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(May 30th, 1938)

British Policy in Europe
By Sk Georee E. Scruster, K.C.5.1, K.C.M.G.,, CR.E.

In some ways this is a very unsuitable occasion for the
subject of my address hecause we are in a very critical
period when our thoughts are more concerned with what
may happen within the next few hours than with a calm,
historical analysis of the policy and events which have led
up to the present position. When an earthqualke is possible
at any moment men cannot be expected to take much in-
terest in a scientific treatise on the geological conditions
that have creafed the possibility. At the time when I re-
ceived an invitation to address this great club, there was
much controversy in the air about British policy, and—as
I believed—much misunderstanding, so that T looked upon
this invitation as giving me an opportunity to say a few
thirngs which might help towards a better understanding.

Now, therefore that I am here and you have done me the .

honor of coming to listen to mee, T feel that the best thing
which I can do is to adhere fairly closely to my original
intention, and I think that perhaps even when we are close
to the crisis of the last few days, although a good deal has
happened since then to clarify the purpose of Mr. C’s policy,
there is some advantage in making an attempt to stand
back and view our position as a whole, in order to see the
various parts in their proper significance and proportion.
1 want, therefore, to start by reviewing briefly those

things which illustrate the purpose and character of Eng-

land since 1918.

Speaking broadly, we settled down after war with pro-
found determination never to have another, and concen-
trating our thoughts on dealing with our social problems—
with the task of rebuilding a decent existence in peace for
its citizens.
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You are just as familiar as we are with the difficulties
of this task. On the economic side there have been two
main aspects of the problem: first, the special difficulties
arising from. the dislocations caused by the war; and, sec-
ondly, the difficulty—which is the essential inherent diffi-
culfty in all countries today——of securing a distribution of
purchasing power sufficient to balance the immense increase
in productive power whicli modern technical developments
have created.

I need not dwell on these at length, and will only remind
you that we had to deal with dislocations, which if any
prophet had foretold them before the war, would have been
regarded as involving ruin for our whole economy. Yet
we adjusted ourselves to these difficulties. Qur industries
developed new outlets and in 1937 we had attained an era
of prosperity and a general standard of living which, mea-
sured by all the known tests—public health, real wages,
standards of consumption, savings of the poorest classes,
house building and housing standards,—was higher than
the country had ever known. We had, it is true, a heavy
burden of unemployment, specially marked in certain dis-
tressed areas, but the system of unemployment relief had
prevented anything like destitution, and even in the most
distressed areas public health records were not unsatisfac-
tory. During this period a great amount of social legisla-
tion was undertaken, and we advanced steadily in the broad-
ening of democracy. So far as the relations between labor
and capital were concerned, there had not been a serious
strike since 1926, and while there are of course discontented
elements, and many evils which still require remedy, it is
fair to say that we were solving our own social problems
in our tradifional way of quiet evolution and compromise,
and moving at least more rapidly than at any other era
since the Industrial Revolution towards a fairer distribu-
tion of the world’s good things and a broader basis of
democracy. ,

This period was one, too, of notable constructive de-
velopment within the British commonwealth. 1 need only
remind you of such great steps as the Statute of Westmin-
ster of 1926 which, as you know, converted Empire into
free association, to the settlement of the Irish question, and
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tastly to the stupendous constitutional plan in India where-
by a nation of three hundred and fifty millions, which in
all the ages of its history had lived under despotic govern-
ment, has been placed in the way to become an equal mem-
ber of the British commonwealth under a system of repre-
sentative democracy.

I have reminded you of these main features of British
policy since the war because it is these events and develop-
ments representing as they do a striving towards an advance
m freedom and in civilization which have been our essential
preoccupation during that period. We wanted never to hear
of war again; we wanted to get on with our social tasks,
and with the evolution of democracy at home and within
the Empire, while, both because we believe in peace and also
because we needed all our resources for our social pro-
gramme, we had given a lead to the world in disarmament.
And now suddenly there is being brought home to the con-
sciousness of our people that, while we have been- getting
on with these tasks, forces have been marshalled outside
which threaten to destroy our way of life and put our own
homes in peril. 'With the deepest disgust the British people
have in these last months woken up to the situation, to the
possibility, that they may once more have to face the folly
and miseries of war, and that at the moment they are only
too ill-prepared for it.

