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Friday, March 1, 1889,

GENERAL Si: FREDERICK C. A. STEPHENSON, G.C.B., Vice-
President, in the Chair,

THE RELATIONS BETWEEN LOCAL TFORTIFICATIONS
: AND A JMOVING NAVY,

By Rear-Admiral P. H. Coroys.

Ix o lecture delivered in this theatre on tho 18th January Captain
Stone of the Royal Artillery made a sort of excursus into the domain
of naval action and policy, when discussing the cmployment of * Quick-
firing Guns for Fortress Defence”!  In laying down certain proposi-
tions with regard to the respective functions of a moving Navy and
fixed fortifications, and in declaring himseclf & *‘looker on’’ at the
gamo of a combined effort, or of a rival effort, between these two
clements of defence, I thonght Cuptain Stone was doing good service
in challenging, ab initio, those who supported or denied his positions,
to come out, and state their case. As I listened to the lecture and to
the discussion, I came {o the conclusion that probably neither lecturcr
nor audience had exerted the critical faculty in sufficient strength to
notice how far an acceptance of tho propositions put forward might
lead us if we followed them up; and at the same time, 1 feli that
under a paper with a secondary title, it would bardly be convenient
to raise a full debate on primary issues.

But those who listened with me, mast, I think, agreo that primary
issues of great moment were raised in the paper, and pronounced
upon with decision in a way whicli does not wholly accord with somo
persumably careful cxaminations that have been recently made,

The paper on the “Naval Defences of the Ubited Kingdom,”3
which 1 had the honour to read here last year, did undoubtedly tend
to raiso the valuc of moving naval defence and to depress that of
locally fixed defence. Captain Stone’s paper, to which, so far, this is
a rcply, unquestionably took the opposito view, and practically
claimed that ¢ Naval Defence'’ was a contradiction in terms; the
zole of the Navy not being defence at all, but attack. Here, as the
lawyers say, “issuc is joined ” and most convenicntly so for discus-
sion. It is scen that a very wide divergenco of opinion is not only
possible, but is jn flourishing existence, on the subject of the relations
between fixed fortifications and a moving Navy, and I hardly

1 Scc anfe, p. 1.

¢ Sce Journal, vol. xxxii, p. 663 ef seq.
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think wo can better employ a couple of hours than by endeavouring
to thrash out some of the truth as to these relations.

In tho Navy I venture to think that we ought to be o great deal
more critical and observant than we are on the subject of our fixed,
or localized, defences against naval attack. And though I advert to
the matter with the greatest possiblo diffidence and deference, I
sometimes fear that the Army is hurting its efliciency by pressing
forward the idea of strong coast works at home and abroad. I sit at
the fect of Colonel Maurice so far as I form any notions of military
policy, and I fail to sece how sunch views as he expresses stand any
chance of being carricd out, if we are to greatly shut up the military
forces of this country in dectached garrisons all over the world.

VWith still greater deference, and very humbly indeed, I venture to
say that in our military policy, I seem to detect three incompatible
lines being pursued. There is the line which steadily regards the
invasion of these islands, not as a possible conclusion to a scries of
disasters such as history furnishes us with no examples of, but as an
incident of war at least as prominently near us as a great sea-fight.
This line, when pursued, demands the raising, maintaining, and train-
ing of a vast body of troops on principles such as wo find in conti-
nental countries, and it will ask for the fortification of London, at
least, if not for converting defensible points surrounding London
into a serics of first class fortresses. It was this policy that dictated
the great land-side works which profess to defecud the Arsenals of
Portsmonth and Plymouth.

The second line of policy is what I understand to be that of Colonel
Maurice, where the Army is to be prepared for embarkation under
the convoy of, and disembarkation ander cover of, the Fleet, for those
sudden military attacks at unprepared points of the enemy’s shores,
which the rapidity and certainty of transport over a commanded sea,
makes casy for this nation. .

Tlhe third line of policy is that sketched by Captain Stone, if I
rightly apprehend him, namely, tho dispersal of the Army all over the
world in detached garrisons.

The threc lines of policy would seem to mo to require threo separate
armics to carry out in their entirety ; and if I endeavour in this paper
to show cause against the last of them, where iy naval knowledge,
and some study of the question may justify me in holding an opinion,
I trast I shall not have intruded too far on military ground in
mentioning the first and second.

" Nothing could be more satisfactorily clear than Captain Stone’s
expression of view: and it is always an advantage to the solution of
a controverted question to start with a clear cnunciation. -

- %My premiss is,” says Captain Stone, ‘“that the possession of

- naval arscnals, dockyards, and coaling stations must practically decide

the question of naval supremacy; that such supremacy is absolutely
essential to our existenco as a nation; and that the way to sccure it
is to fortify and arm our own arscunals, dockyards, and coaling stations
in such a fashion as to cnable them to resist an enemy’s attacks, and
at the same time to give a freo hand to the Navy to attack those of
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tho cnemy with such forco as may bo available, after providing for
the patrolling of our principal trade routes, und tho formation of
such fleets as may be considered necessary to enable us to forco on a
naval engagement when opportunity offers, with forces adequate to
inflict a crushing and decisive blow on tho cuemy.”

The main view here is that the fortification of posts deseribed will
enable n given naval force to do things which it could not do were
the posts left locally undefended; and a principle underlies it, deciar-
ing that nuval force is not properly a defensive, but an offensive foree;
while military foree, concentrated inlocalitics, is truly the defence of o
maritime empire.

Sir John Adye, in a letter to the *Times” last year, on which
T had the temcrity to offer some criticism, did not quite take up the
general relations between fortified harbours and moving flects, but
he spoke of ‘““adequate land defences of our harbours™ being the
“ complement ” of their naval defences. He presupposed, howerer,
at least so far as our home ports ave concerned, a loss of the
command of the sca, and an cnemy free to attack without fear of
interruption from the sea. Io said: “As regards land defences,
I would point out, in the first place, that should this country be
threatened with attack by an expedition across tho sea, it is very im.
portant that our cnemies should be denied access to our harbours,
and should bo compelled, at all events, to make their attempt on the
open coast. Their chances of success will be much minimized if they
have no sccurc base of operations.” (Sir Edward Hauley used,
I think, the same argument in the same way.)

“That is onc point, but there aro others. YWhen hostilities avise,
our vessels, whether of war or of commerce, will often require-to
return to port to discharge their cargoes, or to obtain supplies of
coals, munitions, and fvod, &¢. They may also have to take refuge
in conscquence of damages in action, or by stress of weather; and
when necessity thus compels them to scek a harbour of retreat, it is
cssentinl that they should bo able to refit in sccarity, and be freo
from molestation.” ,

At this point I must diseriminate a little. Wo can sce that the
same view preeisely does not animate the minds of two military men,
one of whom brings to it the weight of experience in & long and ver,
distinguished carcer; while tho other must treat it by the light of a
less experienced intelligence, which even a short career has showa to
be of & high class. :

Present to Sir Johu Adye’s mind is a pictare of more or less
failure of our naval forces, more or less incapacity to protect territory
by purely naval means, or more or less defeat at sea.  If fortifications
are necessary to “ deny tho cnewy access to our harbours,” if they
are required to enable “ vessels whether of war or of commerce, . . .
to return to port to discharge their cargocs or to obtain supplies of
coals, manitions, and .food, &c.,” this must either be because of the
inability of & moving Navy to do it; or because the wmilitary defence
by fortifications can do it equally well at a much more cconomical
rate. If fortifications arc necessary. to enable ships to take refugo
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" under after damages in action, or by stress of weather, the conception

must be that the enemny has beaten them so much as to be able to

follow them up, and to be only prevented from annihilating them, or

hindering the restoration of their efficiency, by tho fortifications:
within which'they have sccurcd themselves.

Theso several conditions do not appear to be ab first present to
Captain Stone’s mind. In his view the Navy is in full competence
and efliciency. There is no question of its failure in any way. But
fortificd arsenals and ports of supply are a convenient method of re-
leusing naval force which must otherwisz be detained locally for the
defence of the ports. Itis, in Captain Stone’s conception, a funda.-
mental postulate of naval warfure, that when an Admiral leaves the
arsenal from which his fleet emerges complete, for the purpose of
an attack on one of thosc of the encmy, he must be assured that his
own port is thoroughly well locally defended. And the inference is
that if it is not thoroughly well locally defended, ho canuot attack,
for he must remain there to defend it himself.

Undoubtedly both scts of opinions as to the relations between
fortified ports and & moving Navy ave largely held; and tho holding
of thewm is not confined to the military service. Being largely held,
it almost inevitably follows that there must be, somewhere, a certain
amount of truth about them. But, on the other hand, I think it may
be safely said that none of them would arise naturally out of the
study of naval history. More than that, I think they do not arise
dircctly from the reason of the thing, when we come to face it.

I rather think such thoughts are not tho cause, but the effect,
of fortified ports. Having observed fortified ports all over the world,”
wo liave imitated, without much close examination, that which we
have seen, and applied it to our own ports; having done so, we scarch
for and produce such rafsons d'étre as wo ave able, to account for their
presence, and then we call in those raisons d’éfre as an argument for
the extension of the system. :

‘The importance of the question T raise, and the difficulty in dealing
witli it, spring from the fact that, primd facie, no one denics the value,
if not the necessity, of a certain amount of local defence for the ports-
of 2 maritime cwpire. Baut then no one knows where to stop. 1 can
never forget that while many military and perbaps more naval men
think that the gigantic defensive works of Portsmouth and Plymouth
have been over-done, Colonel Schaw demanded, in this theatre, in
December, 1886, that 833,000l more should be spent upon those at
Plymouth before they could be in any way considered compleie. I
need hardly advert to tho Report of Mr. Stanhope’s Committee last
year. It will be fresh in all our minds that the demand for local
works, both new and additional to old ones, was very large indeed,
and that the actual millions taken up by loan for this service did but
partly represent the view which was put forward us fo the necessities
of the case. .

Who is to fix the degree of fortification at which the local defence
of a port should stop? If an authorily declares the fortification of
any port is insufficient, what arguments can we use to prove that it is
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sufficient ? As aneval friend of mine, for whose opinion I reason-
ably have a high respect, has said: ¢ There is nothing between a light
battery and a first class fortress.” I, mysclf, have generally felt that
the arguments which will call for any fortification of a port against
atiack from thesea will equally apply to ask for its defence against all
tho navies of the world. I caunot tell, mysclf, what the measure of
the defence ought to be; and the only certain cheek 1 know, upon
expenditure on local defences when once we begin, is our general way
of looking at it.

It does not appear to me to be of any use saying that defence by
the fortitication of ports and defence by a moving Navy must go hand
in hand. Were they both under the same adwinistrative control—
which could only be naval control, with any reason—they might be
dealt with side by side, though I do not think that cven then they
could be said to go “ hand in hand,” but as we stand they are rivals
for the open palm of the Chancellor of the Exchequer, and nothing is
to be gained from not recalling the fact and stating it plainlyl Tho
reason of the thing, and the listory of the thing, come to iy miud
with a plain conviction that fortification of ports is but an ineflicient
substitute for their naval defence, and that as we propose a naval
increase we should logically propose a fortification decrease.

But the reverse is onr policy, aud the moment the naval experts
urge o naval increase, tho military experts, and sometimes the naval
oucs too, are cqually, if not more urgent for local port defences.

I should like to say here, that for the purposes of my argument, and
to keep it clear of side issues, T wish to roll the fortification which is
got out of land batterics, coast defence vessels, and submarine mines,
all into onc. When I speak of fortified ports, I mean ports that arc
locally protected against attack, whatever the means used may be.
But 1 do not include such local and movable defences—such light
vessels—as may be prepared not to defend the port itsclf from attack,
but to warn off the roving eruizer which might scek either to blockade
the place, or to capture or destroy the unarmed ships frequenting it.

