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Introduction



A Relationship and its Reputation

David Lloyd George and Winston Churchill were the two most important figures in twentieth-century British politics. Not only were both renowned wartime Prime Ministers, but they both also established impressive track records in terms of domestic reform. During the inter-war years they both spent long periods out of office, yet their exclusion from power helped cement their respective reputations as far-sighted visionaries: Lloyd George put forward ambitious plans to deal with mass unemployment, and Churchill warned against the dangers of Nazism. The link between them spanned more than four decades. The connection was not always as warm or comfortable as they themselves at various times suggested. But it was undoubtedly, for both, their most important single political relationship. Their association  and intermittent alliance  was a factor in the widespread distrust that these two great contemporaries attracted. They were often spoken of in the same breath, frequently in harsh terms. Talking privately in 1937, Stanley Baldwin, the Conservative Prime Minister, repeated with approval a saying he had heard: L.G. was born a cad and never forgot it; Winston was born a gentleman and never remembered it.1

There were significant contrasts between the two mens characters. Lloyd George was a notorious philanderer and virtual bigamist (known as the Goat4), who sold honours to raise money for party funds; but he was also a wonderful listener, speaker and organizer. Churchill was irreproachable in his private life, but, for all his qualities, lacked Lloyd Georges gift of empathy and his interest in others. Lord Hankey, the most influential civil servant of the age, summarized the difference between them as follows: Imagine the subject of balloons crops up. Winston, without a blink, will give you a brilliant hour-long lecture on balloons. L.G., even if he has never
 seen you before, will spend an hour finding out anything you know or think about them.2 There were also, of course, significant similarities between the two. Neither was a straightforward party man. Lloyd George, making coalition with the Conservatives his vehicle, destroyed the Liberals as a political force. Churchill ratted from the Conservatives to the Liberals in 1904, and then re-ratted in the 1920s. Both were supreme egotists. Each was a non-Christian who, somewhat paradoxically, thought that Providence was preserving him for greatness. This seemed appropriate for an age in which politics was increasingly concerned with secular rather than religious issues, and yet at the same time seemed to place growing value on charisma, a quality previously associated with spiritual rather than worldly leaders.3

The two men lived during a period of fantastically rapid change. For example it was only in 1865, two years after Lloyd Georges birth, that Joseph Lister first used carbolic acid as an antiseptic during surgery. Lloyd George died, eighty years later, mere months before the explosion of the first atomic bomb. Similarly, it was only in 1876, two years after Churchill was born, that Alexander Graham Bell made the worlds first telephone call. Churchill died in the space age, eight years after the 1957 launch of the first Sputnik satellite. Technical change and social progress did not, by any means, always go hand in hand. Undoubtedly, though, the relationship between new technology and societal change influenced the landscape across which Lloyd George and Churchill moved as political actors.

It was a landscape they also helped shape. During World War I they each showed a strong interest in mechanized warfare, perhaps most notably in the development of the tank. Mechanization was an important aspect of the new era of total war, which in turn necessitated the planning of resources to meet the unprecedented demands placed upon the economy. It was in this field, in his role as Minister of Munitions (191516), that Lloyd George showed himself most startlingly inventive. (Churchill, who served in the same post in 191718, was not quite such an innovator, but still deserves considerable credit for helping to ensure that Britain had the weapons it required.) Although Lloyd George was not solely responsible for the bureaucratic revolution over which he presided, it is fair to say that the practice of British government has not been the same since.

Furthermore, the dramatic changes in technology and in the
 nature of government were paralleled by the transformation of the conduct of politics. This was the age when Britain made its transition to mass democracy. There were major extensions of the franchise in 1867 and 1884, but it was only in 1918 that the vote was granted to all adult men. Some groups of women received the vote then too, but it was extended to all of them only in 1928. The process of democratization was viewed with trepidation by significant sections of the political classes. Some thought that the masses were so ignorant  and women so hysterical  that to give them the vote would be a step towards the end of civilization. (Although historians debate the electoral impact of the expansion of the electorate, it is a clear irony that it was accompanied not only by the rise of the Labour Party  which might have been expected  but also by the growing dominance of the Conservative Party, which had generally been inclined to resist the changes.) Even the most pessimistic politicians had to adjust to the demands of the new mass politics whilst others, Lloyd George and Churchill included, seized the opportunities it presented with positive enthusiasm. New policies became necessary, and the two men helped provide these, not least in their roles as Edwardian pioneers of the modern welfare state. Equally important was the grasp of a new political style. Lloyd George  like Gladstone before him  was a master of the mass meeting. (Churchill was not quite so brilliant in this regard, although even some of his critics conceded he was entertaining, if not moving. Edwin Montagu, a detractor from within the Liberal Party, wrote in 1909: He delights and he tickles, he even enthuses the audience he addresses  but when he has gone, so also has the memory of what he has said.4 Later on, though, Churchills World War II broadcasts demonstrated an effectiveness on radio that Lloyd George never achieved.) But the willingness to reach out to the people was not without its costs, and led both men, in the pre-1914 era, to be labelled as demagogues who were ready to pander to the basest instincts of their audiences in the quest for popularity and votes. The distrust they aroused  which, it must be said, was not always wholly unjustified  does much to explain the course of their respective careers.

The relationship between Lloyd George and Churchill is thus not only interesting on its own terms; it also can be used as a lens through which to view some fundamental shifts in British society and politics, many of the consequences of which can still be felt today. That
 relationship was not only long but was frequently intense as well. They first met in February 1901, and they were in touch until a few weeks before Lloyd Georges death in March 1945. Moreover, the links between them were politically significant for the great bulk of that period. For, although Lloyd George left office in 1922 and never returned, he was still a very significant figure. Dingle Foot MP wrote in 1967 that, Even after his fall Lloyd George remained until the last two years of his life, with the possible exception of Churchill, the most fascinating and dynamic figure in British politics.5 This may have been a slight exaggeration, but Churchills strenuous efforts to persuade Lloyd George to join his War Cabinet in 1940 pay ample testament to the latters continuing mesmeric capacity. Furthermore, a powerful mythology surrounded the relationship, and has largely been maintained since.

In the same way that they romanticized other aspects of their lives, the men themselves made an active contribution to this. Their version of the story was encapsulated  to give but one example  in speeches they made at a dinner in 1936, in celebration of the completion of Lloyd Georges War Memoirs. Churchill said of Lloyd George: I personally have a feeling of gratitude towards him no matter how often I am riled at the line he takes and the things he does and the differences of opinion, I can never alter my foundation based on the affection and regard I have for him. Lloyd George reciprocated in kind: in spite of the fact that we have fought against each other on many occasions there has never been an occasion when I could not call Mr. Winston Churchill my friend and I think that he could do the same.6

In later years, many who had known them echoed this tale. For example, Lloyd Georges eldest son, Richard (who was in many respects a hostile critic of his father), wrote of their link of true friendship . . . which was to sustain every pressure.7 Churchills son Randolph, whilst not denying an element of rivalry between the two politicians, likewise wrote of a friendship which had its ups and downs: but with many disagreements on public affairs it remained firm until the end.8 It would not be fair to say that historians have always accepted this picture in its entirety. Many writers, including leading biographers of both men, have written sensitively and with some degree of scepticism about the relationship. Nonetheless, the image that Lloyd George and Churchill established has proved very
 influential, and few scholars have resisted making some kind of nod in its direction. Tellingly, of the two existing book-length studies of the pair (by Marvin Rintala and Robert Lloyd George respectively) one is subtitled How Friendship Changed Politics and the other How a Friendship Changed History.9 They emerge from such treatment as joint men of destiny, sometimes kept down by the jealousy of others, but personally inseparable even when trading harsh words in the rough and tumble of political life.