How has that come about? Are we to blame for it?

These questions bring me after my attempt to sketch
briefly the course of our domestic policy, to the other side
of the picture—Foreign Policy. As one of our Ministers
remarked in' the House of Commons the other day,
“Foreign Policy would be all very well if it wasn’t for the
foreigners”. There is a truth underlying that light re-
mark in the sense that, if our foreign policy goes wrong,
it is not necessarily entirely our own fault. Bui wherever
the fault lies it is necessary to deal with facts as they are,
today. Let me try to trace how those facts have come
about. -

~ As I have said, we settled down after the war with the
profound conviction that we would never have war again,
nor any truck with the old methods of diplomacy and alli-
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ances which had led to the war of 1914. We looked for
safety, firstly, to disarmament which the Peace Treaty had
imposed upon Germaty and which we intended to impose
in a large measure upon ourselves, and secondly to the
League of Nations with its covenant of collective security
which we interpreted as meaning that all the nations (fo
include as it was hoped at a later stage Germany) would
agree to pounce upon any single nation which attempted to
get what it wanted by war. We said to ourselves two
things: first, “this collective strength means that we none
of us need individually waste great sums in armaments”,
and secondly, “so far as we do keep ourselves armed we will
use our arms only for preserving the rule of law among
pations, never for the sake of our own aggrandizement”.
The idea was, and still is, a fine one, but in the League of
Nations as an embodiment of this idea there have been fatal
flaws. To be effective, the idea of a covenant among the
nations to maintain a system of international order must
satisfy two conditions, first, the covenant must be universal,
and secondly, the system of international order to be main-
tained must be a system of justice. The League has fallen
short of fulfilling either. It has been used as an instrument
not so much to majntain the sanctity of treaties as such but
rather the sanctity of the particular Treaty of Versailles;
and it has fiever been universal, partly because at no time
have all the great Powers belonged to it, and partly because
some of those who did at first belong were in their hearts
antrue to its principles, in the sense that when they them-
selves wanted something which they felt strong enough to
take by force, they never intended to forego their sovereign
power and submit to the ruling of the League. If the
League is not universal, if it is merely one group of coun-
tries ranged against another group of equal or greater
power, then it is not the instrument to enforce a system
of law and order the enforcement of which is justified and
possible because it is universally accepted, but on the con-
trary an instrument to impose on one group of nations ideas
which another group thinks right; and in that case it be-
comes, if we face realities, nothing more than an alliance
of the old type in a particularly dangerous new disgnise.
To state this is not to abandon the ideal of the League of
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Naztions, but merely to face the realities of the League as
it actually exists today. It is these realities which our Prime
Minister has been facing in the last months, and it is be-
cause some sections of the British public have not yet fully
faced them that we have had a conflict of views at home
which has been confusing to everybody and on which I am
trying to throw some light on' what I have to say to-day.

To appreciate the position more clearly, one must con-
sider the course of events in which the tragic failure of the
League ideal has been worked out. ‘That has to be traced
in relation to Germany, Italy and Japan.

The German case is, of course, the central dominating
problem. ‘The story begins with the Treaty of Versailles.
That, as we all now recognize, put impossible financial bur-
dens on Germany and imposed restrictions inconsistent
with the self-respect of a great nation. -Those on the British
side who shared the responsibility for it explain that it was
impossible in the state of feeling which then existed to get
agreement with the French on any other basis, but that
they always contemplated a progressive modification of the
terms through the machinery of the League. Certain modi-
fications, particularly as regards financial reparations, were
indeed made, but again owing to the fears of the French
who wished to keep Germany with drawn teeth, these modi-
ficitions did not go far or fast enough. We all know what
happened. Germany became convinced that she could not
get what she wanted unless she made herself strong Ve'nough
to be respected as a war power, and those that preached
this doctrine obtained complete conirol of the nation.
Whether with other treatment things would have gone dif-
ferently is an issue on which there can never be certainty
but at any rate it is a charge which may be brought againsi’:
France and England as her partner that by their conduct
they helped to create the conditions that have enabled Hitler
to rise to power. We all know the terrific national effort