I draw a distinction, in fact, between the defence of the port against
attack, and the defence of the communications of the port.

As I have said above, I think the best standard wo can at present
crect as to the share which fortifications shionld cavry away fromn the
till of the Chancellor of the Ixchequer, is one dependent on our
general way of looking at the whole question; and I do not know
that there arve any proper spectacles through which we can see, except
the historieal spectacles.

But let mo fiist follow up the thoughts that bave formed themselves
in Captain Stone’s mind as consequences of the thesis used as a start-
ing point.

Looking at the functions of the Navy he tells us that, “upon the
declaration of war one of the first duties of oar Navy will be to attack
the enemy’s military ports, dockyards, and coaling stations, and thus
secure heavy odds in our favour from the outset. In order to secare
the greatest results, the rile of our Navy must be essentially offensive,
and it is muck to beregretted that an unreasonable dread of bombard-
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ment should havo been aroused recently by the maval mancouvres,
tending to form an uneducated public opinion in favour of kecping
our fleets in home waters in any national emergency. Bombardment
is an operation which requires a vast expenditure of ammunition and
a considerable time to be cffective, and the material damage inflicted
is by no means proportionato to the cost of the undertaking, or to the
risk incurred in carrying it out.” 3

We have here the development of the initial idea. Our fleets are
absent making attacks on the enemy’s ports, which must be, by the
Lypothesis of possible attacks behind the Jeets, well known to be
cnipty of the enemy’s warships; these latter being, as a consequence,
freec to do what sccmns good to them. But they are withheld from
attacking our arscnals beeause of the strength of their fortifieations,
and from bombarding where there are none, because of the cost and
tedium of tiic operation,

“J will venture,” continues tho lecturver, *“to tonch upon one more
naval question, and that is the question of blockade. It has been
stated that to spend money on land defences, while our Navy is
admittedly insufficient in. numbers, strength, and spced for the
duties it will have to perform, is an altogether mistaken policy;
and further, that if our naval strength were increased as it ought to
be, there would be little or no necessity for any land defences at all,
inasmuch as the enemy’s ports could Le so efficiently blockaded that
our shores, our commerce, our Colonies, and our coaling stations would
be as frec from hostile enterprises as they are in peace-time. Our
recent experiences of naval blockade, when the * Warspite,” * Severn,”
and “ Iris” escaped from Berchaven, and united at a rendeavous off
the Hebrides with the “ Rodney ” from Lough Swilly, would scem to
indicate that the game of naval blockade is likely to be a dangerous
and unprofitable one for the blockader, and that the blockading
squadron might employ its superior strength to better purpose, and
more in consonance with the fighting traditions of the British Navy,
by attacking and secizing the encmy’s ports and coaling stations, and
thus forcing on a decisive naval engagement.”

“Jt will, I trust, be granted that the Navy has its own sphere of
action quitoe apart from the defence of ports and coaling stations, and
that this duty must rest principally with the land forces.”

- The “Times™ lately remarked that a good deal of the apparent
differences on defence questions proceeded from want of clear defini-
tions. In thesc passages there are two words, “offensive” and
‘“ blockade,” which are ambiguous, and are differently understood.
It bhas come about thai a maval meaning has enveloped the word
“offensive.”” It is now common to hear naval Officers speak of
“offensive defence,” but they do not thereby mean *attack.”
They mean advanced defence, and I notice the word applied both to
the functions of a squadron watching an enemy in his own port, and
* defending ” the sea behind it, by making suro that if he comes out
he will bo followed aund fought; and to the functions of local defence
vesscls, which operato in waters adjacent to 2 port and arc ready to
attack an enemy beyond the reach of the batteries. :
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The word “blockade " I endeavoured to show in my paper on the
subject, covered three distinet meanings, namely, “sealing up,” “mask-
ing,” and “observing,” and possibly, if Captain Stone has founded
his opinions as to the result of the experiments of last year, on what
naval Officers bave said about blockade, he may have failed to fully
apprehend their meaning on account of the varying value of the term
“blockade.” It is well known that Nelson repudiated the term
¢ blockade ”” when applied to his long watch of Villeneuve in Toulon,
and, whatever differences there may be amongst naval Officers as to
the capacity of a blockading squadron to seal another up in its port,
there 1s vo rift in the general convietion that the enemy must be
watched wherever he i3, and followed up, for that the disraption of
the Empire is certain if force enongh, and of the right kind, be not
provided for this purpose.

Probably all that naval Officers are certain about with regard to the
eseape of the ships named from Bantry and Lough Swilly is, that the
blockaders had neither force enougl nor of the right kind for the work
they had in hand. Judgment is perhaps suspended on the point
whether any force would be competent to secal up a determined and
coterprising enemy.

Captain Stone baving, as we see, laid down the functions of fortifi-
cations as freeing the Nuvy, incidentally takes up Sir John Adye’s
position, and imagines one of our fleets being driven into the shelter
of a fortified Plymouth by a superior force of the enemy, *there to
refit, coal, and await reinforcements.” That means, of course, the
loss of the command of the Channel; and thus having gradually ad-
vanced on the original thought of a sca left open to the e¢nemy, while
our Navy makes an attack on his land, he passes imperceptibly to the
contemplation of our absoluto loss of command at sea a3 something to
be looked for in ordinary course, and as something presumably re-
coverablo by military means.

“The case of Sebastopol,” he says, *is even more instructive,
affording as .it does an actual parallel to cases with which we may
ourselves have to deal in tho event of an invasion of our territory.”

Here, we must observe, that never in any war which might have
partaken of the naval character was there such a collapse as the naval
force of Russia exhibited. : Never in any naval war was there such
complete and absoluto command of the sea as England then enjoyed.
‘We sce, then, how imperceptibly by laying down o certain-foundation |
and building on it, we.come to the calm preparation for a state of
things impossiblo before the entire destruction and conquest of what
we call the British Empire. Yet I admit that Captain Stone is con-
sequent in his illustrations. It has long seemed to me that if we start
with supposing, to use Sir.John Adye’s forcible and differentiating
words, that fixed fortifications are o necessary * complement ”” of naval
force, we must be prepared to admit that total loss of command of the
sca is to be regarded as bat an incident of naval war.

. The conception which Captain Stone has of the Navy carrying the
war to the enemny’s coast, while leaving an apparently open sea behind
it, has so much truth in it that it may be said to be as old as naval
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war itself. DBut two corrections appear to be necessary before we can
say that it is wholly true. I cannot stop to give instances, but the
rule certainly is that a Navy cannot alono make attacks on the enemy’s
strongholds. Perhaps, if we take out of the list of attacks the
bombardments of Algiers, Acre, and Sweaborg, we shall leave nothing
behind but snch attacks as bave been made by the Army under cover
of the Navy. Iam sure, when I mention it, that the fact will start
up in every mind as u familiar one, but I ought not to leave it without
reminding you that the want of troops was the chief thing that para-
Iyzed the French Navy as an attacking force in the Franco-German
War, .

The other correction is that the Admirals who 300 yeurs ago recom-
mended the policy of attack, never imagined it required fortified bases
behind them. Their view was the opposite. Sir William Bonson,
Elizabeth’s youngster and James I's Admiral, in advocating
that policy, wrote, “that whilst the Spaniards were employed at
home by our yearly Fleets, they never had an opportunity nor leisure
cither to make an attempt on us or to divert the wars from themselves;
by which means we were secured from any attempt of theirs.”

The historical case of this active naval policy stands thus: It
cannot be undertaken at all until the command of the sea is sceured—
that is, until it is certain that neither the base nor the communicatious
with the base can be threatened, and that the operations cannot be
interfered with from the sea. It must always be abandoned if there
is the least chance of the loss of this command of the sea.

Let me just recall that so well has this always been understood that
the command of the DBritish seas was the mainspring of all ourr naval
wars, until a time came when it was recognized that we opened the
war on the basis that we held the seas. There is positively no ex-
planation of what was done at sca in the Dutch wars but this. Itis
incomprehensible that the whole naval force of each side should have

- gathered against the other again and again, and simply fought for the

mastery, unless something was to follow it when gained. And what
could follow it but the power of attack on territory as well as the con-
trol of the water? Neither the Dutch nor ourselves ever got so far in
mastery at sea as to contemplate attacks on territory, for we cannot
look at De Ruyter’s raid of 1067, which could not be put in foree
until we bad disbanded our Navy, as an attack. It was an insult,
under cover of a not very creditable quibble. Tortification could noé
bo said to have come into any relations with ihe moving navies in the
Dutch wars. Neither side could attack them for fear of interruption
by the other.

When, later, we fell into war with I'rance, there was at first the
same thing over again. In 1690 Lord Torrington bhad & divided force,
and found himself off the Isle of Wight in greatly inferior strength to
the Irench. But he perfectly understood the situation. The mere
ncighbourhood of an inferior naval force which was freé to attack
was an absolute bar to any operations of the enemy against our shores.
“ A strength,” he wrote to the CGouncil, ¢ that puts me beside the hopes
of success if we should fight, and really may not only endanger the.
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Josing of tho Flect but at least the quict of our country, too; for if we

are beaten, they being masters of the sen will be at great liberty of
doing many things they dare not attempt whilst we observe them, and
arc in o possibility of joining Viece-Admiral Killigrew and our ships
to the westward.”!

Hero we have the whole argument “in little.” No conceivable
arrangement of fortifications could have strengthened Torrington's
hands; there wasno question of fortifications reliering his naval force.
The French Fleet was there endeavouring to fight the English for the
command of thoso waters, in order subscquently to make territorial
attacks; Torrington could not accept battle beecause, if he were badly
beaten, he would ceasc to operate as the defensive force that he was.
The very object the French had in view was to drive him off the sea
under territorial shelter, aud therefore the provision of such shelter
was not a thing to bo contemplated by the Admiral. The one great
fear, both in the mind of the Admiral and of tho Conncil, was that he
might have to retiro north to the Gan.fleet, where his observation
would be weakoned ; and the Council forced on the battle of Beachy
Head to avoid it.? Torrington, however, saw more clearly, and heisonld
not allow the battle to proceed so far as to leave him really beaten.
By this action he won the campaign, and the French, failing to get

the command of the sca, were obliged to abandon their designs.

The narrow straits in which we found ourselves, had,. by -the next
year, given wisdom to the Council, and Russell, with a large concen-
trated force, fought the concentrated Navy of France at La Hoguce
cxactly on the principles, and with the objects, of our fights with tho
Duteh. The Irench were thoroughly beaten, and ever since have
commenced war with us on the understanding that they were to spend
most of their time under tho shelter of their fortifications, leaving the

-water territory to us.

Tour times since then has France made preparations for an attempt
to wrest this command of the sea from us, and to follow it up by
territorial attack. In 1744, 1759, 1779, and 1805, flects were fitted
out to dispossess ours of their water territory, and armies were held
in readiness to invade so soon as the Channcl was clear. In 1744 and

1779 the fleets showed in the Chanuel, but dared not make good their

pretensions.  In 1759 the intended Channel commanders were
smashed up off their own coasts by Hawke and Boscawen; while in
1805 Villencuve failed of the nerve which was required to face the
cnormous risk. ;

[n no case through all these series of operations can we bring our
fortifications into relations with our fleets at all in the home waters.
On the other hand, there were always the closest relations between the

-French flects and the fortifications under which they sheltered thom-

selves. Our Admirals never thought about their bases being fortified,
being fully persuaded that they were themselves their defence. And
the mere fact that the open anchorages of Cawsand Bay, Torbay,

! Entinck's * Naval Hietory,” p. 543,
? Mr, Laughton tells me that this was due to a disercditable intrigue of Russell's,
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St. Helen's, and the Downs, were their points d'appui, accounts for
the absence of all expressions of doubt as to the support which might
be afforded by the shore. : .