This master-narrative of personal constancy spiced by manly disagreements over matters of state is, superficially, very attractive. It acknowledges the mens many wrangles, but removes their bitter taste. It cannot, however, be accepted at face value. As this book will demonstrate, Lloyd George and Churchill did not always feel affection towards one another, and at crucial moments the relationship broke down. At times they were brutally frank about each others failings, and about the underlying realities of the connection between them. Lloyd George once said of Churchill: He would make a drum out of the skin of his own mother in order to sound his own praises.10 Another telling comment was made by Churchill in January 1916, when he was serving on the Western Front, having temporarily withdrawn from politics following a crisis in his career but hoping to make a comeback. He wrote to his wife that, although Lloyd George would not be sorry if he, Churchill, were killed, he would find it politically inconvenient. Therefore, even though her own severe criticisms of Lloyd Georges personal disloyalty had much merit, she should stay in touch with him all the same  because he stood to be useful in the future.11 Yet at other moments the claim that political conflict had never descended into personal acrimony was politically convenient for both Lloyd George and Churchill; hence, in part, their displays of comradeship and protestations of mutual devotion. This is not to say that their personal connection, and the things they said about it, should be viewed in a purely cynical way. If their joint myth was in many respects misleading, they derived emotional as well as political benefits from its creation. The process of building and manipulating the image of the relationship was, in fact, central to the relationship itself.

This book provides the most detailed and systematic account to date of that relationship. It is also a book about the image, myth and reputation of the relationship. This may seem an unusual concept. We
 usually think of individuals or institutions, rather than relationships, as having reputations. But the way these two men were perceived as individuals was for a long time wrapped up in the way that they were perceived jointly. Just as they often sought to portray themselves as matching up to an ideal of political friendship, so their detractors depicted them as a malign pairing. Lloyd George and Churchill acted as memory entrepreneurs who actively and often consciously sought to embed their (individual and joint) actions within the historical record and to influence popular perceptions of the past.12 But they were not the only such entrepreneurs  diarists, journalists, biographers, historians, lovers, wives, family members, and hangers-on contributed to their legend. Meanwhile, those who, like Baldwin, were hostile to Lloyd George and Churchill put their own negative spin on it, but in so doing reinforced its symbolic importance. The process by which the reputation of the relationship was established and contested, then, should be central to our understanding of the men themselves.

There are many questions to answer. At the end of the Great War Lloyd George was held in very high esteem by the public, just as Churchill was during World War II. He was thought to have made a decisive contribution to victory; and, unlike Churchill in 1945, he succeeded in winning the general election that came at the wars end. We must never let the little man go, said Andrew Bonar Law, the leader of the Conservative Party, on the day of the Armistice;13 yet four difficult post-war years later Law himself would play a key role in destroying Lloyd Georges coalition, and personally replaced him as Prime Minister. Lloyd Georges reputation has never since stood as high as it did in 1918; indeed, anecdotal evidence would suggest that today there is little popular awareness of Lloyd Georges significance as a political figure and as a war leader. Even in his native Wales there are fewer streets and buildings named after him than after Churchill.14 He did not receive the customary memorial in Westminster Abbey until 1970, and there is still no outdoor statue of him in London (although plans are afoot to erect one in Parliament Square).

Churchill, by contrast, retains an iconic status that is much more powerful. During his lifetime he was seen by many contemporaries as hot-headed, irresponsible, and wildly opportunistic. Yet in
 the decades since his retirement and death, political leaders ranging from John F. Kennedy and Lyndon B. Johnson to Margaret Thatcher and Ronald Reagan have invoked him as a symbol of courage, constancy and determination. His style was even copied by Saddam Hussein who, prior to the invasion of Iraq in 2003, promised to fight them [the coalition forces] on the streets, from the rooftops, from house to house. We will never surrender.15 Churchills reputation has not, of course, gone uncontested by either historians or politicians. Whereas George W. Bush has praised Churchill for his conscience and unshakeable determination,16 President Thabo Mbeki of South Africa has criticized him as an imperialist and a racist.17 Yet it seems indisputable that, whether he is approved of or not, he has eclipsed Lloyd George in the public memory.

Part of the purpose of this book is to explain why this should be so, and, in order to do this, it addresses a number of key questions. Was Lloyd George more effective than Churchill in terms of domestic policy prior to 1914, and to what extent did they share a common approach to issues such as social welfare, womens suffrage, and constitutional reform? Why did Churchills career all-but implode during the Great War, whilst that of Lloyd George (who was ostensibly the less military-minded of the two men) went from strength to strength? Was Lloyd Georges leadership during that terrible time equal to (or even greater than) that of Churchill in 19405? Which man showed better judgement during the crucial 191822 period over such issues as Ireland, the Middle East, and the Russian civil war? After Lloyd George fell from office, and Churchill returned to the Conservatives, they clashed over issues such as unemployment: was the formers bold interventionism or the latters pragmatic caution the right approach? Later, when they were both in the political wilderness during the 1930s, could they, if they had coordinated their actions better, have done more to counter the National Governments policy of appeasement of Hitler and Mussolini? Why, after Churchill at last achieved the premiership in 1940, did Lloyd George refuse his repeated invitations to join the War Cabinet? Was it, as Lloyd George appeared to suggest to members of his entourage, because he wanted to avoid political entanglement in the hope of replacing Churchill in 10 Downing Street himself and making a compromise peace with Germany? And finally, why, after
 1945, did Churchill go to such lengths to play up his friendship with Lloyd George at a time that the Lloyd George name was a declining political currency?

There is already, of course, an enormous literature on both men. What, then, is the justification for adding to it? Contrary to the common perception, not all the significant facts about them have already been published. For example a careful combing of the archives brought to light a report of a speech made by Lloyd George in April 1900, retained in his own private papers and long forgotten, which contains his first known (and unflattering) public reference to Churchill, made some months before the two men met. Furthermore, Lloyd Georges letters to his brother  which have become generally available to researchers in full only in the fairly recent past  contain some pithy comments about Churchill, but also demonstrate Lloyd Georges inconsistencies in his attitude towards him. Sometimes, moreover, original manuscript or typescript diaries turn out to be considerably more revealing than the official published versions. For example Lucy Masterman, an astute observer of the Edwardian political scene, recorded the pairs attempts to interfere in a scandalous divorce case involving two fellow MPs. Likewise, the unexpurgated diary of Christopher Addison MP turns out not only to be much ruder about Churchill than the libel laws would have permitted when it was first published in book form, but also contains details about Lloyd Georges manoeuvres over conscription during World War I that Addison suppressed. There are many further examples of valuable manuscript sources, including the file from the Royal Archives concerning the granting of war medals to Lloyd George in 1919. As will be seen, Churchill, as Secretary of State for War, worked hard to bring this about, and only overcame the resistance of King George V with considerable difficulty. Some such documents have the status of intriguing curiosities; the contents of others, such as Churchills 1937 article on the Jews (which was never published, in part because Lloyd George had recently produced an article on the same topic) are explosive.