-which he has organized, concentrated on creating war

strength. We all know that with this power behind him
Hitler has thrown off all the restrictions of the Peace Treaty
and, as his two big coups, reoccupied the demilitarized
frontier zone on the west and forcibly joined Aunstria to
Germany. As an attempt to give a logical interpretation
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of the reaction of moderate British opinion to these develop-
ments, T would describe that roughly in the following way.
English opinion never got really excited about the reoccupa-
tion of the demilitarized Rhineland zone, because it felt
that that was a fundamentally justifiable act for a seli-
respecting nation. Again, English opinion was not shocked
at the fdew of Austria being united with Germany, because
it felt that two nations so closely akin might decide this
issue for themselves and that on economic grounds there
was strong justification for a union. But English opinion
was profoundly shocked at the way in which the annexation
was accomplished and at the accounts which- it has received
of the brutality meted out to the Anti Nazi and Jewish
people in Austria and of the arrogant conduct of the young
Nazis. This at last produced a general awakening to the
real significance of German rearmament and to the menacing
situation in Europe. FEven those who, as I have indicated,
may have felt that, up to this point, a certain justice had
underlain Hitler’s objectives, have felt since then that the
Jimits of reasonably justifiable aspirations have been almost
reached and are asking themselves “What is he going to
do next?’ He has created a vast impetus behind him as
a result of his stccess. Where is this impetus going to
carry him? Can he stop it even if he wishes to stop it?
Will he attempt to go on to extend his domination over
Fastern Furope and the Balkan countries, giving access to
the : Mediterranean and the Black Sea, and then when he
has thus solved the problem of supplies of food and other
materials necessary for a long war, will he want to extend
into a world empire and turn on us either with impossible
demands or a direct attack?

Where can we look for the answers to these questions—
“What does Germany want to do” and “What has she the
power to de?’ For answering the first, one may study
events and speeches from day to day—particularly in the last
few days. But current reports and speeches are often mis-
leading and there is a better and surer method available. Hit-
ler has given us his creed and his programme with complete
clarity in his book—“Mein Kampf”, which is still univers-
ally distributed and read in Germany. In his book Hitler
has laid down that his primary purpose is to unite all the
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elements of the German nation in Europe, and then to gain
greater territory for national expansion. ‘The territory
required for this purpose, he says, must be in Europe and
cainot, “be in some such place as in the Cameroons”. It
is very important to remember this, because there are some
outside critics today who suggest that we might stop Hitler’s
aggressive plans in Eastern Furope by offering to hand
back colonies to Germany. Fitler himself had made it
quite clear that this would be useless. In his book he goes
on to say that France will be the enemy of German expan-
sion and that therefore France must be annihilated This
annihilation he says must be “looked upon solely as a means
of gaining finally the possibility of an expansion of our
people.”

As to war, he says that Pacifism may be quite a good
idea—"after the highest type of man has conquered the
world in such measnre as to make him its exclusive master.
Therefore first fight, and then perhaps—PFacifism”.

The idealization of war is being taught in the schools
to-day, and in the new textbook for the Hiffer youth it is
written, “Death on the battlefield should be regarded as a
longed-for conclusion of life”. .

. The whole nation is being systematically trained in these
ideas, with no chance of reading anything else, and no
knowledge of what is happening in other countries except
through versions of news edited to suit the teaching and the
views of the Dictator.

That indicates what Germany is aiming at today,—and
I turn to the next guestion “What is her power to achieve
these aims?” The answer to that is that she hag been carry-
ing out a coordinated effort in preparation for war for
which there is no parallel in the history of the world. The
whole of the economic forces of the country are controlled
by the Government and are being directed to war as the
primary objective. We can measure the scale of this effort
by comparing it with what is being done elsewhere. We
in England, for example, have recently set ourselves to the
task of rearmament on a scale which many think stagger-
ing. OQur programme annotnced last year was for an ex-
penditure of seven and a half billion dollars over five years,
and we are told now that this amount is to be exceeded.




