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Preface

When I completed the final chapter of this book, at the end of February 2001, I was only a few days younger than was Churchill at the end of his second premiership, forty-six years earlier. Amid all the many who have written on or around Churchill – somewhere between fifty and a hundred – I can at least claim to be the only octogenarian who has ventured into the list. I suppose I can also claim to have had the widest parliamentary and ministerial experience of his biographers.

On the other hand I cannot claim really to have known Churchill. I was introduced to him by my father on a (to me) memorable occasion in 1941 when, the old chamber having been destroyed by bombs, the House of Commons was meeting in its temporary home of Church House in Dean’s Yard, Westminster. At around that time I listened to several of his most notable orations, some in Parliament, some broadcast, and throughout the war and its aftermath he was an immanent presence in my life, and in that of my contemporaries.

Seven years after that brief encounter of 1941 I became a young MP and sat in the House of Commons with him for the next sixteen years. With varying degrees of appreciation – I was of course in the opposite party – I observed his performance, first in opposition, then as head of his second government, and finally during the nine years of his parliamentary somnolence. I was aware of witnessing something unique, but also remote and unpredictable. It was like looking at a great mountain landscape, which could occasionally be illuminated by an unforgettable light but could also descend into lowering cloud, from the terrace of a modest hotel a safe distance away. I had no significant conversation with him during those sixteen years. I doubt if he knew who I was, although I became a member of the Other Club (over which he had kept a very tight control) at the end of his life, but only arrived in time to attend his obituary dinner.

However, although I had many inhibitions about venturing into a Churchill biography, the slightness of the acquaintanceship was not among them. I do not believe that biography demands or even necessarily profits from personal knowledge. It can distort as much as it illuminates. I never saw Charles Dilke or Asquith, but I do not feel that my lives of them suffered from this particular deficiency, any more than I thought that my now fifty-three-year-old piece of juvenilia about Attlee, whom I did know well, was made of higher quality as a result.

Even more obviously than with Dilke and Asquith, I never knew or saw Gladstone. I was at the start very hesitant about engaging with the Grand Old Man of Victorian politics, but that was for the quite different reason that I feared his larger-than-life quality made him too big a subject for me, and in particular that I would be defeated by his absorption in theological and liturgical disputes. Once launched on the project, however, I never regretted having undertaken Gladstone.

Similar inhibitions initially applied even more strongly to Churchill. And the scale of the existing literature about him was several times more formidable than that about Gladstone. Progress from Asquith to Gladstone to Churchill is exponential. If there is five times as much about Gladstone as about Asquith, there is at least ten times as much about Churchill as about Gladstone. On the other hand, after Gladstone, I had come to be attracted rather than inhibited by big subjects. To have tried to write a full-length book about a medium-grade even if inherently interesting subject, say William Harcourt or John Morley, both of whom could do with reappraisals, would be the equivalent of trying to get excited, after a Himalayan expedition, by an amble up Snowdon.

There were two decisive figures who persuaded me to undertake Churchill. The first was Andrew Adonis. He put the issue with almost exactly the same sentiment as that of the preceding sentence. ‘After Gladstone,’ he said, ‘there is one direction, and only one direction to go which will not be an anti-climax, and that is Churchill.’ The other influence, even more conclusive if not equally formative, was that of Lady Soames (Mary Churchill). When I was still hesitating she was as generous in encouragement as she has since been in help, although never wanting to see anything that I had written until it was past the point of no recall. ‘I would much like another Liberal study of my father,’ she enthusiastically said, referring back to Lady Violet Bonham Carter’s 1965 Winston Churchill as I Knew Him. I only hope that she will not be as disapproving of some aspects of this book as, despite that being essentially favourable (as is this), was Lady Violet (née Asquith) of my 1964 biography of her father.

As with Gladstone, so with Churchill I never had subsequent regrets. I found him even more rewarding as a focus of interest and effort than I had found Gladstone. Indeed, as will be seen in the last paragraph of the text, in the course of the process I changed my mind about their relative qualities as wholly exceptional specimens of humanity, and would now put Churchill marginally ahead of Gladstone. A sceptic might say this proves nothing more than that I have the self-centredness to regard whatever book I am currently engaged on as being more important than any others. It does not however make me regard the subjects of my absorption with excessive reverence. I have become increasingly convinced that great men have strong elements of comicality in them. This was certainly true of Gladstone and Churchill, and, as an offstage example, it was also true of General de Gaulle, who was two-thirds a political giant and one-third a figure of fun.

I do not claim to have unearthed many new facts about Churchill. With published sources about him on their existing scale this would be almost impossible. Nor am I a great partisan of the ‘revelatory’ biography. Churchill in life was singularly lacking in inhibition or concealment. There are consequently no great hidden reservoirs of behaviour to be tapped. Nearly all the facts have been provided in the massive eight-volume official biography started by Randolph Churchill but essentially done by Sir Martin Gilbert, with the dates of publication extending from 1966 to 1988. Every student of Churchill’s life is necessarily dependent upon these, and perhaps even more upon the Companion Volumes of supporting documents, thirteen of them up to 1939, with a further three, re-entitled War Papers, taking the documentation to the end of 1941. When this rich seam (for the moment) runs out, the deprivation is quickly felt. Any subsequent writer is deeply in Martin Gilbert’s debt.