Ultimately, though, new facts are significant only if they lead to new interpretation, which is what this book aims to provide. It seeks to challenge the predominant, excessively sentimental view of the Lloyd George-Churchill relationship  what we might call the myth of David and Winston, the supposedly inseparable friends who never
 felt personal bitterness no matter how much they might differ on policy. It takes on the myth not for the dirty thrill of iconoclasm, but to extract the lessons that a more realistic appraisal of this important story can yield. If the two men frequently deployed the rhetoric of political friendship in order to present an idealized picture of their own conduct, they were not alone in this habit. During and after World War II, for example, Churchill created a similar mythology about his relationship with President Franklin D. Roosevelt. This is not to say that he was insincere, merely that he  like Lloyd George and many others  harnessed his emotions for political ends. This is something to remember when we hear modern politicians declare that their domestic or international political partnerships rest on a solid foundation of personal friendship.

To observe that Lloyd George and Churchill engaged in a strategic romanticization of their relationship is not cynicism; nor does the fact of it diminish their joint significance. But the avoidance of the romantic view does allow us to examine them in proper perspective. Upon the death of Lloyd George the Labour MP Aneurin Bevan, one of the few people in twentieth-century British politics who could rival him as an orator, paid tribute in the House of Commons. Almost inevitably, he compared him to Churchill. Bevan reminded his listeners of the period after 1922: When Lloyd George was denied office towards the end of his life by a concurrence of hostile political currents, I thought, as I watched him during those years, and at the same time watched the Prime Minister [i.e. Churchill], who also for some time was out of office, that it must cause some of us to feel extremely humble, because there were two of the most eminent and brilliant Parliamentarians of this era denied employment by the State. The moral of this, he argued, was that even the most superabundant personal qualities are irrelevant if not associated with great mass machines, in other words the political parties.18 As this book will demonstrate, the ultimate trajectories of the two mens careers -and also of their respective reputations  suggest that this was a truth that Churchill painfully learned, and Lloyd George carelessly forgot.









Chapter One


PATHS TO POWER, 18631905

DAVID LLOYD GEORGE, probably the most famous Welshman of the twentieth century, was in fact born in Manchester, England, on 17 January 1863. The end-of-terrace house at 5 New York Place, Chorlton-upon-Medlock, was in stark contrast to the residence near Oxford where Winston Churchill entered the world eleven years later. This was not because Lloyd Georges background was nearly so humble as, for political purposes, he later liked to make out, but because Blenheim Palace makes a remarkable contrast with pretty much anywhere. Davids father, William George, was a schoolteacher from Wales who had met his wife-to-be, Elizabeth Lloyd, when he was in charge of a school in her native Caernarfonshire. After their marriage the Georges moved briefly to Lancashire, where Mary, their first surviving daughter, was born, before William took up a temporary headship in Manchester. (Their firstborn daughter had died before being christened.)1 Shortly after Davids birth William George abandoned teaching, and the family returned to his native Pembrokeshire, taking the tenancy of a smallholding near Haverford-west. But Williams health had been weak for a long time, and in June 1864 he contracted a severe chill and died at the age of 41. His second son, also named William, was born the following February. The brief connection with Manchester later had its political uses for David. As the younger William recalled: In later years my brother visited Manchester on many occasions, and whilst there he never failed to acclaim himself as a Manchester boy.2 Campaigning for Churchill at the Manchester North-West by-election of 1908 he was greeted by a friendly, if somewhat ironical, call of Three Cheers for the Manchester Welshman.3

William Georges death left his wife and family in a precarious position. Elizabeths brother, Richard Lloyd, came to the rescue. He
 helped them sell up and move to North Wales, where he welcomed them into his home, in Llanystumdwy, near Criccieth, at the base of the Lleyn peninsula. Lloyd George was always keen to stress the humbleness of his background. At the dawn of the democratic era, his claim to be a cottage-bred man  true in strictly literal terms  had clear political advantages. Yet, as modern writers have been keen to stress, Uncle Lloyd (who was a shoemaker, and also a lay pastor at a local Baptist chapel) was a well-respected community figure and, as befitted a master craftsman, by no means impover-ished.4 The relative lack of material advantage aside, the young Lloyd George was in many ways luckier in his upbringing than the aristocratic young Churchill. The latters parents deputed his care to servants and boarding schools, their neglect being by no means totally benign. (Please do do do do do do come down to see me, he wrote to his mother from school when he was 16. Please do come. I have been disappointed so many times about your coming.5 To his own son he claimed not to have had more than a few hours continuous conversation with his father in his whole life.)6 For Lloyd George, though, Uncle Lloyd proved a more than adequate father substitute, doting on the boy and providing him with encouragement. He was no saint, as his rather cruel refusal to allow his other nephew to style himself William Lloyd George demonstrates. (He remained plain William George.) Nevertheless, his household provided the atmosphere, and the books, that allowed Lloyd George to become very well read at a young age. Churchill, for his part, was nearly 22 before the desire for learning came upon me, and, as a late-starting autodidact, set about supplementing his earlier and rather indifferent experience of private education.7

At the age of three and a half, David entered Llanystumdwy school, there being no local Nonconformist alternative to this Anglican establishment. He stayed there nearly twelve years, proving an apt, but not always obedient, student. In a famous episode that took place when he was 12 or 13, he rebelled against the schools requirement that even the Nonconformist majority of its pupils learn the Anglican catechism. On the day of the annual inspection by the diocesan representatives, he organized a conspiracy of silence, so that when the headmaster asked the children for a recital of the Creed, he was met only with a blank stare. His brother, who was also a pupil, was finally moved out of pity for the headmaster to end the
 protest. It had, however, the desired effect. As William George recalled: After this I never remember the children being marched to church on festival days, nor being called upon to make a public recital of the Creed of a Church of which neither they nor their parents were members.8 Although Lloyd George was soon to lose his religious faith, he retained throughout his life a strong Nonconformist sensibility, relishing singing the hymns he heard in Chapel and recounting anecdotes about Welsh preachers. Furthermore, rather like Churchill, he developed in time an inchoate belief in a Fate or Providence that, he thought, was preserving him in order that he might perform some great service to humanity.9 After his first visit to the House of Commons, on a Saturday in 1881 when the House was not sitting, he noted in his diary: I will not say but that I eyed the assembly in a spirit similar to that in which William the Conqueror eyed England on his visit to Edward the Confessor, as the region of his future domain. Oh, vanity!10