034 THE CANADIAN CLUB [May 30

But with this one must compare Germany’s estimated ex-
penditure of twelve and a half billion doflars from 1933
to 1937. Again, while for 1938 our estimated expenditure
is one and three quarter billion dollars, Germany’s is about
four and half billions,—or taking air force expenditure
alonie Germany’s is put at twelve hundred million to our
five hundred.

The German air force is the dominating instrument at
present, for most well-informed observers seem to agree
that her army, though it is immense in numbess, is not yet
really ready for a war with Great Powers, nor for living
through a long war of such a kind. Germany’s next pur-
pose, if one looks to Hitler’s book for an interpretation,
must be to extend her inflyence over Eastern Europe so as
to increase her power and supplies of raw materials, and
in her hopes of carrying out this policy without interference
she has been relying, first on the present internal weakness
of France, and, secondly, on her belief that we shall not
dare to take the risk of a knockout blow through air raids
on London and our main industrial centres. Important
sections of the public in England have felt that we must
stop Germany’s expansion before it goes too far—some on
the ground that as members of the League we ought to

preserve the independence of the smaller European states, -

others on the ground that in our own interests we must
stop her before she gets too strong. These two grounds
have been a good deal confused in the public mind and the
confusion had the curious result of bringing both the left
wing idealists and the right wing Jingoes together in urging
the Government to say clearly to Hitler that if he does
certain things, such as interfering with the independence of
Czechoslovakia we will fight. But such a provocative
challenge might have precipitated an immediate war, More-
over, an unconditional promise of this kind might have
encouraged the Czechs to behave unreasonably and would
have given them the power to land us in war by their de-
cisiotr, We must always remember that there is a real prob-
fen of the German mincrity in that country for which
Germany may fairly ask a reasonable solution,

Mr. Chamberlain kept his head. He takes war too seri-
ously to be swayed by those who believe in a prophylactic
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war—a war now to save a possible war in the future. Ie

" has refused to give other countries a blank check-on the

British nation; he has made clear what our definite obliga-
tions to France and Belgium are and said that we will use
our influence to work for a just, but peaceable solution of
the problem of the German minority in Czechoslovakia,
but he has made it also clear that unreasonable aggression
on Germany’s part may force us in. We are fortunate in
having a Prime Minister like Mr. Chamberlain who com-
bines strength with the power to keep his head. But the
situation is a difficult and dangerous one. We have no
desire to interefere in Europe, but France has more definite
commitments. If France gets involved, we may be unable
to keep out. Behind this all, the one thing to remember is
that the greatest danger to peace is that Germany might be
led to gamble on our being unwilling to risk a knock-out
blow and to do things which we could not tolerate. - I want
to be clear about this. I do not believe for a moment that
she could knock us out by air raids on London, however
disastrous they might be. But she might be foolish enough
to think so, or to think that we were afraid of it, and thus
a general war, involving us all in chaos, might come. If
one takes this view, then although we must be at all times
ready to respond to reasonable approaches from Germany,
we must also recognize that nothing would be worse than to
follow a policy of concessions to her which are not hased
on any moral justification, and which could only be con-
strued as weakness. :

Having given this picture of Germany, let me turn to
the other factors in the situation which have confronted our
present Prime Minister since he assumed office last summer.
As 1'§:gards Italy, he found acute tension supported by a
growing feeling among the Italian people that the British
were their enemies in every field. The events of the pre-
ceding years, which had led up to this position are well-
known. Italy had threatened Abyssinia, and Abyssinia had
appealed for the protection of the League. The League
condemned Ttaly’s action but no agreement could be reached
among the members to take extreme measures to stap it.
So far as the British Government were concerned, we said
throughout that we would respect our obligations under the
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League and would take any action to which the other mem-
bers agreed, In fact, we did much more than any others
and suffered much more; for we honestly applied economic
sanctions to the extent agreed upon, and thereby lost very
yaluable trade with Italy—especially in coal—which we
badly needed and which we are not likely to recover. But
fhe truth was that the League countries could only have
stopped Ttaly’s aggression on Abyssinia if they had been
prepared to take steps which would inevitably have forced
Ttaly to go to war. None of the other members of the
League was ready to face that, and no British Governinent
could have felt justified in asking England to carry the
burden alone. That was the hard reality, and what we had
to face thereafter were the results, which were that we had
driven Mussolini into the arms of Hitler and that it was
against the English people as the leaders of the attempt to
testrain Italy that Italian hestility was concentrated.