But I suppose the answer may be that these were the days of sailing
ships, and that steam hag altered all the conditions. It is right to
advance the argument, provided it be followed up, but not otherwise.
Experienco has tanght us certain plain principles of naval war, and

.4 new factor has been introduced. We canuot say that this new

factor bas voided onr experience, though it is proper to say that it
may have done so0, and to examine the possibility,

What is it that steam and electricity have done for naval war?
They have everywhere replaced uncertainty and chance, by certainty :
they have immensely shortened times, and distances as measured by
times. :

If, in a general way, the balance of power on a water stage of war
was liable in the days of sailing ships to disturbances through the

-influcnce of the chapter of accidents; it is far less liable to such dis.
‘turbances since the days of steam. Thero has been experience endugh

to confirm the dictum. Perhaps there never was so smooth and un-
broken a naval campaign as ours against Russin. It was steam alone
which brought it about. It is on clearrecord that it was stecam alone
which enabléd the Federal States to adopt that “ anaconda” policy to
which the South ultimately succumbed. It could only be the convic-
tion of the usclessness of all attempts which caused the Germans to
make practically no diversions by sea in the Franco-German War,
Certainly in the Chilo-Peruvian War there were cross purposes of
the old sort until the * Huascar’ was captured. But a naval war
between two ships on one side and one ship on the other is hardly of
a character to generalize from. - o R
And so we have it that the feature of steam naval war is certainty.
1f it be true, as unidonbtedly it is, that combinations for attack can be
more suddenly and with less warning put into action; it is also.true
thut the time which can be allowed for the attack, before it is inter-
rupted, is very much limited, and tho limit is very much more sharply
and certainly. drawn. - With- regard to fortified places exposed to

-attack from the sea, the gencral effect of steam can only have ‘been
-to add to their strength, not 16 demand its increase.” No one has yet -

discovered or invented a fortified port capable of maintaining itself for
all time againsta scaattack.” " Every such place as yet hasfallen when
attacked from the sea! unless relieved from the sea, provided the attack

‘has been persevered in.  And the point is that steam has made relief
from the sea more certain and more speedy than it used to be. Relief

which was necessaty to preserve Gibraltar used to reach that fortress
in a month at the earlicst. It would:now reach itin three or four days.
An cnemy, ‘with three weeks before him, might very well proceed to
the attack of a place, which he could-not dream of if he had only threo
days beforc him. Suffrein, when he dared the attack on Trincomalee,

1 Attacked from the sca, that is, ns T have said in the earlier part of my paper,

by combined nasval and military force, the only force capable of making a determined
attack. '
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did so because he thought Hughes was a fortnight distant at Madras.
A modern Suffrein counld not now attack Trincomalee unless a
modern Hughes was no ncarer than Suez.

But let us construct and follow up such a case, as is suggested by
Captain Stone's postulates of the relations between the fortified base
and the squadron which is attacking the enemy’s arsenals. Let us
supposc that an Admiral is bombarding Brest with ten battle-ships,
and that he is cnabled to do it because his base, Plymontb, is sccurely
fortified. I must assume that, in the view put forward, there is an
unmasked force of the enemy within striking distance of Plymonth, for
if there be not, the fortifications can play no part. The condition of
the Admiral off Brest is that he requires constant supplies of all kinds
from his base; thero will be a constant going and coming of store-
ships and war-ships, and every now and then an injured ship going
homo forrepair. The Admiral is distinctly told that he has his “own
sphere of action quite apart from the defence” of Plymouth as a port,
but in the middle of his bombardment he receives intelligence that
five of the cnemy’s battle-ships—a part of his unmasked force—are
lying a mile or two off Penlee Point, just clear of the Plymonth
batteries. What is the Admiral going to do? Can hegoon with hig
bombardment, while all his supplies are liable to be cat off, and his
‘ships, in going and coming, to Lo destroyed in detail? It may bo
periectly true that these enemies cannot long maintain themselves,
though why they should not do just as hie himself is doing, it is not so
casy to see. But I do not think there can be any disagreement
amongst us in deciding that our Admiral has no course open to him
bat to abandon his attack and proceed full speed after.the five battle-
ships that have been threatening his communications. -

Yet, if this bo so, the whole theory of fortifications at the base
“rclicving ” the naval force falls to the' ground. Plymouth, separated
from him, is-as bad—to him—as Plymouth destroyed; and the
threat of separation governs his conduct in precisely the samo way as
the threat of destruction does, As faras I can carry my reasoning
powers this hypothetical case is conclusive, and it governs the ciream-
stances of cvery open port which is fortified. There remains no
ground for saying that the fortification of a port which it is necessary
to keep open will in the slightest degree relicve the naval force.

But-supposec Plymouth in this case to have no fortifications at
all. What then? I imagine it will be said that the five battle-ships
would steam up and destroy the dockyard, and so do a permanent
injury instcad of a temporary one. If so, the Brest fleet must still
comec home just as before, and, thercfore, there is no cffect on the
fallacy that the fortifications of the base, or open port, will relieve the
naval force. But an inner question arises as to whether the five

battle-ships would steam up and darmage, ¢ven if it were entively un-
fortified ¥ Naval history, as far as it goes, is conclusive with a negative

answer. - It tells us that the neighbourhood of & possibly interfering

naval fored is a complete bar to any-attack on the shore whatever.
Though time presses me, I cannot forbear.to give somo illustrations.

Oné of our carfiest entrics into the Mediterrancan in force was made
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by Russell in 1694, Tho French fleot was then earrying on operations
against Barcelona, but the arrival of our fleet at Carthagena was
sufficient to cause their entire abandoment, and to force the French to
retire to Toulon.

Next year Russell, being engaged in an attack on Palmas, 150 miles
from Toulon, abandoned it on news reaching him that the French
weroe in a condition to put to sea from that port. This instance is
the more intcresting since, at the very same time, we, being un.
threatened by sea in the Channel wero at our leisure bombarding, and
in great part dostroying, St. Malo, Granville, Dunkirk, and Calais.

The attempts to re-capture Gibraltar, made by the IFrench in
17045, were always frustrated by the appearance of Sir John Leake’s
squadron from Tisbon. Twice was the attack proceeded with, and

“twice was it abandoned in fear of Leake’s ships.

Thurot’s claboratcly prepared attack on the cast coast of England
in 1759 was prevented by the presence of the squadrons of Com.
modore Boys and Sir Picrcy Brett.

In 1782 Suffrein was proceeding to the attack on Negapatam with
land forces. The intelligence that Sir E. Hughes was in the vicinity
caused the immediate disembarkation of the troops,and abandonment
of the design.

Whenever it has been determined to proceed with a territorial
attack capable of interruption from the sea, it has been necessary,
either to mask the interrupting force, or to employ a flect of observa.
tion as u guard against interference.

Thus, Sir George Rooke could not bhave attacked Gibraltar had he

-not been able to do it with no more than twenty-two ships, while

thirty-seven formed a guard rcady to ¢ngage the I'rench if they had
appeared.

When De Grasse captured the island of Tobago in 1781, almost
under the guns of Rodney at Barbados, he took care not only to
employ surprisc in the operation, but to have such a covering flect as
made it impossible for Rodney to think of attacking him.

When Suffrein captured Trincomalee in 1782, he believed he was
taking pains to assure himself that Sir Edward Hughes’ flect was at
least & fortuight distant; but yet the thing was done under guard of
a fleet which was capable of fighting a drawn battle with Hughes on
the tenth day, the place having fallen on the ninth.

When it was determined to attack St. Malo and other places on
tho French coast, in 1745, an essential part of the plan was the mask-
ing of the French war-ships in Brest by Lord Anson.

In 1761, when Keppel attacked and captured Belleisle, it was a
necessary clement of success that a strong squadron should mask the
ships in Brest.

All these lessons are found in full force as late as the Iranco-
German War. Then Bouet-Willaumez in command of a vastly superior
flcet, yet would not risk the simple bombardment of an ill-defended
coast town, Kolberg, becausc of possible interruption at the hauds of
the inferior German squadron, which was 700 miles distant.

But to make the reasoning complete, we must not omit to note that
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two Commanders, and I believe two only, have been found to defy
these lessons of experience—the Duke of Medina Sidonia, and
Admiral Persano: the former dcfied the threat of the naval force at
Plymouth, the latter of tbat at Pola. Whether a third Commander
will be found to follow in their footsteps is probably questionable.

The fact that a fortified Brest and a fortified Toulon has always
preserved the French fleets frem our assaults is, of course, conclusive
as an argument that the naval Power which has not the command of
the sen, may, by means of fortifications, preserve a fleet for a t'me at
any rate. It is a matter of fair reasoning to say that if your fleet is
the most precious thing you bave, even wlen it remains in a state of
forced inaction, you can preserve it in your harbours by means of
local defences of such strength as will send the enemy anywhere and
cverywhere before he will be driven to make his attack on the
fortified ports. But we cannot forget, at the same time, that a house-
holder can make the fastenings of his hall deor so strong that the
very last thing the burglar will think of will be the forcing of them.
But I conceive we have established the fact that before a country can
employ such fortifications at all, she must bave surrendered the
command of the sea, and if such command has been necessary to her
empire, she must have abandoned empire. :

Let us for one moment push this thought home as in the applied
case of one of our flects being beaten under the shelter of the
Plymonth works. When we think of such a thing, we must, in the
face of what has been said, suppose that we have no relieving fleet at
hand. Were there such a fleet, it is manifest that the victorious
encmy would court destruction in pursuing our beaten fleet up an
intricate harbour, where it was liable to be caught by the relieving
fleet. We do not, in fact, in our thoughts andmit the existence of
n relieving fleet.  There could not be such a thing at Portsmoutl, for
instance, Yet the theory must be that in some way this command of
the sea, which has been lost, can be regained, and be regained out of
Piymouth alone. How is the flect whicli has lbeen defeated into
Plymouth to come victorious out of it ? And supposing such a thing
possible. how long will it be beforo this bhappens, and what will the
enemy be doing meantime ?

It is a clear historical fact that France never tried to get the
command of the Channel unless she had an army ready to make use
of that command. Will she not always follow that plan, nay, is this
not what-we are chiefly told to fear ?  Wonld it, in any of those cases
I have mentioned, have mattered the least to France whether she
had driven our flects under fortifications, or only up the harbour ?
Would not cither process have equally served her turn? I thiuk that
when we thus press things home, we begin to sce that there is great
reason to doubt the wisdom of spending largely on gigantic defensive
works with the idea of our beaten tieets recovering themselves behind
them. )

I havo been considering the ease of great naval bases with which
it is of imperial necessity that communications should be open, and
where severed communications mean loss of commaud of the scy,

YOL. XXXIIL. M
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and break up of empire as n certain consequenco.  These great
yorts do not veally differ in charaeter so far as I can sce, thougl,
they differ in degree, from what ave generally called conling stations,
that is, ports of supply. If we think of Gibraltar, Malta, Aden,
Colombo, Singapore, and Hong Kong, we usnally regard them as ports
of supply for our Lastern traders, as well as for our war-ships
engaged in protecting them, and withont going at all beyond that
thought—perbaps only including the Iatter branch of it—we have
spent, and are spending euormous sums on the local defences of each
place.  What is it exactly that we ave aiming at? What are the
conditions we assume to be present when these works shall be brought
into play ?  There seem to e to be but three possible sets of them,
First, that the existence of the local defences shall act as such a seare
to the enemy that they will never approach. Seccond, that we have
Jost the command of the sen, but could regain it if only these places
arve preserved to us.  Third, that though the places should not fall,.
enterprising raiders might suddenly cut in and destroy the coal and
other stores which would be, without local defences, exposed to
assaults lasting too short o time to be interfered with unless every
defence were on the spot,

I'wo of these places, Malta and Gibraltar, have had a history, and
a third place of like stimtegical character—>Minorca—brings in a
history necessary to complete the other two.