Churchill was born on 30 November 1874, only seven and a half months after his parents wedding. Whether or not his birth was a genuine case of prematurity is unclear. His father, Lord Randolph Churchill, had married Jennie Jerome, an American heiress, only after protracted financial negotiations between the families, and it is not impossible that the young couple had rather jumped the gun. Lord Randolphs father, the seventh Duke of Marlborough (who was the owner of Blenheim) had opposed the match. Years later, at the time of the controversy over Lloyd Georges notorious 1909 Budget, King Edward VII was irritated by a vulgar and American speech by Churchill in its favour. He claimed privately, with more than a hint of regret, that his own actions when he had been Prince of Wales had in some measure been responsible for this rhetorical excess. If it had not been for me and the Queen, that young man would never have been in existence . . . The Duke and the Duchess both objected to Randolphs marriage, and it was entirely owing to us that they gave way.11 This may have been an exaggeration, although the royal efforts doubtless played some part in the decision. What the story demonstrates for our purposes is that, for all the unhappiness experienced in his childhood, Winston Churchill had at least one potential advantage that David Lloyd George lacked: an impressive set of establishment connections.

Unfortunately, the mercurial and impetuous and unprincipled
 Lord Randolph, who had been elected to the House of Commons in the Conservative landslide of February 1874, quickly managed to turn himself into a social pariah. He achieved this by trying (as it was perceived) to blackmail the Prince of Wales in an attempt to save his own brother, the Marquess of Blandford, from scandal. Lord Ayles-ford, a friend of the Prince, was planning to divorce his wife, citing the Marquess as co-respondent. Lord Randolph wrote to the Prince to try to get him to prevent this and the attendant publicity. Furthermore, he threatened to publish the Princes own intimate letters to Lady Aylesford if he did not comply. The plan worked insofar as the divorce case was dropped, but the Prince was understandably outraged. The Queen, the Prime Minister and the Leader of the Opposition all learnt of the matter. Not only was Lord Randolph forced to apologize, but the Prince also ensured that he and his family were subjected to a comprehensive social boycott.

The Duke of Marlborough now accepted Prime Minister Benjamin Disraelis offer of the Lord Lieutenancy of Ireland, and Lord Randolph accompanied his father to Dublin as an unpaid private secretary. Hence Winston Churchills first memories were of that island. My nurse, Mrs. Everest, was nervous about the Fenians. I gathered these were wicked people and there was no end to what they would do if they had their way.12 (The horrific murder of the Chief Secretary of Ireland in 1882 showed these fears were not unreasonable.) Irish issues would be an important theme throughout both Churchills career and Lloyd Georges, from the Edwardian period to the early 1920s.

After the Tory defeat of 1880 Lord Randolph came back to London and embarked upon a parliamentary career that was as technically accomplished as it was opportunistic. As his successes mounted, the social ostracism eased. As a member of the so-called Fourth Party, a tiny group of brilliant rebels, he was as effective at goading his own partys leaders as he was at scoring off the Liberal front bench. On 28 April 1884, the 21-year-old Lloyd George, in London to take the final exams that would qualify him as a solicitor, witnessed him in action from the gallery.13 Lord Randolph tackled the Prime Minister, William Gladstone, to considerable effect. The business at hand was the Reform Bill, a measure that would bring about a major extension of the franchise and hence, it was expected, benefit the Liberals in future elections. An allied question was
 redistribution  that is the adjustment of the constituencies, which also had potentially important repercussions for the parties and in which the Tories had a deep interest. Gladstone, for sound tactical reasons, was determined to postpone discussion of redistribution until the current Bill was out of the way. Lord Randolph ridiculed his suggestion that the question would be dealt with the following year, suggesting that the government might not survive long enough to tackle it. Where will the Prime Minister and his government be next year? he asked. He would be a very bold man, indeed, who would hazard a conjecture.14 It was a clever piece of comedy, Lloyd George recalled much later. I thought Churchill an impudent puppy, as every Liberal was bound to do  but I thoroughly enjoyed his speech.15 (As regards the issues at hand, the parties in the end struck a deal whereby the Conservatives allowed the Reform Bill to pass the Lords in exchange for a redistribution measure out of which they did well.)

Lord Randolph cannot be credited with a particularly important role in provoking Lloyd Georges interest in politics (although he seems to have influenced his speaking style to some degree). The young Welshman had made his first political speech at the Portmadoc debating society in the autumn of 1878. He had been involved in electioneering in Caernarfonshire at the 1880 general election and at a subsequent by-election. And, as we have seen, he had been much stimulated by his 1881 Commons visit, quite some time before he saw Lord Randolph in action.

For the meantime, though, a political career remained a mere aspiration. Lloyd Georges years as an apprentice solicitor, the start of which coincided with his familys move to Criccieth, were hard ones. Although qualified and with his own practice, he achieved financial security only after his brother, who had followed him into the profession, joined him in 1887. At this time Winston Churchill was still a schoolboy. Dispatched to a preparatory school at Ascot at the age of seven, he experienced his fair share of the masters brutality. He recalled in his autobiography that flogging with the birch was a great feature of the schools curriculum, and claimed that the beatings exceeded in severity anything that would be tolerated in any of the Reformatories under the Home Office.16

The impact of this brutality on Churchills character is difficult to quantify. One day at the Paris Peace Conference in 1919 he, Lloyd
 George and Andrew Bonar Law (the Conservative leader) were sitting together at a restaurant. The talk turned to corporal punishment. Lloyd George claimed (quite inaccurately, according to his wife) to have led a campaign against flogging at his own school. Someone then put a question to Churchill. He responded: Thrashed? I have been misunderstood from my childhood up. Of course I was thrashed. There was a moments pause before Bonar Law turned to the Prime Minister and said, Ll.G, what would Winston have been like if he hadnt been thrashed?17

The schoolboy Churchills misery lasted two years until, in 1883, he was transferred to a school at Brighton run by two kindly and sympathetic ladies. Here, in a faint echo of Lloyd Georges earlier revolt, he staged an abortive religious rebellion. In this he was influenced by his nurses Low Church principles. The school often attended services at the towns Chapel Royal, and was accommodated in pews that ran north-south. In consequence, when the Apostles Creed was recited, everyone turned to the East, he remembered. I was sure Mrs. Everest would have considered this practice popish, and I conceived it my duty to testify against it. He thus remained in place without moving, but to his surprise, no one punished him for his demonstration, which did not even receive comment. However, on the next occasion, the school was shown into pews facing east. It seemed to him excessive to turn away from the east: I therefore became willy-nilly a passive conformist.18 Unlike Lloyd George, Churchill never did quite get the hang of religious politics.