One may turn from the case of Italy to that of Japan—
as to which I need only to point out that here, too, we have
another illustration of the failure of the Leagite principle
to make itself effective because it lacks universal support.
Japan, like Germany and Ttaly, is outside the League because
she has been a country fundamentally dissatisfied with her
position in the world, and determined to use the power of
arms to improve it. In this case also, the League enthusiasts
have urged action which could only have led Britain into
war with Japan, and that too would have been a war which
we should have been left to wage without support from the
other members of the League.

Lastly, there is the case of Spain, where again the
idealists would have us interveno in a way whidh must in-
evitably have precipitated a European war, and where we
have steadfastly refused to take part in the internal dis-
sensions of another country, but used our whole power to
keep these dissensions localized, and to save Europe from
a general war.

1 have mentioned all these cases partly in order to bring
out the vast responsibilities which we should have to carry
if we took it upon ourselves to act as some urge us o act—
like a sort of head policeman for the world, and partly in
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order to give a rough idea of the position to which our
present Prime Minister, Mr. Chamberlain, succeeded last
summer.

" Mr. Chamberlain is a realist and one of the most straight
thinking men in public life today. He faced up to realities
and saw three main things.

~In the first place he saw the world gradually getting
divided into two camps, ranged in opposition to each other
—the League countries on one side—Germany, Italyr and
Japan, together with such satellites as they could collect, on
the other. He saw in this not only the great imrned’iate
danger that any small incident might precipitate a general
war, but also beyond this he saw that with every month
that passed, if nothing were done, the position would be-
come more fixed and unalterable, and that nothing would
be more fatal than this to the future of the League itself,
and to the hopes of restoring a system of peaceful discus-
sion for solving international differences. -

Mr, Chamberlain saw a second thing very clearly—that
the extreme League enthusiasts had created excessive ex-
pectations of British intervention as a guardian of their
interests. He determined to lead no one astray and that
Britain’s word should not be given for anything which
codld not be fulfilled in deeds.

- Lastly he saw that the lag created Dy our attempts at
disarmament was not being caught up fast enough, and that
merely to make ourselves safe against aggression and strong,
enough to fulflll our direct responsibilities, a greater effort
is necessary by the British nation.

These three points give the key to our present policy.
Let us take the first one—the attempt to prevent the division
into hostile camps becoming permanent. Mr. Chamberlain

. determined to make one more effort at frank discussions.

with Germany and Italy. He made personal approaches to
both countries---and it is worth remembering that this was
well known at the time and that no voice of criticisin was
raised against it. Yet when conversations with Ttaly looked
1f1ke leaditng to practical results a storm of criticism arose
rom certain quarters. 1 am not going to wear i

details about the Anglo-Italian agliemgnt. I on%yy?virg lfclg
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put certain broad points to you. Tirst, T would ask you
to interpret it against the packground which I have already
given you. Secondly, T would ask you to regard it, not as
a bargain made with Mussolini, but rather as an attempt to
recreate an atmosphere of friendship between the British
and Ttalian peoples. Mr. Chamberlain has been under 1o
illusions. What he has done is not to be condemned as a
failure, if it proves that after all we have not secured afn
ally ranged firmly on our side against further German
aggression. It must be tested rather by the atmosphere that
has been created between two peoples, and by the fact, al-
ready achieved, that it has prevented the Ttalian people
passing gnalterably into the hostile camp.

