutrality, whatever may have been
offered to her in return, her independence is gone if that holds. If her independence goes,
the independence of Holland will follow. I ask the House from the point of view of British
interests, to consider what may be at stake. If France is beaten in a struggle of life and
death, beaten to her knees, loses her position as a great Power, becomes subordinate to the
will and power of one greater than herself—consequences which I do not anticipate, because
I am sure that France has the power to defend herself with all the energy and ability and
patriotism which she has shown so often—still, if that were to happen, and if Belgium fell
under the same dominating influence, and then Holland, and then Denmark, then would
not Mr. Gladstone’s words come true, that just opposite to us there would be a- common
interest against the unmeasured aggrandisement of any Power ?

It may be said, I suppose, that we might stand aside, husband our strength, and that,
whatever happened in the course of this war, at the end of it intervene with effect to put
things right, and to adjust them to our own point of view. If, in a crisis like this, we run
away from those obligations of honour and interest as regards the Belgian treaty, I doubt
whether, whatever material force we might have at the end, it would be of very much
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value in face of the respect that we should havelost. And do not believe, whether a great
Power stands outside this war or not, it is going to be in a position at the end of it to exert
its superior strength. For us, with a powerful fleet, which we believe able to protect our
commerce, to protect our shores, and to protect our interests, if we are engaged in war, we
shall suffer but little more than we shall suffer even if we stand aside.

We are going to suffer, I am afraid, terribly in this war, whether we are in it or whether
we stand aside. Foreign trade is going to stop, not because the trade routes are closed,
but because there is no trade at the other end. Continental nations engaged in war—all
their populations, all their energies, all their wealth, engaged in a desperate struggle—
they cannot carry on the trade with us that they are carrying on in times of peace, whether
we are parties to the war or whether we are not. I do not believe for a moment, that at
the end of this war, even if we stood aside and remained aside, we should be in a position, a
material position, to use our force decisively to undo what had happened in the course of
the war, to prevent the whole of the West of Europe opposite to us—if that had been the
result of the war—falling under the domination of a single Power, and I am quite sure
that our moral position would be such as to have lost us all respect. I can only say that T
have put the question of Belgium somewhat hypothetically, because I am not yet sure of
all the facts, but, if the facts turn out to be as they have reached us at present, it is quite
clear that there is an obligation on this country to do its utmost to prevent the conse.
quences to which those facts will lead if they are undisputed.

I have read to the House the only engagements that we have yet taken definitely with
regard to the use of force. I think it is due to the House to say that we have taken nc
engagement yet with regard to sending an expeditionary armed force out of the country.
Mobilisation of the fleet has taken place ; mobilisation of the army is taking place ; but
we have as yet taken no engagement, because I feel that—in the case of a European con-
flagration such as this, unprecedented, with our enormous responsibilities in India and
other parts of the Empire, or in countries in British occupation, with all the unknown
factors—we must take very carefully into consideration the use which we make of sending
an expeditionary force out of the country until we know how we stand. One thing |
would say.

The one bright spot in the whole of this terrible situation is Ireland. The general
feeling throughout Ireland—and I would like this to be clearly understood abroad—does
not make the Irish question a consideration which we feel we have now to take into account.
I have told the House how far we have at present gone in commitments and the conditions
which influence our policy, and I have put to the House and dwelt at length upon how
vital is the condition of the neutrality of Belgium.

What other policy is there before the House ? There is but one way in which the
Government could make certain at the present moment of keeping outside this war, and
that would be that it should immediately issue a proclamation of unconditional neutrality.
We cannot do that. We have made the commitment to France that I have read to the
House which prevents us doing that. We have got the consideration of Belgium which
prevents us also from any unconditional neutrality, and, without these conditions abso-
lutely satisfied and satisfactory, we are bound not to shrink from proceeding to the use of
all the forces in our power. If we did take that line by saying, * We will have nothing
whatever to do with this matter ” under no conditions—the Belgian treaty obligations,
the possible position in the Mediterranean, with damage to British interests, and what
may happen to France from our failure to support France—if we were to say that all those
things mattered nothing, were as nothing, and to say we would stand aside, we should, I
believe, sacrifice our respect and good name and reputation before the world, and should
not escape the most serious and grave economic consequences.