The next staging post on his road of education was Harrow, which he entered in April 1888. His parents continued to show an almost total lack of interest in him. By this point Lord Randolphs political career had already imploded. After the Conservatives had triumphed over Gladstone at the Irish Home Rule election of July 1886, Lord Salisbury, the new Prime Minister, reluctantly appointed him as Chancellor of the Exchequer. That December Lord Randolph threatened to resign over army and navy estimates (spending proposals) he thought excessive: If the foreign policy of this country is conducted with skill and judgement our present huge and increasing armaments are quite unnecessary and the taxation which they involve perfectly unjustifiable.19 Salisbury, irritated with his Chancellors erratic behaviour, accepted his resignation, to the latters shock. Lord
 Randolph never held office again, his efforts to make a comeback thwarted by the disease, possibly syphilis, that destroyed him mentally before killing him in 1895. He was not quite 46.20

Winston Churchill, a strong partisan of his father, was too young at the time to understand the events surrounding his fall. Later, having himself switched to the Liberals, he re-imagined Lord Randolphs failed power-seeking manoeuvres as an exercise in principle.21 This reading of a demagogic and inconsistent Tory career was reflected in the Manchester Guardians review of Churchills biography of his father, which was published during the 1906 general election. A. F. Pollard, a noted historian, gave his readers a classic statement of the traditional Liberal case. He explained that international peace and the retrenchment of public expenditure that accompanied it implied a reduction of armaments, of the national debt, and consequently of the rate of interest. This in turn reduced the incomes of the richer classes who lived off investments, whilst cuts in armaments limited the naval and military posts upon which the younger sons of the aristocracy were so often quartered. That, he argued, was why lavish public expenditure was popular with the upper classes. For this reason Lord Randolphs attempt to convert his party into an instrument for economical administration was foredoomed to failure; and it is the hopelessness of this attempt which has driven his son to cross the floor of the House of Commons and take part in a Liberal Government.22 However, as will be seen in Chapter 3, when Churchill and Lloyd George fell out in early 1914 over the size of the Royal Navy, the latter pointedly and publicly recalled that Lord Randolph had resigned rather than agree to bloated spending on armaments. If Churchills fathers supposed legacy was exploitable for political purposes, it was by no means single-edged.

Lloyd George himself entered parliament when Lord Randolph was still on the scene (His glory has departed, his nerves are shattered, and his powers impaired, noted the newcomer).23 A few years earlier he had warned Margaret Owen, his future wife: My supreme idea is to get on . . . I am prepared to thrust even love itself under the wheels of my Juggernaut, if it obstructs the way.24 Appointed Secretary of the Anti-Tithe League for South Caernarfonshire in 1886, he carved out something of a niche for himself in Welsh radicalism, and soon sought to be nominated as the Liberal candidate for the constituency of Caernarfon Boroughs. The nomination was
 brought firmly within his grasp by his triumph in the 1888 Llanfrothen burial case. The rector of Llanfrothen had denied a family the right to bury one of their number in his churchyard with Nonconformist rites, as they were legally entitled to do. On Lloyd Georges advice they broke into the churchyard and buried the man themselves. The small-minded rector took them to court, the case hingeing on the precise legal status of the part of the churchyard where the body now lay. The prejudiced judge, amazingly enough, misrecorded the jurys verdict, which was favourable to the family. Conveniently for Lloyd George, his subsequent victory at the Court of Appeal came a mere two weeks before the Caernarfon Boroughs Liberal Association met to select a candidate. He was duly chosen. Somewhat more than a year later, in March 1890, the sitting Tory MP died of heart failure. After a hard-fought campaign, Lloyd George won the resultant by-election by a majority of 18.

In June he made his Commons maiden speech, on the subject of the licensing laws. At this time drink was seen as a major social problem, a gigantic evil linked to crime, disorder, prostitution and poverty. It was, moreover, a party political issue. Temperance was one of the great Nonconformist causes, and many radical Liberals urged popular control of the drink trade in the interest of the public good. Conservatives, for their part, tended to portray attempts at state regulation as part of a collectivist or socialistic assault on traditional British freedom; which in turn brought allegations that they were in the pay of the brewers and publicans. In 1889 Lord Randolph Churchill had described the trade as destructive and devilish and had gone on to introduce his own licensing Bill.25 This was a short-lived and somewhat opportunistic crusade, and Lloyd George used part of his speech to poke fun at it. Lord Randolphs previous temperance ardour had, the new MP claimed, evaporated. Like many another temperance advocate the holidays seem to have affected his temperance principles. His, at the best, was a kind of mushroom teetotalism, which grew no one knew why, or when, and which has disappeared, how, no one exactly knows; although it seemed the constant communications of the noble Lord with the licensed victuallers were to blame. He went on to describe both Lord Randolph and Joseph Chamberlain (the Conservative governments Liberal Unionist ally) as political contortionists . . . who can set their feet in one direction and their face in another.26

 This kind of raillery was Lloyd Georges stock-in-trade throughout his career. During his first years in parliament he used his rhetorical skills and his remorseless energy to considerable effect, but not, as far as the Liberal leadership was concerned, to a constructive one. He was determined to ensure that disestablishment of the Welsh Church took a prominent place in his partys agenda  although this was, by definition, an issue not likely to inspire the English voters whose support it needed. His rebelliousness was blamed  unfairly  by some for the eventual collapse of the con-genitally weak Liberal government of 18925. If he were to achieve the commanding position in Welsh politics he desired  and he would not manage it without setbacks  it was necessary for him to champion such issues. But if he were to progress from this, and achieve a position of national leadership in the United Kingdom as a whole, he also needed, in due course, to move beyond them. His opposition to the Boer War helped him do this. The war also brought Winston Churchill great public prominence  as a hero for the other side.

After leaving Harrow, where he had not distinguished himself greatly, Churchill had gained entry to the Royal Military Academy at Sandhurst at the third attempt. His time there, in 18934, ended very shortly before his fathers death in January 1895. The month after that he joined the Fourth Hussars, a cavalry regiment. In the autumn of the same year he gained his first experiences of both war and journalism. Taking advantage of an extended spell of leave, he travelled via the USA to Cuba, where the Spanish rulers were trying to put down a local rebellion. His reports to the newspapers earned him much-needed income: Lord Randolph had not left a great deal, and Churchills salary was insufficient to meet his expenses. Later, after he and his regiment had been sent to India, restlessness, financial necessity, and a willingness to pull strings led him to the adventure on the North-West Frontier that resulted in his first book. This, The Story of the Malakand Field Force (1898), brought him the friendly attention of Lord Salisbury. The Prime Ministers support in turn helped Churchill join Sir Herbert Kitcheners Sudan campaign, over the latters strenuous objections. Churchill participated in the September 1898 Battle of Omdurman, and was very critical of the conduct of Kitchener  with whom he and Lloyd George would clash during World War I. Churchill determined to reiterate the charge
 that the general had allowed the killing of enemy wounded: This will be very unpopular and I shall expect perfect scorn.27 However, the criticisms of Kitchener contained in the first edition of The River War (1899) were excised from the one-volume edition that came out after Churchill became an MP.28 In the spring of 1899 he left the army, and that summer stood as a Conservative at a by-election at Oldham, losing narrowly. In October he left for South Africa as a correspondent of the right-wing Morning Post. As he sailed, no shots had yet been fired, but it was clear that war between the British Empire and the Boers was imminent.