Turning to my second point, one may say that Mr.
Chamberlain has faced up to the illusion under which a
great part of the British public has been living as to what
the League can do and the value of this so-called “collective
security”. The plain facts are that the idea of collective
security has broken down becatise so many of the Great
Powers are outside the League and because none of the
League. countries is made fo pledge itself unconditionally
to fight in a common cause. For us indeed collective
security would mean nothing but an obligation to fight for
the weak countries of the League whenever their interests
are effected, without any compensating benefit of reliable
support on their side. No British Government could com-
mit its peoples to the horrors of war for the sake of others’
quarrels in this way. Such an obligation would only be
justified if we were so strong that merely by saying that
we would fAight we could achieve our object without war.
The hard facts are that we are not strong enough for that.
Mr. Chamberlain has done service to the world in making
clear what obligations we cail undertake. Some of our
critics at home accuse him on account of this of having
betrayed the League idea. But it is the facts that have
done this, and it is essential to remember that there has
heen no change in British policy in this respect.

There is another line of thought about recent British
policy on which it is important to clear up misunderstand-
ings. It seems to be thought that somehow- or other it
represents a change of attitude towards democracy. To
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those who'kn_ow I\_/_[r. Chamberlain there could not be a
more astonishing misrepresentation. Any differences which
we in England may have had about foreign policy have
not 1n the remotest sense represented a conﬂict between the
upholders of democracy and the supporters of Fascism
Lcj: me quote some of Mr Chamberlain’s own words on th'-
_ponz‘t_. In one of .the_de-bates of the last few weeks he sa,i(is'

_ T have no bias in favor of Nazism, Fascism, or Bol-
sh.emsm be(_:ause f'ln of them seem to me to be i-ncjonsi t 1q:
with what is all important to me, hecause it is the roost egf

my political creed, and that is individual lib

¥ ) _ s erty. ... -
lieve in liberty of thought, speech and actiog WitIh(])jlit
that there can be no true Democracy. . . . For the preserva-

‘][;lc});_tof IDemoIcracy, which means the preservation of our
i W{;de“;f;h?_'ﬁght and I believe the people of this coun-
: _tgh.ose are surely not the words of one who has lost
tﬁ,} k'm. Democracy. It is indeed important to have clear
inking on the question as to what the leaders of d
cratic countries should do in defence of their faith 'I?}Tl e
are sofne people who seem to hold the view that the. sh e;g
endeavor to impose their faith on other countries 01? at 1011 t
that they should live in hostility with Totalitarian teis
because such States have adopted a non-democratic s Sta o
But surely such an attitude would be suicidal to demoys' oy,
%c:rnl];e;fgl);lbec%us,e it would almost inevitably lead to ggiligi
, b so because in itsell it in 3 -
tradiction. of democratic ideals WhiZﬁI‘;ifse al?asf?lscggte Cc‘)t{]ﬁ
more fundamental principle—the principle of selfwzeiélr-
;1;11?51;011(; gefrlrflrobest servci[ce which the British countries ézin
cracy today is to preserve i :
selves. If t‘hey atternpt nloz;a they nlia,ysgxlr:l? I;Et:z?;oglge E}z:ﬁ;n-
There is one other statement of Mr. Chamberlai b
which [ '\fvou.ld like to guote to you. In his :;peech of Malflcli
24th, W.hl'(:h is the standard text now of British polic af1
imphamzmg the fundamental aim of British poliii:y ag ,piafzeer
; ;axl:eerifsogg‘g; sawga;th%t did1 1;)0’[ mean that nothing would
. : ‘e houind certain treaty obligati
which we should fulfill, and therz Y tain vita T
for which if menaced we should ﬁa,;}ftigfgr:i:flglillcént?’eSts
territory and the communications which are vital ?0 gsi
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national existence. Ile went on: “There are other cases
too in which we might fight, if we were sure that either
we must fight or else abandon once and for all the hope of
averting the destruction of those things which we hold most
dear—our Tiberiy and the right to five our lives according
to the standards which our national traditions and our
national character have prescribed for us’.

These words reveal how we regard our task. What
are we going to do about it?

The first thing in which all parties are agreed is that we
must make ourselves stronger so that our voice may be
heard speaking in the only language which those who
threaten our way of life undesstand—words backed by
military strength. We want no weapons of aggression but
we must be strong enough to male no one dare attempt a
knockout blow at our vital centers through air raids, and
strong enough to protect our vital channels of supply.