My object has been to explain the view of the Government, and to place before the
House the issue and the choice. Ido not for a moment conceal, after what I have said,
and after the information, incomplete as it is, that I have given to the House with regard to
Belgium, that we must be prepared, and we are prepared, for the consequences of having
to use all the strength we have at any moment—we know not how soon—to defend our-
selves and to take our part. We know, if the facts all be as I have stated them, though I
have announced no intending aggressive action on our part, no final decision to resort to
force at a moment’s notice, until we know the whole of the case, that the use of it may be
forced upon us. As far as the forces of the Crown are concerned, we are ready. I believe
the Prime Minister and my right hon. friend the First Lord of the Admiralty have no
doubt whatever that the readiness and the efficiency of those forces were never at a higher
mark than they are to-day, and never was there a time when confidence was more justified




96

in the power of the navy to protect our commerce and to protect our shores. The thought
is with us always of the suffering and misery entailed, from which no country in Europe
will escape by abstention, and from which no neutrality will save us. The amount of
harm that can be done by an enemy ship to our trade is infinitesimal, compared with the
amount of harm that must be done by the economic condition that is caused on the
Continent,.

The most awful responsibility is resting upon the Government in deciding what to
advise the House of Commons to do. We have disclosed our minds to the House of
Commons. We have disclosed the issue, the information which we have, and made clear
to the House, I trust, that we are prepared to face that situation, and that should it develop,
as probably it may develop, we will face it. We worked for peace up to the last moment,
and beyond the last moment. How hard, how persistently, and how earnestly we strove
for peace last week the House will see from the papers that will be before it.

But that is over, as far as the peace of Europe is concerned. We are now face to face
with a situation and all the consequences which it may yet have to unfold. We believe
we shall have the support of the House at large in proceeding to whatever the consequences
may be and whatever measures may be forced upon us by the development of facts or
action taken by others. I believe the country, so quickly has the situation been forced
upon it, has not had time to realise the issue. It perhaps is still thinking of the quarrel
between Austria and Servia, and not the complications of this matter which have grown
out of the quarrel between Austria and Servia. Russia and Germany we know are at war.
We do not yet know officially that Austria, the ally whom Germany is to support, is yet at
war with Russia. We know that a good deal has been happening on the French frontier.
We do not know that the German Ambassador has left Paris.

The situation has developed so rapidly that technically, as regards the condition of
the war, it is most difficult to describe what has actually happened. I wanted to bring
out the underlying issues which would affect our own conduct, and our own policy, and to
put them clearly. I have now put the vital facts before the House, and if, as seems not
improbable, we are forced, and rapidly forced, to take our stand upon those issues, then I
believe, when the country realises what is at stake, what the real issues are, the magnitude
of the impending dangers in the West of Europe, which I have endeavoured to describe
to the House, we shall be supported throughout, not only by the House of Comamons,
but by the determination, the resolution, the courage, and the endurance of the whole

country.

(2) FURTHER STATEMENT MADE BY SIR EDWARD GREY IN THE HOUSE OF
COMMONS, AUGUST 3, 1914.

GERMANY AND BELGIUM.

I want to give the House some information which I have received, and which was not
in my possession when I made my statement this afternoon. It is information I have
received from the Belgian Legation in London, and is to the following effect :—

“ Germany sent yesterday evening at 7 o’clock a note proposing to Belgium friendly
neutrality, covering free passage on Belgian territory, and promising maintenance
of independence of the Kingdom and possession at the conclusion of peace, and
threatening, in case of refusal, to treat Belgium as an enemy. A time limit of
twelve hours was fixed for the reply. The Belgians have answered that an attack
on their neutrality would be a flagrant violation of the rights of nations, and that
to accept the German proposal would be to sacrifice the honour of a nation. Con-
scious of its duty, Belgium is firmly resolved to repel aggression by all possible
means.”’

Of course, I can only say that the Government are prepared to take into grave con-

sideration the information which it has received. I make no further comment upon it.

;
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(3) STATEMENT BY THE PRIME MINISTER IN THE HOUSE OF COMMONS,
AUGUST 4, 1914.