The history of Malta is quite simple. France with & local command
of the sea, which could not have existed in steam warfare, took
possession of the place. The French losing the commaund of the sea,
simply in consequence of the presence of a superior fleet, held on to
Malta from September, 1798, for two years till September, 1800. It
has never been threatened sinee, but we have never since lost the

-command of the Mediterranean Sea. The whale of our operations

during our'command of the Mediterranean were (unless we except
the small use made of Minorca in 1799) conducted with undefended
buses, generally open roadsteads. '

Minorea, by the joiut efforts of the Army and the Fleet, fell into our.
hands in 1708. It was then a duly fortificd place, but we were in
command of the sea. It remained in our possession till 1756. Then,
as will be remembered, Minorca fell as a consequence of Byng's failure
to wrest the command of the sea frem the French. Cowing buck
into our hands in 1763, we held it till 1782, From the outbreak of
the war with France, in 1778, we had made no attempt to keep the
command of the Mediteriancan Sea. Our commerce there was of
small account, and such as it was, it must have been abandoned, as
the full force we maintained was but one 60., one 5U-gun ship,
2 frigates, and a sloop.  When Spain declared war in 1779 there was
nothing to prevent her bending ail her encrgies to the reeapture of
Gibraltar and Minorca. Neither was there any relief for Minorea from
the sea, and it accordingly fell in February, 1782, But again, we
had restored command of the sea in 1798, aud Minorca became ours
once more, as soon as we desired it, without the loss of a mau.

Here theu are two places, Malta and Minorea, both for their time
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very strong places, yet both following simply the possession of the
sea, T'hat the fortifications prolonged the sieges may be admitted,
but what must also be allowed is, that these places could only be
attacked by the Power which held the command of the sea.  In these
instances then, it seems we must narrow the functious of fortifications
down to preserving the places for o limited time after the sea, and
therefore the communieations, has been abandoned.  We cannot con-
template bringing the fortifications of Malta into actual use until
we have abandoned the Mediterrancan and our Eastern commereial
route.

I venture to think that when great sums go into the works of
Malta there is not a distinct recognition that we are preparing to
abandon the Mediterranean route to India and the whole of that line
of commerce.

The case of Gibraltar is full of instruction. I bave already men-

- tioned how it fell into our hands, and how it was kept in cur hands in

its earlier days, not by the strength of its fortifications, but by the,
relieving fleet of Sir John Leake, who lad his baso at Lisbon,

Spain being in 1780, as we have noted, in commaud of the sea,
made n most determined set at Gibraltar as well as at Minorea,
I believe we generally consider that the former place was preserved
to us by its strength.  We are not always reminded that what veally
preserved it was the employment of the whole available naval power
of England in 1780, 1781, and 1782. 1In each of these years it wonld
have faullen, just as Minorea fell in the last of them, had not immense
fleets been dispatched to cover its re-storing and re-victualling. In
Januvary, 1780, Sir George Rodney, with fifteen sail of the line, after
defeating the Spanish fleet, opened communications with Gibraltar
and relieved it. In March, 1781, Admiral Darby sailed for the relief
of Gibraltar with no less than twenty-nine sail of the line, near
200 victuallers, storve-ships, and otbers. And connected with this
fleet there is the remarkable fact that just about the time that it
would have been off Brest, Do Grusse was sailing with a great fleet
and army for operations against us in the West Indies. Such a
coincidence ought to make ns extremely cauntious in acting on the
supposition that fortifications will relicve our fleets.. Thosc of
Gibraltar certainly did not in this case. In September, 1782, Lord
Howe sailed with thirty-four ail of the line and an immense convoy.
The Heet, engaging in a partial action with the Spanish flect, for the
third time prevented Gibraltar from falling into their hands,

We may say, indeed we must say, that but for her fortifications,
Gibraltar would not now be in our possession. But we must also say
that had it been necessary for us to kevp up unbroken communiea-
tions with Gibraltar, as it now would be on account of our trade, the
fortifications would never have been called into action; and had we
not for three soceessive years put ont our whole naval strength to
reliove it, the fortifications themselves would not have preserved it
to us.

Again, we seem to be met by the conviction that fortifications ean
only represent delay. That they ;rc not of themselves of use to

M
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a moving Navy, us fortresses on land may strengthen the position of
a moving Army by covering its flanks, &e., but that wherever com.
munications miy bo given up, they may enable a place to hold out
until relieved.

Some thoughts of a highly paradoxical character will intrude them.
selves at this point.  Gibraltar was a very strong place with a very
weak garrison when it fell into the hands of Sir George Rooke.
Because it was a strong place it was ever after nceessary to put
within it a strong garrison. At a time when it was not of tho
slightest use to us, it exhausted our naval strength in its defenco;
had it not been a strong place with a great garrison we should
simply have evacuated it when it was neccessary to abandon the
Mediterranean, just as in 1797 we evacuated the island of Elba. We
should have done it in the consciousness that it would fall back into
ounr hands as soon as we re-occupied that sea, and the placo became
of restored value to us.

Considering it to be merely a depdt for the supply of our war-ships,
wo must note it as an exhausted depdt—the shell of a depdt—unless
we kept up communication with it. That is to say, it could not in
auy way have assisted us to regaiu the command of the sen, for we
must bave got the command of the sea before we could restore its value
as a depdt.  There is, therefore, a certain danger in making o depot
which i1s necessary to us too strong locally, as, should it fall—as it
must if we abandon the command of the surrounding sea long enough
—the fact of its strength may retard and hinder the restoration of
our command of the sea. Had the Spaniards not originally made
Gibraltar strong, we conld not have held it when we left that sea, and
Spain need not have exhausted herself in fruitless efforts to get it
back agair as a necessary part of her restored command in those
waters, '

I am only using Gibraltar as an illustration, not snggesting more
wiih regard to that particular fortress than to say that if our com-
munications with it are neeessary, the place must be held by means of
these commanications and not by its isoluted strength, and that the
illustration governs all naval depdts—that is, all naval bases which
are not producers of naval strength, but only rerewers of that strength—
depots which in these days of steam are chiefly regarded as stores of
locomotive foree. :

Gibraltar may not be of great importance as a naval depot. In the
wars of the past it certainly only shared the importanee which, from
the naval point of view, was held by the wholly indefensible bases of
Tetuan, Lagos Bay, and Palias Bay. But were Gibraltar once more
in the hands of Spain, the necessities of our case wonld probably
determine that if we were to retain our Mediterranean route to India
and the East, we should repossess ourselves of it. It may not be of
advantage to the Power whose life depends on a free Eastern highway,
but it might be impossible to preserve that highway free if the Power
determined to bar it were in possession of Gibraltar,

Reverting now to the three alternative functions which wight be
assiguned to the fortification of Malta, Gibraltar, and other depdts on
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a line of communication, we do not seem justificd by history in assam.
ing that any fortification will act as a scare to prevent the Power
controlling the sea from making his attack, Secondly, we nre hardly
justified in supposing that if we lost the command of tbe Eastern
route, these depdts being still held by us would materially assist us
in regaining it, though, after we had regained command, they wonld
be of the samo use to us which they are at present, and this for tho
simple reason that they would Lo exhiausted depdts when we vestored
communication with them. .

There remains the thivd function of fortification, namely, the pra-
tection of the stores—the protection-of the depdt proper, and not the
shell of it—from the sudden surprise and destraction which might be
effected in a short time by a small force.

I thiuk that the original claim for the local defence of our coaling
stations did not go further than this. T think that if the writings of
the earliest advocates of this measuro ave studied, it will be seen that
the last thing they had in their minds was that coaling stations should,
or could, stand alone. Iudeed, I might alinost go as far as to say that,
in one prominent case, the couception now held by the general body
is exactly the reverse of that put forward more than 20 years ago, and
still hckf by him. The idea of preparation for severed communications
with a conling station, which has dominated our actual policy with
regard to them, was totally absent then. The defenco suggested was
a local sea defence which would preyvent commuuiceations being cut by
anything short of a considerable foree, for it was plainly felt that a
depdt must ccase to be a depot, and must lose the whole of its value,
if the stream of replenishment ceases to flow into it.

Think of Singapore for a moment, simply as & naval base. ' Our
squadron comes in, exhausts the coal supply, and quits. ‘The enemy
closes round, seizes the colliers which would have replenished the
exhzusted stores, fills up his own bunkers from them, and either
destroys the rest, or dispatches it to some couvenient hiding-place.
Our own squadron comes back, drives off the enemy, and finds an
empty coal depdt. So far as our war-ships are concerned, what dif-
ference does 1t make whether Singapore has altogether fallen or
whether only the coal store is empty ?  Our squadron there is power-
less, while the enemy is left in possession of the sea. The fortifications
have absolutely failed to hold any rclations with the moving Navy.
They have not guarded its stores, and they cannot in any way assist
it to recover the command of the sea.

If, on the other hand, a coal store is very much exposed, the
strongest works may be passed by, and an enterprising enemy on a
dark night, with good store of dynamite and combustibles, but with
very little force, might in an hour or so destruy all the value which
the works bad been crected to guard.

I think what took place with regard to Port Hamilton gives us a
most usclul measure of the real naval thought with regard to the fixed
defences of a purely naval depdt. Superficially we should read it
that the Navy vejected Port Hamilton as a depdt unless it had been
heavily fortified and garrisoned, but would have been glad to hold it
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otherwise. And, still superficially, it woald appear that the sole
objection to the unfortified depdt would have been the neeessity of
detacbing ships, really required elsewhere, for its local guard.

But the moment we go below the surface we find the poverning
thought of a different character. Port Hamilton, if valuable as a
naval base at all, would have been chiefly so for operations against the
Russian Siberian ports, such as Vliadivostock, in the event of war,
But the naval instinets, resting on all the broad facts of naval history,
declaved that such operations required a preliminary command of the
sea. That if such command existed, undefended naval bases would
be cstablished as close as possible to the scene of action, and Port
Hamilton would, in consequence, fail to be of any value,

The general conclusion avising secems to bLe that no moving Navy
has ever really laid a stress upon fortified hases, When it is in com-
mand of the sea it will always seize and hold convenient bases, but it
will rarely, if ever, of itsclf, spend much on the local defence of the
bases. Their defence is involved in the command of the sea. A
moving Navy must ¢ither be in commaud of the sea, or fighting for il.
It holds its command by the same tenure as an army does, and as two
armies cannot command the same territory, so neither can two fleets,
If in a given territory, the army of one belligerent cannot attack the
fortress of the other while the army of the other is besieging another
fortress of the first ; so neither can these things happen on tho water.

Fortifications will shelter beaten, and, therefore, inactive tlicets, just
as they will shelter beaten armies. Plymouthand Portsmouth might
become to our Empire and our flects, what Metz and Paris were to the
French Empire and armies—mere receptacles for shutting up force
in, while the Empire was being over-run. I donot think that had we,
thirty years ngo, regarded them from this point of view, we should
have spent as much on their loeal defences as we have done.

As regards commereinl ports and out-ports, whether naval bases or
not, I take it as plain that every nerve must be strained to sccure our
communications with them in war, and that it is extromely difticult to
defend the expenditure of any money on lacal defence until the
communications are absolutely secure. When the communications
arc secure, the provision of local defence on the sapposition that they
are not secure, becomes somewhat anomalouns.

But, on the other hand, ontlying property of very great value left
very much exposed, is a direct temptation to the attack of it. A
Malta dockyard without any defence at all, and capablo of being gotat
and destroyed in a few hours by a couple of dashing erunizers, would be
such a temptation; as we might presupposo that our communications
would not always be so close as to make it absolutely certain that
there might not be half-n-dozen hours when no opposing cruizer
of ours would be either in port or in sight.