But we are also anxious to try satisfying any legiti-
mate grievance of the aggressive pOwers. Is it possible to
do anything in this direction? Ought we to make our posi-
tion clearer? :

There is still much talk of the economic causes of war,
Put we muist face realities. To think that any international
economic arrangements would alter the course of German
policy today is, 1 fear, a complete illusion, Fundament-
ally perhaps it may he true to say that Germany has an
cconomic objective in the sense that she desires to secure
good conditions for the people. But if she believed in the
paaceful methods of international trade, the way is open to
her today. It is nonsense to say that any nation willing to
irade has not got access to adequate supplies of raw materi-
als. But—and herein lies the essence of the whole matter—-
if one relies on international trade one places one’s country’s
life in the hands of another country. That is what a coun-

try like Germany is not willing to do; and the hard reality
behind the present position is this—that the unsatisfied
iotalitarian state of today—that is to say the state which
has before it a program of expansion and aggression—
dare not allow itself to become too dependent on foreign
trade, for in that case it would also be dependent on the
political action of foreign states. What Gerinany wants to
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secure is supplies of raw materials from co i
her own domination and to which her access 1L(1:211:;11251: gjzl (};1-
t'err.upted during the time of war. In the meanwhile she i
limiting her trade with. other countries to a minimuin an(i
devoting a great part of her energies to war preparation
This is one of the main things which has restricted inter-
national trade, and to this extent it is true to say that war
policy is increasing economic difficulties rather than that
ecor:l.é:mtnc difficulties are operating as causes of war
~ But a recognition of these facts doe . i
miean that we should not continue to strisv;i Oftorn:((::zsr?g;}}iz
aPpe'asement. With Germany, the case may be indeed ver
dlﬂicl.ﬂt(,1 but ;vith Ttaly there may be better chances Wha)::
we need to do as regar i inct i
e e o peagce' ds every country 1s to increase its
Let us attempt this but even if that fails let us remem-
ber another _stﬂl more important aspect of economic polic
The countries that are now thinking in terms of seléfr;
su'fﬁczenc.y for war are 2 minority, and there are still coun-
tries, which include the vast majority of the world’s popu-
lation, which believe in peace and are prepared to trustP ezIL)ch
other in international trade. It is surely of vital importance:
that these countries should get together so as to demonstrat ‘
by results that their’s is a better way of life and offers m .
to their citizens. If the countries of the world which %I‘(i.
lieve in peace and individual liberty are to hold their E:
against the dlct?,tor states—and that means not onl “11?)},\211}
ing their own” in the sense of resisting attack in wa).rr——-then
they n']ust be able to demonstrate to the world that the
fﬁgiz?;é)iuggldao?i%er lliie lf(')(fh tlr}lleir people. That’ take}sr
ought which there is i
;%(EZL)I ; tifut {hdo believe it to be an imporltri;n:%?:lgoa;ﬁp’iﬁi
rather than anywlhere else lie the real i
one could advocate closer cooperation betvgfl:::;I I’iﬁ: ﬁex}ﬁg}l
of the British Commonwealth and the other dem o
countries of the world, ' peratia
Finally, I will say this. Do not take i
gports which you read of differences togf Secl);)ci)ziscl))rrl tl'le
ngland, but remember that we live under a system lrfl
party government and that the opposition is bound t'}(; 0 00
We are unifed in the fundamental purpose of workiz?gp fsc:i:
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the welfare of individuals within our territories, and in the
areas for which we are responsible to preserve and broaden
among all races the principles of libetty, justice and demo-
cracy. We find ourselves now brought into the possibility
of conflict with other states whose whole effort is concen-
trated on an increase of national power. Fervently as we
hate the folly of weighing resources onm Weapons of de-
struction, we dare not be weak enough to tempt attack.
QOur great practical problem is to match the coordinated
war effort of the Totalitarian States without abandoning
the normal imethods of peaceful enterprise and the liberty
of individuals. The guiding purpose of our policy is to
preserve peace, because no man can dare to. foretell that the
principles of democracy-——in which you and we believe—
could survive another world war.