Mr. Bonar Law.—I wish to ask the Prime Minister whether he has any statement
that he can now make to the House ?

The Prime Minister (Mr. Asquith).—In conformity with the statement of policy made
here by my right hon. friend the Foreign Secretary yesterday, a telegram was early this
morning sent by him to our Ambassador in Berlin. It was to this effect :—

“ The King of the Belgians has made an appeal to His Majesty the King for diplomatic
intervention on behalf of Belgium. His Majesty’s Government are also informed
that the German Government has delivered to the Belgian Government a note
proposing friendly neutrality entailing free passage through Belgian territory, and
promising to maintain the independence and integrity of the kingdom and its
possessions at the conclusion of peace, threatening in case of refusal to treat Belgium
as an enemy. An answer was requested within twelve hours. We also understan:t
that Belgium has categorically refused this as a flagrant violation of the law of
nations. His Majesty’s Government are bound to protest against this violation of a
treaty to which Germany is a party in common with themselves, and must request
an assurance that the demand made upon Belgium may not be proceeded with,
and that her neutrality will be respected by Germany. You should ask for an
immediate reply.”

We received this morning from our Minister at Brussels the following telegram :—

 German Minister has this morning addressed note to the Belgian Minister for Foreign
Affairs stating that, as Belgian Government have declined the well-intended pro-
posals submitted to them by the Imperial Government, the latter will, deeply to
their regret, be compelled to carry out, if necessary by force of arms, the measures
considered indispensable in view of the French menaces.”

Simultaneously—almost immediately afterwards—we received from the Belgian
Legation here in London the following telegram :—

“ General staff announces that territory has been violated at Gemmenich (near Aix-

> la-Chapelle).”
Subsequent information tended to show that the German force has penetrated still further
into Belgian territory. We also received this morning from the German Ambassador
here the telegram sent to him by the German Foreign Secretary, and communicated by the
Ambassador to us. It is in these terms:—

“ Please dispel any mistrust that may subsist on the part of the British Government
with regard to our intentions by repeating most positively formal assurance that,
even in the case of armed conflict with Belgium, Germany will, under no pretence
whatever, annex Belgian territory. Sincerity of this declaration is borne out by
fact that we solemnly pledged our word to Holland strictly to respect her neutrality.
It is obvious that we could not profitably annex Belgic territory without making
at the same time territorial acquisitions at expense of Holland. Please impress
upon Sir E. Grey that German army could not be exposed to French attack across
Belgium, which was planned aceording to absolutely unimpeachable information.
Germany had consequently to disregard Belgian neutrality, it being for her a
question of life or death to prevent French advance.”

I have to add this on behalf of His Majesty’s Government : We cannot regard this as in
any sense a satisfactory communication. We have, in reply to it, repeated the request
we made last week to the German Government, that they should give us the same assurance
in regard to Belgian neutrality as was given to us and to Belgium by France last week.
We have asked that a reply to that request and a satisfactory answer to the telegram of
this morning—which I have read to the House—should be given before midnight.

(4) STATEMENT BY THE PRIME MINISTER IN THE HOUSE OF COMMONS, !
: AUGUST 5, 1914.

Myr. Bonar Law.—May I ask the Prime Minister if he has any information he can
give us to-day ?

The Prime Minister—Our Ambassador at Berlin received his passports at 7 o’clock
last evening, and since 11 o’clock last night a state of war has existed between Germany
and ourselves.
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We have received from our Minister at Brussels the following telegram :—
“I have just received from Minister for Foreign Affairs”
—that is the Belgian Minister for Foreign Affairs—
“ a note of which the following is a literal translation :—

“ ¢ Belgian Government regret to have to inform His Majesty’s Government that this
morning armed forces of Germany penetrated into Belgian territory in violation
of engagements assumed by treaty.

““ ¢ Belgian Government are further resolved to resist by all means in their power.

¢ ¢ Belgium appeals to Great Britain and France and Russia to co-operate, as guarantors,
in defence of her territory.

¢ ¢ There would be concerted and common action with the object of resisting the forcible
measures employed by Germany against Belgium, and at the same time of guarding
the maintenance for future of the independence and integrity of Belgium.