That is onc way of looking at it. But when we are dissatisfied
with a Malta dockyard which we admit is a temptation only to o great
battle fleet and a heavy land force, and when we propose to spend
heavily on the works protecting it, rather than on maintaining comn-
munication with it, then we ave, I think, looking not at the preserva-
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tion of our Empire, but at its disruption. We must be contemplating
the nbandonment of ourroute to India vid the Mediterranean forsome
indefinite time, and we must bo contemplating either the ultimate loss
of Malta, or the excrtion of the whole of our naval power at intervals
for its relief and retention, all at a time when we cannot make the
slightest uso of it, and ave, by the hypothesis, desperately pressed elsc-
where.

I shiould observe that all the steam wars confirm the teaching of the
sailing wars, respecting fortifications. They have never stood a
determined attack from the sea; they have never given, or restored
the command of the sea; but they have sheltered beaten and inferior
fleets, small and large, just as they did in times gone by. .

. But, on the other hand, Bouet-Willanmez carried on his naval war
in 1870 from the wholly undefended bases of Langeland and Kioje Bay,
even as we had, 15 years before, carricd on ours from the undefended
dopdt of Nargen, and as Nelson had, 70 years before, carvied it on
from the anchorage of Medalena.

As I said at the opening of my paper, I did not think we could do
more with sodiflicult a question as this, than suggest wars of looking
at it. It will be apparent that my way of looking at it tends to pat
very great restrictions on the extension of fixed works and of loeal
defences of any kind. I have endeavoured to look at the matter all
round, and wherever I formed an opposite view, to endeavourto press
it howe to its conseqnences and sce what they cume to. I have not
adverted much to the local defence of purely commercial ports, because
I cannot shake myself clear of the conviction that it is the communi-
cations nlone of these that are worth defending, and that while the
ports are nothing without them, the defence of them includes, in.
exorably, the defenco of the port itself. Itis a mere instinet with
me which admits light batteries at the entrances of such ports. 1
cannot, when I face it, reconcile theiv existenco to my reason.

General ERskixE: In rising to open the discussion on the very important and
able paper to which we harve just listened, I shall not attempt to enter into any
lengthened criticism of details, but would prefer to confine the few remarks that I
hiave to make to the gencral line of argument which serms to pervade the paper as
well as many recent writings and uttcrances on the same subject. That hne of
argument might be, pcrha})s I might say boldly stated in somewhat the following
way :—The construction of fortifications for the protection of our naval arsenals,
and the organization of land forces for the defetice of the coasts of the United
Ringdou, are unnccessary,  For in the event of our being engaged in war with any
Luropean Power or a combination of Powers, onc or other of two things would
happen s ecither our flects would hold the command of the seas or they would fail
to do so. In the first case, that is to say, if our fleets liold the command of the sea,
an juvasion of the United Kingdom would not take place, as the enemy would 1ot
dare to attempt it (we shall nearly all of us agree to that I think) ; and in the second
casc, that i3 to say, if our fleets had lost the command of the gea, an invaszion would
not take place, becanse the enemy would not trouble himself to land a force upon our
shores inasmmch as he could bring us to submission through the instrumentality of
starvation. Now, I would ask what is the logical conclusion from these statements ?
Ts it not that we have in past times squandered many millions und organized large
forces for the purpose of preventing an invasion which could never take place ? And
further, now that we have been brought to our scnses, ought we not to dismantle our
fortresses and to dizbund those of our land forces which are ouly required for honie
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defenee? T think if euch a proposal were made to the public it would rather startle
them. But why should it do so if the proposal be founded on sound reason?  The
only answer that I can conceive would be that the public are not prepared to as.ent
to the idea, that even if onr flect were disabled it would be possible to institute o
complete blockude of the United Kingdom so us to present the ingress of the vessely
which would be recessary to bring iu oure food supply. Of course cven a partia]
blockade under the circumstances I have mentioned would be o most calaniitous
event : it would cntail misery slmost beyond description on many parts of our
population ; in fuct, the mere thouglit of such an event awakens very disagrecable
feclings; butns toits beingthe means of induring us to at once throw up the sponge,
1 think that the public is not preparced to accept such a view. If a partial blockade
—TI am presuming that o complete blockade i3 not possible—would fuil to bring
about such a result as I have just mentioned, I thiok the enewy, having command
of the sca, would be very much inclined to attermpt an invasion, and then we should
find that we had done well if we bad preserved the fortifications of our naval
arscnals nnd the land forees on which we relied for the defence of our coasts. Those
forces, if properly orgapized, could keep the cnemy at bay at ull events for a enili-
ciently long time to enable our squadrons to refit, but of coursc that would not be
possible unless our naval ursenals had been kept intact all the time, und that can
only be done by fortifications crected for their defence. I think, in speaking of
this subjeet, we should not lease out of sight that it is not iu accordance with the
spirit of this nation, that the fuct of our flects having been worsted in the outset of
a ~var would lead us immediately to succumb to vircumstances ; on the contrary, oa
we arc pretty well aware that waris a very uacertain game, whether it be waged on
land or at sea, wo should be inclined to hold out till the last, and should be very
glad to havc for that purpose the Jand defences which the country has up to the
present maintuined in a wore or less proper state of cflcicncy. It is not eafe, 1
know, to utter prophevies, but I venturo to predict on the present occasion that the
conclusion of this cliscussion on which we are now entering will be somewhat to this
ellect—that the naval forces of this country should, in the first instance, be attended
to; that they should be kr?t up in a state of strength and efliciency which would
cnsure, as faras poor mortals can control the future, our supremaey at sea; but that
at the samne timne it would be unwise to dispense with the fortilieations of our naval
ar:enals and with the land forces which we have now at our disposal for the tefence
of our voasts.

Generul Sir Lotiray Nicuotsow, K.C.B., Inspector-General of Fortifications: 1
must {irst bo allowed to pay my tribute of praise to the lecturer for the extremely
skilful way in which he has handled the subject. When amanof Adwmirul Colomb's
calibre stands up and deliverslectures of this sort it is quite certain that he willbe not
only attended to,but he will ton great extent rule public opinion.  Ido not projosc to
follow Adhiral Colomb through all the different arguments that he lias used. I may
ehortly eny that I do not sgree with them nor do 1 think them logical. I think, in
fuct, that Admirul Colomb has achicved the reductio od absurdum. Now, | do not
propose, as 1 have eaid, to pull to picees Admiral Colomb’s levture ; iy object will
be more to address myzclf to the policy of theleciure, It is given ut a critical tine.
At the present moment the nution isulive to the wants of ita defences, and amongst
nuval und military men there is u consensus of opinion that what is wanted is the
strengthening of the Nuvy. I cunnot but think that this mecting will agree with
me in feeling that unless the naval defences of England are sccure, there s danger
to our hearths and homes. But let us look ut the history of thesethings. We have
been treating the combined defences of the Army and Nary as one.  For long years
ignorance predominated.  Time was whean T joined the Service, that the naval man
orthe artilleryman was never asked his opinion upon the defence of this country; it
was left to the engincer, and he carricd it out wccording to his lights. Compare
that with what it is now. The engiucer carries out wore or less the views of those
wen with whom e is associated.  The artilleryman and the naval man arc con-
eulted as to what is requisite for fortifieations; that is the condition of things ut
tho present time. [ agree with Admirul Celomb that if the Treasury fist is only
open to one Scrvice that Serviee must be the Navy; and I for one should most un-
questionably vote that the Navy should be the one to bestreugthened. But I cannot
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believe that we have fallen o low that the Nary alone can be strengthened and that
the Army and the defenees of this country are to be starved.  Now, gentlemen, what.
is the iogical conclusion of this lecture? It appears to me to be this: that we,
military and civiliuns alike, are to stand on the shores of our land and watch the
Navy fighting the enemy, to twiddle our thumbs in anxicty that the Navy may be
victorious, becansze, unless it i, there is nothing behind.  The gallant Adwiral has
practically told you that land defences are of no usc, and therefore it appears to ne
that as Geaeral Erskine has said, the best thing would be to disarm the forts and
disband our Ariny. Now, I do not think that the country would ever listen tosuch
a cunclusion as tfmt. In a few words 1 should like to ray what my own view is,
At the prescnt time the defence of the Kingdom has divided itself into two parts—
one is naval supremacy, theother is the protection of certuin ports und certain coal.
ing stations at the most important parts of the Empire. With the first, I, as o
soldicr, do not presume to interfere; the naval man alone can give an opinion upon
what the naval supremncy of England should be, aud, therefere, it would hardly be
becoming in a nilitary wan to give an opinion upona subject of 1hat sort. But with
regard to the sccond, the necessity for defending certain garrizons, and certain coaling
stations, for thitty years have we been about this work : tor thirty years hase the
best intellects of the Army and the Navy been directed towards this one point ;
for thirty ycars have Commiseions eat, and I am happy to see that Lord Carnarvon
is here to join, I bope, in this discussion : for thirty years has there been 'a Com-
mittee sitting at the Horse Guards to consider this question of defence, and upon
every onc of those Committces has the Nuvy been amply represented, and there has
been o consensus of opinion a3 to what these defences should be. Now I ask you,
is it wisc to iuterfere at such a critical time as this with a movement which I myself
believe is going forward to a very successful issue? T do not wish, us I have said,
to criticize the different points in Admiral Colomb’s speech. I bave no doubt that
there will be found plenty of people who will be able to take up and criticize the
different parts of it, I have no doubt that there ure rome people who will be found
to emphasize the obicctions which he has raized to the present condition of things,
T my:clf, regurding the higher policy, should view with great regret that it should go
forth to the public that there are many prople in this asscubly who haveadvocated
in strong terws the views which the gallant Adwiral holds, 1 might say here that
the press is the ciiief organ for the dissemination of the o;)inions which are venti-
lated in this assembly, but what happens? The * Times™ and other papers will

ublish the whole of Admniral Colomu’s specch, but in short paragiaphs will only

e recounted the ohjections of those people who may raise perfectly sulid objections
to parts of what he has said, Thus the public hear one view of the case, they do
not hear the other. In that, I consider, 15 a very great element of danger. There
are one or two points, however, that 1 should like to remark upon. The gullant
Admiral has quoted history, he has brought forward instances one after another to
prove his case, but it appears to me that the traditions of old times are very little
guide to what must take place in the days to come; I say that there is almost as
much difference between the vessels of the Crimean War and the ironclad of to-day
a3 between the triremes of the Romans and the old sailing vesscls of the days gone
bs; I say that when the naval man of old wars left his harbour, all he had to think
about wus that he might be safe from a lee-shore, aud keep the weather gauge of his
enciny 3 ull Lie carcd about wus to make the best way he could after bis encemy, and
to fight him und to sink bim if he could. But what is the cate now? The case
now 13 that every sailor who leaves his port must calculate upon the coal supply that
hic hus in his bunkers.  He cannot make after his enemy in the same way that they
didin old duys, but be wust ealeulate the amount of coal which he will have in his
bunkers when he weets his foc.  Does thut not alter the position of things? I think
it makes ull the difference in the world, Admirul Colomb has, T think, rather ex-
aggerated the statement made by General Schaw in this rvom: hestated that there was
833,0001. required for the completion of the defences of Plymouth. Admiral Colombhas
forgotten the fact that that sum cowprised fortifientions it is true, but it alsoincluded
that which is infinitely more expensive—the armaments and the ammunition—the
armaments, which is as necessary for the flects as it is for the land defences. Imust
deprecate in the strongest terms ut my dizposal the setting forth of the pretensions
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of one Service to the detriment of another, We raval and military men are ad-
drezsing oursclyes to one object.  We do not wish to contend for the benefit of the
one to the detriment of the other.  We are only doing that which we believe tho
country requires of us; we aro only trying to carey out to a successful issue all that
the safety of our commen nation requires, and, I think, for that reason we must do
what we can to hide from the public any differences if we have them ; but should
we,unfortunately have them, let us try by all means to mect cach other on common
ground ; lct ua try to come together and co-operate as much as we possibly can for
our couman country’s good.