I also have heavy debts to Andrew Adonis, the source of the already quoted piece of decisive advice. He in addition cast his encyclopaedic and critical eye over every page of the typescript. At one stage last autumn, when I thought that illness might prevent my writing the last eight chapters of the book, I decided that he was the only person who could possibly do it for me. Fortunately that did not prove necessary, but my debt to him nonetheless remains pre-eminent. He alone has impaired my rule that every sentence comes out in my own laborious and almost illegible long-hand. Three or four necessary linking passages of a few hundred words, only lightly amended by me, have come from his pen.

Next my debt is to my secretary, Gimma Macpherson, who with a little intermediate help from me transformed the nearly illegible manuscript into typescript, while also exhibiting a lively and encouraging interest in the narrative. Then there are those who, purely voluntarily, read every word of the resultant typescript and made many helpful criticisms and suggestions: Max Hastings; Arthur Schlesinger; the late Lord Harris of Greenwich; and, of course, my wife. Others read individual chapters or groups of chapters.

In addition there are those who might be described as the professional midwives of the book: Michael Sissons, my literary agent who was a part initiator of the idea and an unfailing source of encouragement; Ian Chapman (Junior) and then Jeremy Trevathan at Macmillan who were responsible for seeing it turn into a handsome volume; Peter James who is the prince of detailed editors; Robbie Low who did meticulous work on the reference footnotes; and Elisabeth Sifton of Farrar, Straus and Giroux, New York, who in the course of demanding many clarifications for the American edition also did much to make the text more comprehensible to some British readers.

ROY JENKINS

East Hendred

April 2001


Glossary of Parliamentary Terms

Churchill was a great parliamentarian and a member of the House of Commons (with two short intervals) for nearly sixty-four years. As such he naturally used a lot of parliamentary terms which may appear as incomprehensible jargon to non-British readers, and perhaps indeed to many British ones as well. But it would be depressingly denuding to strip his own language or mine in writing about him of such terms. I have therefore decided to attempt a glossary, primarily but not exclusively for American readers, in the hope that this will shed some light on to arcane mysteries.

Constituencies: Relatively small geographical areas from which MPs are elected by a simple plurality. The total number has varied but there have broadly been about 650 for a population which in 1900 was little more than thirty million and in 2000 barely sixty million. Until the Third Reform Act of 1885 nearly all constituencies were two-member, both in the boroughs (towns and cities) and in the (broadly) rural counties. After that most constituencies became single-member, but some two-member exceptions remained and included two of Churchill’s constituencies: Oldham in Lancashire from 1900 to 1906 and Dundee in Scotland from 1908 to 1922. In these exceptions candidates habitually had a ‘running mate’, nearly always of the same party. There has never been a ‘locality rule’ in British politics. No residential qualification is required and many of the most famous figures have been elected in the course of their careers from a bewildering geographical spread. Latterly this has become more difficult, although not impossible. Neither Margaret Thatcher nor Tony Blair had any connection with their constituencies until they came to represent them in Parliament. Churchill’s electoral contests embraced not only Lancashire and Scotland, but also London suburbia, as well as the East Midlands city of Leicester and the Abbey division of Westminster, the home ground of Parliament itself.

In these circumstances constituency chairmen, voluntary officials although often rewarded with knighthoods, were important in keeping non-locally bred MPs in touch with local opinion. There were also, until 1950 when they were abolished, twelve university seats as a little berry on the tree of geographical representation. The electorates here were the graduates of the respective universities.

Constituences are regularly reviewed by boundary commissions to ensure an approximate equality of electorates in the face of demographic fluctuations. Their boundaries may be redrawn, or the constituencies themselves may be merged or divided, and their names are often therefore changed.

Division: A term used in two senses, although the former appears much more in this book:

(i) a vote in the House of Commons (or occasionally the House of Lords) when members file through either the ‘aye’ or the ‘no’ division lobby and have their names recorded by parliamentary clerks. But although the name-checking is done by clerks the actual counting of the votes is done by MPs, two from each side, who stand at the exit doors to each lobby. Anyone calling a division thus has to put in two ‘tellers’, who do not nominally vote. Confusingly, therefore, the numbers voting on either side should always be augmented by two to give the accurate picture of how the House divided. As divisions are mostly conducted on party lines it is usual to refer to ‘the Tory lobby’ or ‘the Labour lobby’ or ‘the Liberal lobby’.

(ii) Division is also an alternative name for a constituency, in American terms the equivalent of a Congressional district. In this sense it is natural to talk about the Central Division or the North or West or East or South divisions of a big provincial city.