“ ¢ Belgium is happy to be able to declare that she will assume defence of her fortified
places.” ”’

We have also received to-day from the French Ambassador here the following telegram

received by the French Government from the French Minister at Brussels:—

“The Chef du Cabinet of the Belgian Ministry of War has asked the French military
attaché to prepare at once for the co-operation and contact of French troops with
the Belgian army pending the results of the appeal to the guaranteeing Powers
now being made. Orders have therefore been given to Belgian provincial Governors
not to regard movements of French troops as a violation of the frontier.”

This is all the information I am at the moment able to give to the House, but I take

the opportunity of giving notice that to-morrow, in Committee of Supply, I shall move a
vote of credit of 100,000,000..

(3) STATEMENT BY THE PRIME MINISTER IN THE HOUSE OF COMMONS,
AUGUST 6, 1914.

Motion made, and Question proposed, ““ That a sum, not exceeding £100,000,000, be
granted to His Majesty, beyond the ordinary grants of Parliament, towards defraying
expenses that may be incurred during the year ending March 31st, 1915, for all measures
which may be taken for the security of the country, for the conduct of Naval and Military
operations, for assisting the food supply, for promoting the continuance of trade, industry,
and business communications, whether by means of insurance or indemnity against risk,
or otherwise for the relief of distress, and generally for all expenses arising out of the exist-
ence of a state of war.” :

The Prime Minister (Mr. Asquith).—In asking the House to agree to the resolution
which Mr. Speaker has just read from the Chair, I do not propose, because I do not think it
is in any way necessary, to traverse the ground again which was covered by my right hon.
friend the Foreign Secretary two or three nights ago. He stated—and I do not think
any of the statements he made are capable of answer and certainly have not yet been
answered—the grounds upon which, with the utmost reluctance and with infinite regret,
His Majesty’s Government have been compelled to put this country in a state of war with
what, for many years and indeed generations past, has been a friendly Power. But, Sir,
the papers which have since been presented to Parliament, and which are now in the hands
of hon. Members will, I think, show how strenuous, how unremitting, how persistent, even
when the last glimzzer of hope seemed to have faded away, were the efforts of my right
hon. friend to secure for Europe an honourable and a lasting peace. Everyone knows, in
the great crisis which occurred last year in the East of Europe, it was largely, if not mainly,
by the acknowledgment of all Europe, due to the steps taken by my right hon. friend that
the area of the conflict was limited, and that, so far as the great Powers are concerned,
peace was maintained. If his efforts upon this occasion have, unhappily, been less success-
ful, T am certain that this House and the country, and I will add posterity and history, will
accord to him what is, after all, the best tribute that can be paid to any statesman : that,
never derogating for an instant or by an inch from the honour and interests of his own
country, he has striven, as few men have striven, to maintain and preserve the greatest
interest of all countries—universal peace. These papers which are now in the hands of
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hon. Members show something more than that. They show what were the terms which
were offered to us in exchange for our neutrality. I trust that not only the Members of this
House, but all our fellow-subjects everywhere will read the communications, will read,
learn and mark the communications which passed only a week ago to-day between Berlin
and London in this matter. The terms by which it was sought to buy our neutrality are
contained in the communication made by the German Chancellor to Sir Edward Goschen
on the 29th July, No. 85 of the published Paper.* I think I must refer to them for a
moment. After referring to the state of things as between Austria and Russia, Sir Edward
Goschen goes on :—

“ He then proceeded to make the following strong bid for British neutrality. He said
that it was clear, so far as he was able to judge the main prineiple which governed
British policy, that Great Britain would never stand by and allow France to be
crushed in any conflict there might be. That, however, was not the object at
which Germany aimed. Provided that neutrality of Great Britain were certain,
every assurance would be given to the British Government that the Tmperial
Government

Let the House observe these words—
“ aimed at no territorial acquisition at the expense of France should they prove
victorious in any war that might ensue.”