The Boers were South African Calvinists of mainly Dutch descent. The Transvaal (which, like the Orange Free State, was an independent Boer republic) had been annexed by the British in 1877. A surprise British defeat at the time of the first Boer War four years later led to the restoration of its autonomy, and an uneasy peace. Further conflict at last came about over the  ostensible  issue of the Uitlanders. These were (predominantly British) non-Boers who, attracted to the Transvaal in vast numbers largely by the discovery of vast mineral riches, were denied political rights by the Boers. Alfred Milner, the British High Commissioner in South Africa, and Joseph Chamberlain, Lord Salisburys powerful Colonial Secretary, determined on a tough line. Their demands for the extension of the franchise to the Uitlanders were finally rejected by the Transvaal government, which then issued an impossible ultimatum, making war inevitable. The British were now involved in a war that was either a bid to extend the Empires protection to fellow-countrymen in distress (Churchills opinion) or an outrage perpetuated in the name of human freedom (Lloyd George s). Lloyd George later claimed that he had been considered a little Englander and a traitor by Churchill for his views, although the latter denied this.29

The Boers scored early victories over the poorly led British forces. Learning of the disasters upon landing in South Africa, Churchill travelled to Estcourt, forty miles from Ladysmith, in Natal, which was under siege by Boer forces. On 15 November 1899, he joined a reconnaissance mission aboard an armoured train. When the train came under fire, and was then partially derailed by the Boers, Churchill, refusing to take his civilian status seriously, bravely took charge. Having helped get the engine with a cargo of wounded out of danger, he himself dismounted in order to track down the
 stragglers  and was promptly captured, as indeed those for whom he was looking had been. He languished for a few weeks in captivity in Pretoria before making a brilliant and daring escape, arriving safely at Durban on 23 December. I was received as if I had won a great victory, he recalled in his memoirs, adding: Youth seeks Adventure. Journalism requires Advertisement. Certainly I had found both. I became for the time quite famous.30 This fame helped ensure his victory at Oldham at the Khaki general election  so-called because of the successful Tory appeal to patriotic and militarist sentiment  in the autumn of the following year. Churchills result was but one part of a wider Conservative triumph, at a point when it seemed that the war (which in fact dragged on until May 1902) was as good as won.

The Tory victory had a hollow ring. Even before the war broke out, Lloyd George had predicted that the coming conflict would be the governments downfall. If they go on the war will be so costly in blood and treasure as to sicken the land, he told his wife.31 In fact, the immediate effect was to split the Liberal Party into pro-war Liberal Imperialist and anti-war pro-Boer factions. Yet the war exposed too the poor health of many of the would-be recruits, which promoted a cross-party concern. Widespread poverty, it was believed, was behind the physical deterioration of the working classes, which in turn threatened to weaken the nation as a whole. Revelations about social conditions not only took the shine off the military victories in South Africa, which at any rate were too long in coming, but also created an atmosphere from which the Liberals in due course benefited. The post-1905 welfare reforms, with which both Lloyd George and Churchill were to be closely associated, were in part the product of this quest for national efficiency  a catchphrase that incorporated the idea that it was necessary to improve social conditions in order to create an imperial people.

Lloyd Georges opposition to the war was not founded on anti-imperialism any more than it was on pacifism. Rather, he saw it as unnecessary, having come about because the government had sought redress of Uitlander grievances in such in such a way as to forestall compromise. It was conducted, also, in a cruel and blundering fashion. It was horribly expensive to boot, wasting money that could have been spent on social reform at home. As will be seen, these oft-repeated views made him on occasion the target of popular
 violence. They also provided the context for his first known reference to Churchill, made in a speech at Penrhyn Hall in Bangor on 13 April 1900 (i.e. some months in advance of the general election and thus before Churchill became an MP). It should be noted that this was only a passing remark made during a long speech. It should also be noted that it was not favourable. Here is how the North Wales Observer reported his words, and the response of the crowd: There were only forty thousand of the Boers; ten thousand had been wiped out. Mr. Winston Churchill had written that the only way to conquer the Boers was to grind them down, to kill them one by one, dozen by dozen, commando by commando (Shame).32

The two men met for the first time on 18 February the following year. This was the day that Churchill made his maiden Commons speech, following directly a speech by Lloyd George. The background to the days events was as follows: Lloyd George had put down an amendment proposing that subject to the overlordship of the British crown the Boers would receive full local autonomy when hostilities came to an end. If this were to be put to a Commons vote, though, it risked splitting the Liberal Party yet again: the Liberal Imperialists might well vote against it. Accordingly, Sir Henry Campbell-Bannerman, the partys leader and himself an opponent of the war, pressed his Chief Whip to discourage Lloyd George from moving it. In this he was successful.33 Nevertheless, Lloyd George did not tone down the language of his speech: It is difficult within the bounds of Parliamentary propriety to describe what one thinks about all this infamy which is perpetuated in the name of Great Britain in Africa.34 He knew in advance that Churchill was to reply to him, and that other members were expecting a cockfight. He is the new Tory bully, Lloyd George wrote to his brother. Bydded. [So be it.] Quite prepared.35

Churchill listened to Lloyd Georges speech with mounting anxiety. As he recalled in his memoirs, he had earlier learned that a rising young Welshman, a pro-Boer, and one of our most important bugbears, named Lloyd George would probably be called at about nine oclock that evening; and that he, Churchill, could follow him if he wished. Churchill had committed his own speech to memory, never having mastered the art of speaking off the cuff. Yet he was going to need to make some kind of link with what the previous speaker had said. In Churchills words:




Mr. Lloyd George spoke from the third bench below the gangway on the opposition side, surrounded by a handful of Welshmen and Radicals, and backed by the Irish Nationalist party . . . Encouraged by the cheers of the Celtic fringes he soon became animated and even violent. I constructed in succession sentence after sentence to hook on with after he should sit down. Each of these poor couplings became in turn obsolete. A sense of alarm and even despair crept across me.


Happily, though, Thomas Gibson Bowles, an experienced MP sitting beside him, suggested a phrase just in time. According to Churchills memory, Lloyd George then said that he would curtail his remarks as he was sure the House wished to hear a new member  although these words are not recorded in Hansard  and suddenly resumed his seat.36 Picking up on Bowless suggestion, Churchill began his speech by noting that Lloyd Georges intended amendment had been mild and moderate in tone, yet his speech had been very bitter. It seemed likely, therefore, that the moderation was that of Lloyd Georges political friends and leaders, but the bitterness was that of the man himself. It has been suggested to me that it might perhaps have been better, upon the whole, if the hon. Member, instead of making his speech without moving his Amendment, had moved his Amendment without making his speech.37 This remark received a cheer, and Churchill made it through the rest of his speech without either entirely suppressing his nerves or letting them cause him to come unstuck.