- The Right Hon. the Esxr or Carxarvox : Sir Frederick Stephensonand gentle.
men, you are very good to call upon me to contribute what little T can eay to
this most interesting discussion, though, as a civilian, I naturally feel great difi-
dence in addressing an audience which I know i3 g0 largely composed of profes-
sional experts and men so well calculated to express a public opinion on such o
subject. I had, howerer, the advantage, Sir, of being connected for zome years
witli a Commiission which was authorized to inquire into our defences abroad., It
lIed me to look very closely into these questions, and I am bound to fay that the
opinion that I then formed does not concur with the views which the gallant
Admiral has zet forth with so much ability this evening. I will not of course
enter upon what is really the Jarger half of this question, the defences of our
arsenals and our own eomnmercial ports. I am afmid I must dispose of the one by
eaving that they are ouly very partially armed, aud of the sccond that they are
absolutely defenceless at present. I would rather in the few otservations which I
would make speak of those forcign stations with which I myself and tho ver
able Commission which acted with me were empowered to deal. T apprehend,
putting it in perfectly civilian and untechnicul fashion, the defence of the Empire
consists really of two things,—the defeace of our home shores on the one hand
and the defenee of our commerce nfloat on the other, for our commerce is our life
and being ; and if it be destroyed our credit. and resources perish with it. I fully
subseribe to the doctrine which has been laid down here to-night, and elsewhere,
that our first line of defence is the Nary: and more than that, I think we have
been lising in o state of—1 hardly like to usc the words that were on my lips, but I
will suy wo have lived for some years ina fool’s paradise, trading on our pust rep-
tation and utterly deficient in the necessary means of eelf-protection. With re-
gard to the necessury amount and character of our naval defences, I will only say
that the Commmnission of which I had the honour {o be the Chairman, having to
cxamine incidentally and collaterally into that eubject, came to & distinet and
decided opinion ou the subject, and represented to the Government of the day,
and conscquently to their successors, that in our opinion the naval defences of the
country were inadequate for the purposc, and 1 need not say how grase such a
statement wus. DBut I pass to a sccond brunch of this question, the protection of
our commerce afloat. Now, Sir, the view of the Commission was this: that inas-
much a3 there were great lines of English commerce of incalculable value, to be
registered not by hundreds and thousands, but perhaps by millions of pounds in
value, that it was of inestimable importance that we should hold the commanding
points along those great sca routes. By some stranygs azcident of fortune the
principal of those governing points hare fallen into the hands of this country, and
it seems to mo to be almost madness not to take the full advantage of them. And
ict me obserce that when persons talk of the vast expensze to which this leads us,
I would observe this is very exaggerated language. ‘The expen:e of defending theso
coaling stations is really of the most moderate description: and looking to the
ohjcct which is in view it bears no kind of proportion toit. The estimate which the
Commission made of the expense represents in round numbers not very much moro
thun the cost of two large ships of war of the present day. I leave it thereforo to
the common sense of sucli an audience as this, whether it is reasonable to shrink
from such an outlay, the ab:ence of which may mean the loss of the best part of
our connncrce afloat.  Now, Sir, what is it that makes these coaling stations and
foreign defences o saluable? I apprehend, speaking roughly, gencrally you might
classify them pretty much under these heads, First, it i3 intended by these
coaling stations that they should set the Queen’s flect in these distant parts of the
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world free to operate a3 naval policy may dircct. Secondly, after an action they
cnable our flects under the sceurity of the guns of those defended stations to refit
and to repair. Has anybody ever considered what tho expense, difliculty, 'm-
possibility, would be of sending home from an enormous distanco some of our largo
men-of-wir in order to repair and to refit?  Thirdly, it would enable the Queen's
ships not ouly to refit and repair but to coal, and, as Sir Lothian Nicholson very
tru&y said, coal under present conditions has become the very life of a ship; she
cannot move without it, she i3 absolutely dependent upon it, and further, every one
knows well that whereas our first-class commercial ships can carry and do carry a
very large amount of coal,the Queen's ships can carry but a very limited guantity.
Rut further, just in the same way these coaling statious afford shelter to our coms
mercial nary, when chased by prisateers or pursued by enemies, they take refugo
under the guns of those forts. In the same way, too, they are enabled to coal, and
if this defeuce be not given to thein, it is nlmost certain that either two-thirds of the
commereial marine must be laid up on the outbreak of war, inasmuch us they
would not be adequate in point of speed to cscape the fast cruizers of our enemies,
or, on the othcr hand, we should sce two-thirds of them transferred to a foreign
flag. It must be Lorne in mind that in all probability the days of convoyiug a
merchant fleet arc passed.  Lastly, we must not forget that defended stations have
the tendeney ut all events greatly to deter un encmy’s cruizers. A foreigu ship of
war will, I apprchend, think twice and thrice before she attempts to force u reason-
ably armed defended station. She would run the risk of injury to herself; the
certain risk of a vast expenditure of her coal, and lastly the risk of an expenditure
of lier ammunition, and all this at a distance from her own base. On all these
grounds the Commission with which I was connected thougnt that these coaling
stations offered very great advantages both to the Queen’s Nary and also to our
commercial marine. But I must take the liberty of saying this, that if these forts
are not reasonably e uip‘wd and defended it would be better that we should not
touch themat all.  On that I entertain o very clear opinion.  You need for these
positions not merely forts, but you'need the guns to put into those forts, and you
nced trained gunners and garrisons to defend them : and if you are not prepared to
go to that amount of preparation it is better that yon should not waste time and
wmoney upon a fruitless und perhaps mischievous object. And yeb as a matter of
fact that Iam ufmid i3 really the present position of things. We have a eon-
siderable number of theso stations in which we have gone to great expense, sometimes
ourzclves, sometimes by inducing the Colonial and local authoritics to undertako the
work for us—we have erccted fortifications ata large outlay, butin the vast majority
of cascs we have cither only gunsof avery amall ealibre, ornoguns at ¢11; und inone
casc I have repeatedly protested—I have exhausted myself in protesting against the
impoliey—I should say the insanity—of leaving such a vital point as the Cupo of
Goud Hope for years and years undefended. When our Counnission, to which I
have alrcady alluded, was appointed in 1879, the first question that came before us
was the defenco of the Cape. We went into the qucstion, knowing its vast i
portance us an imperial station, we postponed every other question to press this
one question upon the consideration of the Government. We did so pressit: we
reported immcediately and fully on it,and I cantruly say, I, myself, have never lost
an opportunity, both in public and private, of urging it upon successive Govern-
ments; and yct at this womncnt, thouch the forts are built or building, there is
practically oarmament whateverin them. I donot say there is special blamc to any
particular Government. The blame must bo widespread. The country i3 to blane by
its apathy and indifference to dangers which, because they are not immediately visible,
are disregarded ; but now that the question has come before the country, I hold it
to be the bounden duty of all those who cun by voice or vote bring pressure to hear
to use that influence to the uttermost for the common good. And now way I, in
conclusion, say this, that whilst admiring the ability with which the paper which
the gallant Admiral has rcad to-day has been drawn up, I cannot subscribe to it ?
I think that the gallant Admiral has attempted to prove too much. [ fully admit
with him that the Navyis the first line. I wish to sco that Navy strengthened, and
I trust to sco that this new scesion of Parlisment witl not pass without a very con-
siderablo increase ; but on the other hand, if our coaling stations and ports, both at
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Liome and abroad, are pot to be placed in a state of defence, then I hiold that the
gullant Admiral aghed us to go into, not a large, but an enormous, an overwhelmin
cxpenditure for naval purposes.  ‘Lhe absence of defended ports mcans a naval i
crease to whicl it scems to me diflicult to set any limit. I think we are in danger
at the present moment of what I may eall a sce-saw of opinion. We have on the
one side a very able body of men who represent to us, as I believe most truly, thay
the Navy requires a large increase—probably there may be a tendency to carry that
view a little too far, but on this I do not now argue: on the other hand, we hare 5
body of able men who warn us of the risks of invasion, and who actually desire to sur.
round this vast metropolis with fortifications. Sir, 13 a mere civilian who by your
favour this afternoon awm allowed to address o professionalaudience, I must houcst]
suy that I beliece the truth lics somewhere in o mean between the two conllictin
vicws. I believe there is great necessity for au increase of the Nary. I believe also
in reasonable defence which ought to be given toour coaling stations and home ports,
and this without the loss of an hour. I hope and beliese that we shall see o real
and effcctive step made this year. We shall be probably usked for a considerable
sum, but it is not only the expenditurc of money that will sccure the object that we
hare in view, but that such an expenditure should bo governed by large and wise
and statcsmanlike considerations.

Cuptain Stoxg, R.A.: Sir Frederick Stephenson and gentleroen, it is with consider-
able reluctance that I obtrude myself upon your forbearance upon this occasion, but
since the gallant and distinguizhed lecturer has honoured me by passing in review
a large partion of the paper which I was lately permitted to read in this Institution,
there is no choice Jeft to wme in the matter unless | wizhed to appear discourtcous to
the lecturer himself or indifferent to the issues which have been raned. The lec-
turer says that he deteets * three incompatible lines bring pursued:” with the first
of these I have little sympathy ; the third, alluded to as the lino sketehied out Ly
myself, is not quite a eorrect interpretation of my views. I do not advucate * the
dispersal of the Army all over the world in detached garrisons,” but that naral
ba-es of operations and coaling stations should be rendered as far as possibleimpreg-
nable against o coup de main on the part of the cnewy’s fleet, und, morcover, I
agreed with Lord Charles Beresford's suggestion that coaling stations should be