Sir Edward Goschen proceeded to put a very pertinent question :—

T questioned His Excellency about the French colonies ”
What are the French colonies ? They mean every part of the dominions and possessions
of France outside the geographical area of Europe—

“ and he said that he was unable to give a similar undertaking in that respect.”
Let me come to what, in my mind, personally, has always been the crucial, and almost
the governing consideration, namely, the position of the small states :—

“ As regards Holland, however, His Excellency said that so long as Germany’s advers-
aries respected the integrity and neutrality of the Netherlands, Germany was ready
to give His Majesty’s Government an assurance that she would do likewise.”

Then we come to Belgium :—

“Tt depended upon the action of France what operations Germany might be forced
to enter upon in Belgium, but, when the war was over, Belgian integrity would be
respected if she had not sided against Germany.”

Let the House observe the distinction between those two cases. In regard to Holland
it was not only independence and integrity but also neutrality ; but in regard to Belgium
there was no mention of neutrality at all, nothing but an assurance that after the war came
to an end the integrity of Belgium would be respected. Then His Excellency added :—

“ Fyer since he had been Chancellor the object of his policy had been to bring about
an understanding with England. He trusted that these assurances ”——

the assurances I have read out to the House—

“ might form the basis of that understanding which he so much desired.”

What does that amount to? Let me just ask the House. I do so, not with the object
of inflaming passion, certainly not with the object of exciting feeling against Germany,
but I do so to vindicate and make clear the position of the British Government in this
matter. What did that proposal amount to ? In the first place, it meant this: That
behind the back of France—they were not made a party to these communications—we
should have given, if we had assented to that, a free licence to Germany to annex, in the
event of a successful war, the whole of the extra-European dominions and possessions of
France. What did it mean as regards Belgium ?  When she addressed, as she has
addressed in these last few days, her moving appeal to us to fulfil our solemn guarantee
of her neutrality, what reply should we have given ? What reply should we have given
to that Belgian appeal ? We should have been obliged to say that, without her knowledge,
we had bartered away to the Power threatening her our obligation to keep our plighted
word. 'The House has read, and the country has read, of course, in the last few hours, the
most pathetic appeal addressed by the King of Belgium, and I do not envy the man who
can read that appeal with an unmoved heart. Belgians are fighting and losing their lives.
What would have been the position of Great Britain to-day in the face of that spectacle,
if we had assented to this infamous proposal ? Yes, and what are we to get in return for
the betrayal of our friends and the dishonour of our obligations ? What are we to get
inreturn ? A promise—nothing more ; a promise as to what Germany would do in certain

*3ee Part II., No. 85, page 64.
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eventualities ; a promise, be it observed—I am sorry to have to say it, but it must be
put upon record—given by a Power which was at that very moment announcing its in-
tention to violate its own treaty and inviting us to do the same. I can only say, if we
had dallied or temporised, we, as a Government, should have covered ourselves with dis-
honour, and we should have betrayed the interests of this country, of which we are trustees.
I am glad, and I think the country will be glad, to turn to the reply which my right hon.
friend made, and of which I will read to the House two of the more salient passages. This
document, No. 101 of my Paper,* puts on record a week ago the attitude of the British
Government, and, as I believe, of the British people. My right hon. friend says :—

“ His Majesty’s Government cannot for a moment entertain the Chancellor’s proposal
that they should bind themselves to neutrality on such terms. What he asks us
in effect is to engage to stand by while French Colonies are taken if France is beaten,
so long as Germany does not take French territory as distinet from the Colonies.
From the material point of view ”’—— :

My right hon. friend, as he always does, used very temperate language :—
“ such a proposal is unacceptable, for France, without further territory in Europe
being taken from her, could be so crushed as to lose her position as a Great Power,
and become subordinate to German policy.”

That is the material aspect. But he proceeded :—

 Altogether, apart from that, it would be a disgrace for us to make this bargain with
Germany at the expense of France, a disgrace from which the good name of this
country would never recover. The Chancellor also in effect asks us to bargain
away whatever obligation or interest we have as regards the neutrality of Belgium.
We could not entertain that bargain either.”

He then says :—

“ We must preserve our full freedom to act, as circumstances may seem to us to
require.”