Much of the press coverage of Churchills effort made comparisons, favourable and otherwise, with the speaking style of his famous father. Some of it, though, commented on his duel with Lloyd George. Whereas the Unionist Daily Telegraph said that Churchill had summarized the latters rhetorical outburst in a cluster of happy phrases, the Liberal Daily News praised both men to differing degrees. Its article, written by the anti-war journalist H. W. Massingham, noted that The personal contrast was as striking as that of the treatment and method. Massingham harped on about the pleasing face, natural refinement and true parliamentary style of Lloyd George. By comparison, Churchills address, accent and appearance did not help him. But he has one quality  intellect. Remarks such as his comment on the impossibility of the ex-Boer republics returning
 to prosperity under military government showed that this young man has kept his critical faculty through the glamour of association with our arms.38 The fulsome remarks about Lloyd George were hardly surprising: the man himself had recently engineered a takeover of the paper by a moderate pro-Boer syndicate, and now sat on the papers board.39 But Massinghams (qualified) willingness to compliment Churchills views could also be seen as a sign that the member for Oldham was already recognized in Lloyd Georges circle as a pleasingly unconventional Tory. Given Lloyd Georges remark to his brother, though, it would be a mistake to push this idea too far. We may also note that in some other quarters of the Liberal Party Churchills speech was better received than Lloyd Georges. The former Home Secretary H. H. Asquith reported to his wife: Lloyd George made a long rather offensive attack on the army, & Winston made his dbut wh. was quite a success. It was not over elaborate or assured and was well received.40

Lloyd George and Churchills first meeting took place immediately after the debate. They were introduced at the bar of the House of Commons. In My Early Life, published in 1930, Churchill wrote: After compliments, he said Judging from your sentiments, you are standing against the Light. I replied You take a singularly detached view of the British Empire. Thus began an association which has persisted through many vicissitudes.41 In 1932 Lloyd George remembered the conversation in markedly similar terms. (It is, of course, by no means impossible that he was influenced in this by Churchills own account.) In 1938, though, he claimed that they first met in 1890, and throughout all the vicissitudes and quarrels between them their friendship had survived all these forty-eight years. This seems to have been a fabrication, although doubtless not a deliberate one. In 1890 Churchill had been only 16, and there is no other evidence to suggest such an early meeting.42 It was, however, an example of the way in which both men at various times romanticized their friendship by exaggerating its intensity, and in this case even its length. Their reasons for so doing were partly sentimental, but often, too, the myth of their unbroken amity had a certain political convenience.

It was by no means the case that the two men, upon their first meeting, immediately fell upon one another with the fervour of two long-separated kindred lizards (to use a phrase coined by Churchill
 in another context).43 The start of their friendship, as opposed to their acquaintanceship, would have to wait until political circumstances were more propitious. Within months of their first encounter, though, Lloyd George was exploiting that acquaintanceship publicly, as a means of hurting the government. At a peace meeting in Llanelli on 7 October, he tried to wound his opponent and future ally by the best means to hand: praising him. He observed:


Last week there was a very interesting speech delivered by a brilliant young Tory member, Mr. Winston Churchill. There is no greater admirer of his talents, I assure you, than the individual who is now addressing you, and many a chat have we had about the situation. We do not always agree, but at the same time we do not black each others eyes.


Churchill, Lloyd George went on, had observed that the war situation was serious and disquieting, and that the position is as momentous to-day as it was two years [ago] before the first shot was fired. This, he reminded his listeners, was the statement of a strong supporter of the war. Joseph Chamberlain had alleged that the speeches of the pro-Boers were bringing comfort to the enemy. If the Boers did indeed have the leisure to sit around reading speeches, he suggested, they would also read Churchills. They will say, We know him: that is the young fellow we caught in the armoured train; a bright, intelligent young lad, he is. They would see that the Unionists were saying that the British position was as bad as it had been two years earlier. Lloyd George continued: I ask . . . whether a statement like that of Mr. Winston Churchill is not much more likely to encourage the Boers than any poor speech that I can deliver.44

The comment about the two mens private talks is interesting evidence of the potential that already existed for a close relationship. But if, for the time being, Churchill was less hostile to Lloyd George than many Tories were, this was merely a measure of the extremity of the hatred the Welshman aroused. This found its most violent manifestation at the end of the year, when Lloyd George tried to deliver a speech in Birmingham, Chamberlains home city. Birmingham had some history of political disorder. In 1884 Lord Randolph Churchill and his colleague Sir Stafford Northcote were severely hustled when a Conservative meeting ended in riot. The disruption
 received arms-length encouragement from Chamberlain, who at that point was still a Liberal.45 When he arrived in the city on 18 December 1901, Lloyd George encountered a ferocious reception. Chamberlain had not generated the hostile atmosphere  the local press had done that  but nor had he sought to calm it down. A crowd of 30,000, many of them armed with an array of fearsome weaponry, surrounded the Town Hall, where Lloyd George was to speak. The hall itself had been infiltrated by protesters, and when he opened his mouth he was drowned out. According to The Times, there was no violence for a while, although stones were thrown through the windows by the crowd outside. Suddenly a rush was made for the platform and a number of men gained the raised structure placed in front for the reporters. The police . . . with considerable difficulty drove back the storming party.46 Lloyd George retired from the platform, and in the end made good his escape from the building disguised as a policeman.

The risk to Lloyd Georges person had been genuine. Churchills disgust at the events was intensified by a sense that the violence had been inexpedient as well as immoral. He wrote to J. Moore Bayley, a Birmingham Tory politician and an admirer of Lord Randolph, that the episode was a blot upon the good name of the city. I shudder to think of the harm that would have been done to the Imperial cause in South Africa if Mr Lloyd George had been mauled or massacred by the mob, he added. Personally, I think Lloyd George a vulgar, chattering little cad, but he will have gained a hundred thousand sympathisers in England by the late proceedings.47

Certainly, the episode heightened Lloyd Georges national prominence. Moreover, once the war came to an end in May 1902, when the Boers acknowledged British rule, a key source of the animosity towards him was removed, as was a cause of Liberal division. In addition, shortly before this, the government handed the Liberals another stick to beat it with. This, a long overdue Education Bill, was the brainchild of Arthur Balfour, who in July succeeded his uncle, Lord Salisbury, as Prime Minister. The Balfour Act was an intelligent attempt at reform, but it was politically explosive. It brought voluntary schools, including Church of England schools, under local government control. Nonconformists objected strenuously to subsidizing Anglican establishments through local taxation. Lloyd George rode the wave of protest, leading a high-profile and sophisticated
 campaign against the legislation; although he was considerably more willing than many of his supporters to reach a compromise. Under these conditions it was hardly surprising that Churchill found the idea of having to make a speech on the Bill  of which he was a strong advocate  a somewhat depressing prospect.48

In 1903, there was a further shift in the political landscape. This was over the issue of trade. Britain had for decades been a free trade country. The 1846 abolition of the Corn Laws (which restricted imports in order to protect British farmers) had been a crucial moment in the transition to a laissez-faire system under which consumers had benefited from cheap imports. This system formed the bedrock of late-Victorian prosperity, but it was increasingly called into question as the USA and Germany, which protected their own industries through the use of tariffs, threatened to outstrip Britain economically. Such fears of decline lay behind Joseph Chamberlains public announcement, on 15 May 1903, of his conversion to a new scheme of tariffs, including a system of imperial preference whereby countries within the Empire would treat each others products more favourably than goods that came from outside. This plan for tariff reform would, crucially, have raised tariffs on foodstuffs. For the Liberals, free trade was an article of faith. Seizing their opportunity, they attacked Chamberlains proposed food taxes as an imposition on the working classes.