arrisoncd by marines, unless there waa sowe reazon for maintaining o military foree
in the Jocality 3 now I venture to think that this line of policy is not merely quite
compatible with what the lecturer calls Colonel Maurice’s line, but that it i3 an
inseparable and essential portion of it. With regard to the contention that * there
is nothing between a light Latters and- a Grst-class fortress,” I am somewhiat sur-
prized to hear such an argument advanced in the present day, and venture to think
that the “naval friend’ to whom the lecturer alludes must have made the remark
eome few years ago in reference to the past history of fortification ; if those who are
responsible for our defensive works and arwaments were to rely upon histarical
preecdents to the same extent that the lecturcr daes, the point of the reaiark alluded
to would be more apparent. My own contention throughout iy lecture was that
the accuracy of modern artillery fire and the introadu tion of high explosives in shells
must bring into strong relief the weak points of iron and masonrs permanent works
and the adruntages to be gnined by an extended use of carthworke, since the Itter
are practically not more affected by the explosion of a ehell containing “ Lyddite™
than if it were mercly filled with gunpowder, whereus the terrific effect of a high
explosive shell against inasonrs or iron is now well known, and I quoted an experi-
wment at Port Lobos,  Sir Lothian Nicholson further informed the mecting that the
foregoing facts were borne in mind in the construction of ull new defensive works,
and thata greatdeal of what 1 had eaid on the subject hud actually been anticiputed.
Again, my advocucy of light und edium quick-firing guns in earthen batteries, as
opposed to any further inerease in the heavy anmament in protected batterics, can
scarcely be satd to range me with these who -piu their faith on extravagant arma-
ments. I canuot Liclp thinking that the lecturer is stirring the embers of a bygone
coutroversy to no uscful purpose, inasmuch as the system of fortification wluch he
deprecates has been publicly ueknowledgzed by responsible Oflicers to bea thing of
the past. I do not think the argument that “as we propose a naval increase, we
should logically propuse a fortification decrease,” is quite sound, any wore than I
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think that the raising of A mounted infantry regiment should entail the cutting down
of a regriment of cavalry, and T trust the lecturer will forgive me if I say that the
impartinl dizeussion of any question of nationl defence between Officers of the
Army and Navyis not likely to be forwnrded by impressing upon them at the outset
that they are “rivals for the open palm of the Chancellor of the Exchequer.” How
can the Government or the countrs have any confidence in the reccommendation of
naval and military Officers, if they arc led to believe that each Service looks upon
the other ns a rival instead of an ally, and regards the question of national defence
as a scramble, in which cach is to see how much he can * carry away from the till of
the Chancellor of the Exchequer?” The gallant Admiral constantly makes use of
the expression ' the command of the sca,’” and admits the value of fortificd conling
stations, harbours, &c., to the navy which has lost ““ tha command of the sca* [
would suggest that now-a-days “the command of the sea” is rather o large order,
and that to speak of 100,000,000 square miles of nasigable waters, studded with
possessions of more or less value to the British Empirc, as though they conld be
commanded with the snme facility as an immportant trade route or a preseribed arvea
of territorianl waters, is somewhat liable to mizlead ; it is quite conccivable that we
might temporarily lose tho command of certain waters while we retained the com-
mand of others, und surely the lecturer will allow me to beliere that the defensibility
of our dockyards, harbours, and couling stations, in euch a case, would be of the
greatest salue in **reliesing” the Navy. Referring now to the sketch of Singapore
which culminated in the question—*So far as our war-ships are concerned, what
difference does it make whether Singapore has altogether fallen or whether only the
coal store is cm‘\ty P . . . *“the fortifications have absolutely failed to hold
any relations with the mosing navy. Thcey have not guarded ita stores, and they
cannot in any way assist it to recover the command of the sea” The lecturer
forgets that oune of our squadrons is sn})poacd to have drawn its supply of coal
alrcady, and that if Singupore were not fortificd, even this one supply could have
been captured by a single fast cruizer before our squadron appeared on the scene;
porcover, there is no reason why the coal store should be found cmpty on the return
of our squadron, unless a very insuflicient supply had been stored there in peace-
time, or unless, owing to the incapacity of the place to defend itself, it had fallen an
easy prey to the enemy’s cruizers, Besides, our war-ships are not the only things

-to be considered, and it would make a very considerable difference to our merchant

ficet, and to those at home who were depending on the supplies carricd by that flect,
if it were possible for an enemy’s cruizers to sink or capture the shipping in the
harbour without a single gua being fired in self-defence from shore batteries. I
hope the lecturer will pavdon e if I sny that he has unintentionally misecpresented
me with regard to the Navy alone msking attacks on an enemy’s strongholds; I
distinctly said that each Sersice required the co-operation of the other, both in nttack
and defence ; moreoser, if there is an Officer of the Royal Marines present, he wnay
be able to informm us that the naval authorities could, indeed, undertake attacks
within certain limits, without any aid from the military authorities ; thero is, there-
fare, no oceasion for Admiral Colomb to make any correction on this score, as I am
in perfect accord with him, With reference to the second correction, I um absolutely
at i1ssue with him, inasmuch as I think the historical precedents of 300 years aco
are of no more valuc to tho Navry than they are to the Army from a scientific point
of view; conditions have changed since those days, and we must perforce accommo-
date our wmilitary and nasal policy to those changed conditions ; naval strategy is
now dependent upon coal supply und the smnooth working of complicated machinery ;
tho first object of an enterprising enemy will, therefore, bo to seize our coal supplics
and take posscssion of such places as are adapted by reason of harbours and dock-
yards for repairs and roﬁuing of machinery, &e.: the possession of such points
cannot fail to exercise a decisive influence upon all future naval warfare, and we
hare absolutely no precedent of two or more first-class maritime Powers being
engaged in nasal operationa under modern conditions upon a scale which would in
the smallest degree foreshadosw the course of events in the future. The historical
methord of argument is seductive, but it is full of pitfalls, and the time is now ripe
in naval matters to create precedents instcad of following them, alwaya exeepting
the good old precedent of never Lauling down our colours and not knowing when
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we are beaten. The lecturer lays much stress on the difliculty of supplying a
besieged naval fortress with food and munitiors of war, but he ignores the fact that
the blockading flect not only requires a larger supply of the same necessaries, but
also a constant supply of coal to cuable it to keep the eea.  What wo have to fear is
not a prolonged uasal siege, but a sudden attack ut any given point by an enciny
who is in temporary command of certain waters; I cannot believe that many naval
Otliceys will be found to endorse the lecturer’s opinion that as our Navty is increased,
o thould our fortified coaling stations and deckyards be decreased, and that the
formation during active operations of ““ unfortified depdts of supply and undefended
naval bases as close as possible to the scene of action” can ever be a reasonable or
eflicient substitute for fortified coaling stationa, harbours, and dockyards all over
the world, cupable of eclf-defence, and able to afford assistanco to the Navy in time
of necd, whether it be for repairs to machinery, to make good damages sustained in
action, or to rencw the coal supply. I must apologize to you, Sir, and to the
meetivg, for occupying so much vaiuable time, and emve parndon from Admiral
Colomb if in my somewhat humble military position I have been indisereet in taking
too warm an interest in the aifiirs of the sister Service.

Captain P. Firzeerarp: It is impossible in the short time at our dispo:al to
criticize adequately this very able paper. Admiral Colomb told us that lie was
going to take tho position of a special pleader in the case, and in a letter which he
addressed to the “Times,” a short time ago, he said he was going to take the position
of the *devil's advocate.” I rather thiuk he has done eo. I regret that he should
hiave tuken that position, and that he should—if I may eay so without any offence
— have exaggerated or overrated hi2 case, beeause it is o casc that does not require
overstaiing ; the facts are so clear and palpable that a simple statement of the
relative ia.portance of naval end miilitary defence for this Empire is sufliciently
obvious, if sct forth plainly without uttempting to bring it to the point of reductio
ad absurdum, ns Sir Lothian Nicholson has #aid; no doubt Admiral Colomb's
desire is to ruise a friendly discussion between Officers of the Army and Navy as to
the respeetive merits of their modes of defence, and it is only to bo supposcd that
cach eide should take the lne of ““ nothing like leather.,”” But it scems to me that
the case is so absolutely clear that the defence of the Empire is so absolutely
dependent upon the Navy that the other side aro “not in it,” to usze a sporiing
expression. I do not wish to say anything in the least offensive to the soldiers, but
they are “not in the hunt” at all in the matter. I am quite sure they would not
accept the rile of standing still to fire guna from behind an impenctrable fortress.
They will have their réle in the defence of the Empire in defending India, where
they will Lave their work cut out, but they hare nothing to do with the defence of
this United Kingdom, because, once it comes to fizhiting on these shores, if once a
volunteer fires o shot in anger, all T can say 13, it will be *all up.” he might as well
fire blank, every bit.  (*Why?”) Because you will be starved.  (“ Explain.””) 1
will explain in onc sioute. I have said I thought Admiral Colomb overstated his
case, and 1 am bound to give you some instunces. I think when he poirted out tho
case of Plymouth, where the ships were supposed to be led away, or to go and attack
Brest, and were to be cut off from their base by the enemy, be said it would be all
the same to the Admiral whether Plyinouth was taken altogether or whether the
communications were cut. It would be all the same for that Admiral and for that
particular euterprise, but it would not be all the same to the country. It would
stop the particular enterprise in hand, but there would be a vast difference in the
general effect on the country.  And then when le goes on to point out that fortified
places have always fallen when thc{ have been steadily attacked from the sea, he
forgets there are .many places which have never been artacked because they were
supposed to be impregunable.  If it was u rule thata fortified place should be nttacked
from the sea and taken, why was not Cronstadt taken, or why did the naval sttack
fail at Sebastopol?  Sebastopol was taken afterwards, it is true, but it was from the
Land.  Al:o with regard to Singapore, I think he overstated his caze, and Captain
Stone has touched upzn that very ably.  Admiral Colomb assumez that one swoop

-is to take away all the coal and leave an empty store for the uest corner. Singaporc

unfortified would be a supply to the enemy; fortified it would be able to resist
attucks of light ehips, at any rate, and to replenizh our own chips when they cawe
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there. That is all, I think, I have fo say in opposition to Admiral Colomb, 1
think Lord Carnarvon rather mi-sed the point when hio talked about a flect refitting
under the guns of Singapore. That assumes that they are defeated. T am quite
with Admiral Cclomb there. They can refit in an open harbour unless defeated,
but if they are defcated they get under the guns, but that means that they have
Jo<t the local command of the rca. and that all communications would be cut off. I
think that these technical discussions only lead up to the wain point, which scemy
to me to be this, that the main arteries of trode and commerce for this country
are all over the world. 'I'hese arteries contain the Jife’s blood which is csrential to
the cxistenco of the Empire. I won't confine mysell to fuod. It is not a question
of food only, it is alzo a question of raw m:\tori:\i. There is no usze in your suying,
as Mr. Wil:on #aid in a speech the other day, ** I will convey food into the country ;
it is impossible that they cun blockade v’ True; but at what price, and who is
going to pay for it? What is the use of bringing food in at famine prices? Are
we not aware that there are 37 millions of people in these islands, and a large
proportion of these, though not now at starvation point, eertainly would be if you
doubled the price of bread. Thercfore, you are bound to be brought to your knees
at once if your communications and your raw material arc cut off. It is no nse
bringing in food if the people cannot buy it, and you are, therefore, absolurely
dependent upon mw waterial for manufucture. Thercfore, the whole question
hinges itself on thesc arteries of commeren,  1f you cut a man’s arteries it is o mere
work of supererogation to knock his brains out, beeause you would have slready
killed hLim, and that is all you want to do. ¥ daresay you all remember the con-
cluding words of that very able digest by the Committee on the Narval Manauvres,

-where, after summing up the whole case, it is said, “ By her Navy she must stand

or full.”’ In conclusion, I would venture to read you a short quotation from the
“Timesz,” in a leading article of the $rd of January. The “Times” makes
this statement, and I should like to hear this controverted if possible: If
the Navy is made thoroughly compctent for its work, no other defence for
thesc islands or for the Empire at large will ever be called into play. If the
Nuvy fails us, no other defence will arail to avert crushing disaster”  There s
a plain statement, and if that can be controserted by our friends the voldiers, let it
be done.