And he added, T think, in sentences which the House will appreciate :—

“Youshould . . . add most earnestly that the one way of maintaining the good
relations between England and Germany is that they should continue to work
together to preserve the peace of Europe. . . . For that object this Govern-
ment will work in that way with all sincerity and good will.

If the peace of Europe can be preserved and the present crisis safely passed, my own
endeavour will be to promote some arrangement to which Germany could be a
party, by which she could be assured that no aggressive or hostile policy would be
pursued against her or her allies by France, Russia, and ourselves, jointly or separ-
ately. I have desired this and worked for it ”

The statement was never more true—
“as far as I could, through the last Balkan crisis and Germany having a corre-
sponding object, our relations sensibly improved. The idea has hitherto been too
Utopian to form the subject of definite proposals, but if this present crisis, so much
more acute than any that Europe has gone through for generations, be safely passed,
I am hopeful that the relief and reaction which will follow may make possible some
more definite rapprochement between the Powers than has been possible hitherto.”

That document, in my opinion, states clearly, in temperate and convincing language

the attitude of this Government. Can any one who reads it fail to appreciate the tone of
obvious sincerity and earnestness which underlies it ; can any one honestly doubt that
the Government of this country in spite of great provocation—and I regard the proposals
made to us as proposals which we might have thrown aside without consideration and
almost without answer—can any one doubt that in spite of great provocation the right hon.
Gentleman, who had already earned the title—and no one ever more deserved it—of Peace
Maker of Europe, persisted to the very last moment of the last hour in that beneficent but
unhappily frustrated purpose ? I am entitled to say, and I do so on behalf of this country—
I speak not for a party, I speak for the country as a whole—that we made every effort any
Government could possibly make for peace. But this war has been forced upon us. What
isit we are fighting for ? Every one knows, and no one knows better than the Government,
the terrible incalculable suffering, economic, social, personal and political, which war,
and especially a war between the Great Powers of the world, must entail. There is no
man amongst us sitting upon this bench in these trying days—more trying perhaps than
any body of statesmen for a hundred years have had to pass through, there is not a man
amongst us who has not, during the whole of that time, had clearly before his vision the

*See Part II, No. 101, page 77.




101

almost unequalled suffering which war, even in & just cause, must bring about, not only
to the peoples who are for the moment living in this country and in the other countries
of the world, but to posterity and to the whole prospects of European civilisation. Every
step we took we took with that vision before our eyes, and with a sense of responsibility
which it is impossible to describe. Unhappily, if—in spite of all our efforts to keep the
peace, and with that full and overpowering consciousness of the résult, if the issue be
decided in favour of war—we have, nevertheless, thought it to be the duty as well as the
interest of this country to go to war, the House may be well assured it was because we be-
lieve, and I am certain the country will believe, we are unsheathing our sword in a just
cause.

If I am asked what we are fighting for, I reply in two sentences. In the first place to
fulfil a solemn international obligation, an. obligation which, if it had been entered in
between private persons in the ordinary concerns of life, would have been regarded as an
obligation not only of law but of honour, which no self-respecting man could possibly
have repudiated. I say, secondly, we are fighting to vindicate the principle which, in
these days when force, material force, sometimes seems to be the dominant influence and
factor in the development of mankind, we are fighting to vindicate the principle that small
nationalities are not to be crushed, in defiance of international good faith, by the arbitrary
will of & strong and over- mastermg Power.” I do not believe any nation ever entered into
a great controversy—and this is one of the greatest history will ever know—with a clearer
conscience and stronger conviction that it is fighting not for aggression, not for the main-
tenance even of its own selfish interest, but that it is fighting in defence of principles, the
maintenance of which is vital to the civilisation of the world. With a full conviction,
not only of the wisdom and justice, but of the obligations which lay upon us to challenge
this great issue, we are entering into the struggle. Let us now make sure that all the
resources, not only of this United Kigndom, but of the vast Empire of which it is the
centre, shall be thrown into the scale, and it is that that object may be adequately secured,
that I am now about to ask this Committee—to make the very unusual demand upon it—
to give the Government a Vote of Credit of 100,000,000/ I am not going, and I am sure
the Committee do not wish it, into the technical distinctions between Votes of Credit
and Supplementary Estimates and all the rarities and refinements which arise in that
connection. There is a much higher point of view than that. If it were necessary, I
could justify, upon purely téchnical grounds, the course we propose to adopt, but I am
not going to do so, because I think it would be foreign to the temper and disposition of
the Committee. There is one thing to which I do call attention, that is, the Title and
Heading of the Bill. As a rule, in the past, Votes of this kind have been taken simply for
naval and military operations, but we have thought it right to ask the Committee to give
us its confidence in the extension of the traditional area of Votes of Credit so that this
money, which we are asking them to allow us to expend, may be applied not only for strictly
naval and military operations, but to assist the food supplies, promote the continuance of
trade, industry, business, and communications—whether by means of insurance or indem-
nity against risk or otherwise—for the relief of distress, and generally for all expenses arising
out of the existence of a state of war. I believe the Committee will agree with us that it
was:wise to extend the area of the Vote of Credit so as to include all these various matters.
It gives the Government a freehand. Of course, the Treasury will account for it, and any
expenditure that takes place will be subject to the approval of the House. I think it
would be a great pity—in fact, a great disaster—if, in a crisis of this magnitude, we were
not enabled to make provision—provision far more needed now than it was under the
simpler conditions that prevailed in the old days—for all the various ramifications and
developments of expenditure which the existence of a state of war between the great
Powers of Europe must entail on any one of them.