The Tories were divided. Churchill quickly came out against Chamberlains proposals. The issue provided the occasion for, if not necessarily the cause of, Churchills transition to the Liberals in 1904. (Balfour, for one, always believed that he left the Tories because he was not given high office.)49 It was thus the precondition for his subsequent alliance with Lloyd George. It is worth asking, therefore, where Churchills ideas on the subject of trade came from. Certainly, he was influenced by his reading of Adam Smith (whom he had read when in India), John Stuart Mill and the French economist Claude Frederic Bastiat; and also received informal briefings from Sir Francis Mowat, the Permanent Secretary of the Treasury.50 By his own account, though, his most important initial grounding in free trade arguments came from a source hitherto unsuspected by historians: the work of Leo Chiozza Money.

Although now almost completely forgotten, Chiozza Money achieved some renown in the first decades of the twentieth century
 as a politician and economic thinker. Born in Genoa in 1870, his original name was Leone Giorgio Chiozza. By the 1890s (but exactly when is not clear) he had moved to England. He was an expert statistician and was managing editor of Commercial Intelligence from 1898 to 1903. He was a Liberal MP from 1906 to 1918 (with a short break in 1910), and rendered Lloyd George magnificent service with regard to the 1911 National Insurance scheme.51 He won the admiration of Churchill, who told him: You are a master of efficient statistics and no one states a case with more originality and force.52 He was parliamentary private secretary to Lloyd George at the Ministry of Munitions during the Great War, and then served as a junior minister. He was knighted in 1915. At the end of the war Chiozza Money switched to the Labour Party, for whom he unsuccessfully contested a seat in 1918; he never sat in parliament again. In 1928 he was acquitted of committing an indecent offence with a young lady in Hyde Park, in a case that became a cause clbre because of the defects it revealed in police procedures; but five years later he was convicted of indecency with a woman in a railway carriage. In the 1930s he drifted towards sympathy for the European dictators. He died in 1944.53

His particular impact on Churchill derived from his book British Trade and the Zollverein Issue, published in July 1902. This work sought to expose the weaknesses of the various tariff proposals that were, by this time, already in the air. Chiozza Money noted that nobody was proposing a true British Zollverein or Imperial Customs Union, i.e. a system of complete free trade between members of the Empire and a common external tariff. Rather, he observed, what was urged was a system whereby all Empire countries would levy such duties as they saw fit, but would, nonetheless, charge lower, or preferential, rates on each others products than on those of foreign countries. Although this idea was superficially appealing, it was impractical, he argued: If we are to make the most of our national existence we must lay under contribution every known source of the commodities we require . . . In but few cases are the best and cheapest supplies procurable in our colonies. It follows, therefore, that an industrial nation like ours cannot afford to benefit the colonies by giving a tariff preference to their products, for, while they have little besides raw materials and food to sell, they cannot supply them in sufficient quantities to support our industries and people.54

 At the time the book was published, Churchill had not made up his mind on the issue. My instinct is profoundly against the Zollverein, he wrote in May 1902, but I should like to see the case for it set out in black and white; for after all it is primarily a matter of profit and loss, and it might be worth our while  though I do not think it likely  to pay something by this means to the Colonies (for this is what it comes to) in return for some substantial accession of military strength  such as is undoubtedly in their power to confer.55 Chiozza Moneys arguments had the effect of confirming his instincts. As Churchill wrote to the author in 1914: I well remember in 1904 travelling to London with Sir Michael Hicks Beach [Chancellor of the Exchequer 18856 and 18951902] & hearing him praise your destructive analysis of Chamberlain[]s Preferential tariff. From this work I learned my first and soundest lessons on that wide question.56

It must be said that Churchills recollections at this point were clearly somewhat loose. To begin with, he was wrong about the date. He himself recommended the book to a correspondent  [It] puts some direct practical considerations forward with a force difficult to ignore  as early as July 1903.57 What we do not know, therefore, is whether Churchill had read it before Chamberlains dmarche, or even as early as October 1902, when he first hinted to Lord Rosebery that the tariff issue, should it arise, might provide the cue for them to work together in a Tory-Liberal central coalition.58 Equally, we must not forget that Churchill may have been trying to flatter Chiozza Money by playing up the influence the book had had on him. As will be seen in a later chapter, at the point when he wrote this letter he was trying to recruit his help in a crucial political battle with Lloyd George. Still, there seems no reason to doubt his central contention: that Chiozza Money had an early and important impact on his thinking about trade.

Churchill remained flexible, however. Balfour announced his conversion to the idea of tariffs for the purposes of retaliation against other countries trade barriers, this moderate idea falling well short of Chamberlains grander scheme. Churchill favoured that principle, and also wanted a scientific, disinterested and impartial inquiry . . . to see how that principle can be applied.59 Although he subsequently denounced Balfours policy, he did so only after concluding that it was merely an embroidered curtain to conceal the preparation of
 the Chamberlain battering rams.60 He later noted that Chamberlain benefited from keeping his proposals vague and uncertain, as Very few people would pay for lottery tickets after the result has been declared.61

It must be emphasized, though, that although Churchill came down firmly on the side of free trade, he was not immediately disposed to make a straightforward transfer of allegiance to the Liberals. Rather, he continued to assert (in private) that With a little care we might very easily set up a great Central government neither Protectionist nor Pro boer.62 That is to say, he hoped for a coalition government incorporating the moderate elements in both parties. He hoped this would be headed by Lord Rosebery, who, although a total failure as Liberal Prime Minister in 18945, continued to inspire his would-be supporters with occasional and eloquent disquisitions. The idea that Rosebery would again take an active part in politics was, though, little more than a pipe dream.

Even had it been otherwise, Lloyd George was not the most obvious candidate for inclusion in such an administration. Churchill, indeed, was alert to the dangers of being publicly associated with him. In October he wrote to Alfred Harmsworth (later Lord Northcliffe), the owner of the Daily Mail, protesting at the heading the paper had placed above some extracts from a letter written by Churchill to his constituents. The heading seems to attribute to me the use of a somewhat crude joke that Mr. Lloyd George made at Oldham on Saturday, and it looked at first sight to others  (though not I confess to me) as if it were intended to create prejudice against me.63 All the same, Churchill recognized by this time that if Lord R lets the opportunity pass, it may never return.64 Roseberys continued refusal to take a leadership role foreclosed Churchills already narrowing options. He needed new comrades.
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