Coloncl Macrick, R.A.: The very kind reference which Admiral Colomb has made
to me in the carly part of his paper challenges me tosay esactly how far I think we
ought to expend our Army in these fortresses and couling stations so as to lose the
forre which we night elscwhere employ. Now, first of all, I particularly thank
Admiral Colomb for baviug drawn attention to that aspect of the subject, that is to
say, the use of owr Army in co-operation with the Navy for certain Europcan
purposes, becauze it seemed to me a little strange to hear a statesman to whom wo
owe so much in these matters as Lord Carnarron sum up the great subject of our
defence by saying that it consisted in the protection of our shore: and our commerce.
I think there is an omitted third clause theve of great importance, and that is the
protection of our great Eastern Ewmpire and our Coloninl possessions. Now my
purpose, if my friend Captain Fitzgerald will allow me to be “in it at all,” speakir g
purely as a eoldier, without attempting to jutrude into any question of naval
strategy or tactica, has been, in the statements to which Adnural Colomb alluded,
to give what is not my opinton only, but what is the ab-olute judgment of the
statcamen of the Continent to wy certain knowledge, that the Navy can, by rendering
such assistance 03 i3 in its power to the armics of possible allies, und by transporting
an army and enabling it to strike at certain places, not directly, but indirectly carry
out that third part of the programme, and cnsure the safety of India and the
Colonies. It scems to me that it is vital to us that that third point, the value of
the Nary and of our transporting power for the defence of India and the Colenices,
should be recognized. T, at least, may claim not to have been calling out that there
i3 nothing like leather, beciuse in everythivg that I have been saying on these
subjects 1 have been erying out for the strengthening of the Navy; and 1 have gone
furllier than that, beeause, although I am well aware that what is most necessary
in order to bring our volunteers and our home army into the condition of an
cffective army in the ficld is ou increase of my own arw, the Geld artillery, I have
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still maintained that that increase should not be made until the Navy has first had
its proper share of attention ; I may say it was from Admiral Colomb, and from his
brother in carlier years, and from my friend the late Colonel Home, who alwass
showed the most eager anxiety in supporting the Navy in all these matters, that T
was first brought to pay attention to theso great questions of the coaling stations
and our linea of commerce. As it happens, I was the Scerctary of the Committee
whose duty it especinlly was to determine the garrizons which should be assigned to
those coaling stations, and 1 can assure Admiral Colomb pretts definitels, without
touching upon any matters of confidential information, that the policy that has
been adopted throughout in relation to them i3 precisely what both he and I wish,
that is, to minimize the garrisons we detach from our active ariny to the very lowest
possible point, trusting as far a3 possible to the patriotism of the Colonics for loeal
assistance on the spot—to minimize it almost entirely to such a supply as may be
necessary of expert gunners, who shall train and develop the gunners practice of the
men on the spot, and that for the single purpose of dning the precise thing which,
as T hare understood, both brothers have insisted upon, namely, providing such
protection to our coal that we shall not be exposd to the danger of a single cruizer
running into a coaling station, filling her bunkers, burning the rest of the coal. and
getting clear away. That is the difficulty that must always present itself to the
Navy, unless there be a change of policy at the Admiralty. Everybods who las
had the least to do with Admiralty decisions in the matter will bear me out that, not
once, but again and again, the Admimlty have declared that they will in no way
whatsocver be responsible for the defence of ports or coaling stations, and they insist
upon it that the Navy shall be kept clear for the work of destroging the encmy's
flects on the open £ca, and that the coaling stations and ports arc absolutely out of
their charge. If the Navy intends to take charne of these ports and coaling stations,
and means to be responsible for their guardianship, let it be understood that they
do <o, but do not Ict it go forth as the Admiralty says at present: ** We will not
eend a ship to you of any kind to defend Singipore which we guarantee shall reman
there. We will send you o gunship if it happens to suit our convenience, but we
will not Le responsible for detaining it there so as to defend Singapore.” That
question should be gettled. T do not think myself it is a question in which the Ariny
can have any other than one intsrest, and that is to have as small a« possible a por.
tion of the Army told off for the defenee of these distant coaling stations, becan:se the
Army cannot be spared for their defence without detracting from its available
power eleewhere. If you do not want us there, then let us get away. We none
of us want to be there. DBut do not let there be any misunderstanding about it, and
do not let us be told that you are relying upon us for the defence of these stations,
when in fuct you are not doing €o. There is one other point which has been ruised
ecveral times in a zeneral form, viz., the present uncertainties of naval battle-action,
that T want to illustrate by one specific question: I do not know how far the
elaborate experiments which France has been of late making with high explosives
arc known to any Officers in this room, but they have been carried out with the
preatest eare, the most elaborate skill, and nt unlimited cost ; nor is it a seeret that
France has 20 ab:olutely convinced herself of the power of hLigh explosives, both
against ships and in the fleld, that she is storing them as rapidly as she can, and
epending large sums in the elaborate storage of frezh cxplosives, continually employed
in the refilling of shells that hare deteriorated, so that she ulways has fresh material
rcady for instant use. I am told at the present moment the Navy do not like
touching these high explosives. T can well understand it; there are no* manv of
us that do, and one difliculty undoubtedly about all thesc matters is that shells filled
with hizh explosives do not keep, nud that you never know when you are going to
run eome risk with them if they have not been recently filled, or that they ave not
very suitable ‘or ships like ours, commissioned for three years at atime. What T
want to ask Admiral Colomb is this: is it not possible at least that for the very short
move across the ( hannel, high-explosive shells, placed fresh on board and possessing
the appalling destructive power which is attributed to them by those who bave
mrcful}ly tried them, may prove unpleasantly cffective against a fleet of ours which,
beeause of its duties requiring it to have on board for distant voynges explosives
which will keep, has not ventured to make usc of them ?  Is it not at least possible
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that the littlo blue streak of water might be cleared by them for twenty-four hours ?
If that is so, I want to know, do you really accept that statcment in the “Times*
article, that if only tho danger and the pos«ibility of invasion is upon us we aro going
to bend the knees at once. It is not in this case a question of our being starved, or
anything of the kind. That may happen without our being starved, and without
our having had our commerce seriously injured at all. I, for one, say there aro
more than 30 millions of us in these islands, and I do not think we mcan to submit,
aund I do not believo the *“ Times” represents the feeling ‘of the English nation that
they are going to submit because tho mere danger of invasion has come upon us.
Wo must be ready on shoro as well as by gea if wo are not to run this risk.

Admiral Sir E. Faxsnawg: 1 wish to make one or two obacrvations upon what
General Er:kino has eaid, because 1 thought his remarks wore not antagonistic to
the paper that Admiral Colomb has read. e showed that if we were to do away
with all our land fortifications we should do wrong; but I do not understand
Admiral Colomb to have said we should do #0 in bis paper. I understood him to
eay that, as has been done in former times, we ought to have mcans of dcfenco in
case of raids, or that any portion of an enemy’s invading ariny cffected a landing
in this country. I think the two things are very much in uccordanco with cach
other. After General Frskine the meeting wais addressed by Sir Lothian Nicholson.
I think when he eaid that thero was but little in former naval experience to guideo
us for the future, bo expressed an opinion absolutely contrary to that of the Nary,
The conling stations have been spoken of n great deal, and though, I must say, I
think Admiral Colomb’s gencral principles as to the manner in which this country
ought to wage nasal war are sound, yet I do not think they are applicablo ta the
circumstances of conling stations aud foreign fortro:zes such as Malta.  Wo have
had tho adrantage of hearing Colonel Maurice, who explained what the caso really
is with regard to these; and I entircly concur in what was said by Colonel Maurice
on the subject. Admiral Colomb asked us, in order to establish the principles on
which wo should wage naval war, to look to past history. Everyone knowa that
tho principles of war are not things that readily change; they lic deep, and are not
variable. The instruments and methods with which war is wazed vary, of cour:e,
as scienco progresses ; but the principles reinain the sune.  Admiral Colomb asked
us to look into tho history of the Navy with a view to ascertaining what our position
is with regard to the strength required for the Nasy. T do wot think it can bo
denied, for a moment, by anyono who does s, that this country depends altagether
to maintain the position it has as onc of the greatest of the great Powers of the
world, upon its having the command of the sca. If there were any question of our
losing that command of the sca, we ought immediately to make the Navy streng
enough to prevent it: the loss of it is not o thing to be allowed : it is that on which
the existence of this country depends—as a great Power. Admiral Colomb went
through the bistory of tho country, and rcferred to many cascs to enforce this,
Taking the crucial instances when the war operation in contemplation was the
invasion of this country, he mentioned four within the last 150 years. The two
most important were thoso in the SevenYears' Warin 1759, and the great endeavour
of Napoleon. They show that the military opinion of those who undertook them
was, that the only way to do it was to prevent us from baving the command of the
sea. I should not care to refer to the first one at any length, because the second is
much more important; but from the first one we may lcarn what this country can
do when it is ruled by a Minister who understands and thoroughly grasps the fact
that it is his business, and a gmt preof of his statesmanship, to wield and to
spportion the various portions of the war resources of the nation. They will seo
what we can do when that is the case, instead of its being left to the two Depart-
ments to settle between themselves. I now refer to tho last great attempt at
invasion under Napoleon, claiming as his opinion, being that of one of the greatest
masters of war the world has ever produced, that this country was not to be invaded
until he hagd acquired fromn us tho command of the scus where his insasion was to
be carried on. e bad an enthusiastic army which ho had trained for years for
tho purpose; but he could not get the command of the aca awuy from us, and he
therefore failed. I think anyone who will consider that inetanco will find suflicient
resson for saying that it is absolutely necessary that weshould allow no question

YOL. XXXIII. N
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whatever about our having the command of the sea, as far as such a thing i
possible to be made mathewatically certain, Sir Lothian Nicholson thinks that jy
was to be regretied that such a Euper ns Admiral Colorub’s had been read, because
the Press \riﬁ publish it; and the public will only hear onc side of the question,
because the paper will be given in full, and the discussion will be condensed. But
the very raison d'éfre of Admiral Columb’s paper, from its first parugraph, is that
certain statements had been mede in a former paper, written by an Officer on g
detail of one branch of military ecience, viz., arming batterics with quick-firing
guns. A great part of that paper went into the fundamentul rules upon which the
whole armed force of this country arc to be employed in war. I iyself, when'l
heard the arguments, thought them beyond measure unsound, and to indicate that
that Officer was not very well acquainted with the history of the wars which this
country has been engaged in during the last two centuries; and I very much
regretted that it should go forth from this Institution without some reply; but T
felt that we were then discussing quick-firing guns in batteries. But the opinions
expressed in that paper have gone forth to the country, and I think it was quito
right that they should therefore be discussed here. Now, with regand to the value
of the past history of the Nary as a guide to the future, we should recollect that,
included in naval history, the Army has got a very glorious history. I should like
to trace that glorious history of the Army through its annals. I would go back as
far as the war of the Spamsh succession, which rendercd immortal the name of
Marlborough. There was an English army on foreign soil.  How was that army
supplicd? That army was supplied becauso we had obtained the command of the
gea at the Battle of La Hogue. Go on to the next great war—the Seven Years’ War,
The brilliant cxploit of General Wolfe, which ended in the capture of Quebec, was
rendered possible by.our having the command of the cas, to maintain which large
flcets blockaded Brest and Toulon. The Battlo of Plassy was won by Clive; but
tl'is would never have been fought if Admiral Watson bad not been there with his
flect to protect and co-operate with the army. Inthe pext war the great operation
of the Army was the defence of Gibraltar, which Admiral Colomb has referred to.
Look at the wars of Napoleon. The brilliant expedition to Egypt was only possible
on sccount of the command of the scas having been previously obtained by the
Battle of the Nile. . I need not dwell on the Peninsular War, which was readercd
possible by the absolute command of the eea hasing been confirmed at Trafalgar,
These are facts in which I think our friends of the Army must recognize that
those brillinnt achievements which have distinguished their Service so greatly for
the last 200 years have been possible because we held the commnand of the sea.

[The discassion was then adjourned to 4th March. ]

Monday, March 4.
"Apsourxep DiscussioN.

Gexeray Sir FREDERICK STEPHENSON, G.C.B., in the Chair.

Licutenant-General Sir GERALD GRARAN, ¥.€., G.CO.G., K.C.B. : Sir Frederick
Stephenson and gentlemen, whatever may be the merits of Admiral Colowb’s in-
teresting paper as a sample of sound reasoning, there can be no questionas to its ability,
and as to its having proved most valuable in eliciting expressions of opinion from
competent Officers of both Serviees, though I think the publie will raturally attach
more importance to the opinion of a naval Officer who differs from Admiral Colomb,
as oll have more or less hitherto, than to that of a military Officer like myself. I
think that all who wish well to the defences of the country, and I include the gallant
Admirl, althiough an adversary, have reason to feel grateful to Lord Carnarson for
the admirably clear statement he made at this Institution at the previous meeting,
and that we may feel some confidence in the decision of a Commission of which he