I am asking also in my character of Secretary of State for War—a position which I held
until this morning—for a Supplementary Estimate for men for the Army. Perhaps the
Committee will allow me for a moment just to say on that personal matter that I took upon
myself the office of Secretary of State for War under conditions, upon which I need not go
back but which are fresh in the minds of everyone, in the hope and with the object that
the condition of things in the Army, which all of us deplored, might speedily be brought
to an end and complete confidence re-established. I believe that is the case; in fact, I
know it to be. There is no more loyal and united body, no body in which the spirit and,
habit of discipline are more deeply ingrained and cherished than in the British Army.
Glad as I should have been to continue the work of that office, and I would have done
so under normal conditions, it would not be fair to the Army, it would not be just to the
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country, that any Minister should divide his attention between that Department and
another, still less that the First Minister of the Crown, who has to look into the affairs of all
departments and who is ultimately responsible for the whole policy of the Cabinet, should
give, as he could only give, perfunctory attention to the affairs of our Army in a great war.
¢ I am very glad to say that a very distinguished soldier and administrator, in the person of

Lord Kitchener, with that great public spirit and patriotism that everyoy would expect

from him, at my request stepped into the breach. Lord Kitchener, as everyone knows, is
I not a politician. His association with the Government as a Member of the Cabinet for this
{ purpose must not be taken as in any way identifying him with any set of political opinions.
i He has, at a great public emergency, responded to a great public call, and I am certain
he will have with him, in the discharge of one of the most arduous tasks that has ever fallen
upon a Minister, the complete confidence of all parties and all opinions.

I am asking on his behalf for the Army, power to increase the number of men of all
ranks, in addition to the number already voted, by no less than 500,000. I am certain the
Committee will not refuse its sanction, for we are encouraged to ask for it not only by our
own sense of the gravity and the necessities of the case, but by the knowledge that India is
prepared to send us certainly two Divisions, and that every one of our self-governing '
Dominions, spontaneously and unasked, has already tendered to the utmost limits of their
possibilities, both in men and in money, every help they can afford to the Empire in a

moment of need. Sir, the Mother Country must set the example, while she responds
with gratitude and affection to those filial overtures from the outlying members of her ‘
family.

| Sir, T will say no more. This is not an occasion for controversial discussion. In all
that I have said, I believe I have not gone, either in the statement of our case or in my
general description of the provision we think it necessary to make, beyond the strict bounds
of truth. It is not my purpose—it is not the purpose of any patriotic man—to inflame
feeling, to indulge in rhetoric, to excite international animosities. The occasion is far too
grave for that. We have a great duty to perform, we have a great trust to fulfil, and
confidently we believe that Parliament and the country will enable us to do it.

Taylor, Garnett, Evans, & Co., Ltd., London, Manchester, and Reddish.
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