Parliaments: The House of Commons is elected at a general election for a parliamentary term of five years, and the party leader who is able to command a majority in the Commons is invited by the Sovereign to form a government: this is when a Prime Minister is said to ‘kiss hands’. The parliamentary term is divided into annual sessions, each session ending when Parliament is prorogued; at any time within the term, Parliament may be dissolved and a new general election held. (Both prorogation and dissolution are in the prerogative of the crown, although in practice the decision is the Prime Minister’s.) The period between sessions is known as a recess, though the word can also be applied to other periods when the House does not sit. A constituency which loses its MP through death or retirement during the life of a parliament must elect another at a bye-election.

The Address: Each year’s session of Parliament begins with a Queen’s (or King’s) speech, delivered by the Sovereign from the Throne in the House of Lords, but written for her (or him) by the government and is a statement of government legislative and other intentions for the year. The Prime Minister then moves a ‘loyal address’ thanking the Sovereign for ‘the Gracious Speech from the Throne’. The Opposition or an individual member can then put down amendments in the form of ‘while thanking Her (His) Majesty for the Gracious Speech regrets’ that X or Y is or is not included. If the government is defeated on an amendment to the Address it would be regarded as a central challenge to its authority, calling for either its resignation or a general election.

The Chamber: MPs debate in the Commons chamber, the government side sitting on benches to the right of the Speaker’s Chair, the opposition parties to the left. A member who changes his party is thus said to have crossed the floor. Front-benchers (members of the government and their Opposition equivalents) speak from one or other of two despatch boxes; all others speak from the back benches. The government front bench is also known as the Treasury bench. A gangway cuts through the middle of the benches on both sides. Close to the Speaker’s chair is the official box, where civil servants may be consulted by government ministers. The division lobbies – two long, narrow corridors – are parallel to but outside the chamber on either side. Arrangements in the House of Lords are similar, except that it has no Speaker and no Speaker’s Chair; instead debates are inactively presided over by the Lord Chancellor – or his deputy – seated on the Woolsack.

Procedure: Every bill presented to Parliament goes through several stages. The first reading in the House of Commons is a formal notification of the bill, an announcement of its long title (the bill itself may not yet have been drafted, but it cannot range further than the long title). The second reading is a general debate on the merits of the bill; if defeated on the vote at this stage, the bill cannot be reintroduced in the same session. The bill then goes to the committee stage, when it receives detailed examination clause by clause from a committee of the whole House or (an innovation of the Attlee government) from a standing committee consisting of up to fifty members appointed in proportion to the party strength in the House. There follows the report stage on the floor of the House, when the bill and any amendments agreed in committee are subjected to further detailed examination. Last there is a third reading, and if the bill is passed it then goes to the House of Lords for similar treatment. A bill passed by both Houses is enacted only when it receives the royal assent.

Prime Minister’s questions, recently unhelpfully gladiatorial, are short, regular sessions during which MPs may put questions to the PM.

Proceedings in both Houses are reported verbatim (though often tidied up to produce a greater elegance than the MP actually achieved) in the daily Official Report known as Hansard, after the name of the original printers.

Whips: The Leader of the House, who is a member of the Cabinet, is in charge of the business of the House, but the day-to-day organization of Commons business is in the hands of the party ‘whips’, one Chief Whip and perhaps eight or ten assistants on each side. On the government side their principal business is to expedite the passing of legislation. They issue a weekly instruction to their supporters about when important votes are likely and into which lobby they should go. These instructions can be defied, although it requires unusual boldness to do so at all frequently.

There are also occasional ‘free’ (or unwhipped) votes, particularly on private member’s bills, which are proposed by backbenchers not ministers and for which limited time is available.

During most of Churchill’s career the Whips’ Office also had certain extra-parliamentary functions in relation to the proposing of candidates for constituencies and the raising of party funds. These functions have recently fallen into desuetude.

It was also traditionally the case that whips’ tasks were workaday, not attracting those who rose high in politics. Latterly, however, both Sir Edward Heath and John Major have come to the premiership through the Whips’ Office.

The Franchise: Until the ‘Great’ Reform Act of 1832 Britain had a pattern of those entitled to vote which was both haphazard and highly restrictive. Even after that it remained restrictive, with only 650,000 able to vote. In 1867 the Second Reform Act, mainly by giving the vote to heads of working-class families in the boroughs, put the number up to nearly 2,000,000. In 1885 it went to about 5,000,000 and remained there until female suffrage began in 1918. Universal votes for all over eighteen (except for peers and lunatics) did not however arrive until 1970.

A further restriction on simple democracy was that the ‘business vote’ persisted until 1950. This gave a second or even a third or fourth vote to those who occupied business premises away from their homes. Such votes were significant in city centres such as Churchill’s 1906–8 Manchester constituency.

The Privy Council is a somewhat archaic survival from the Councils of medieval and early-modern monarchs, which figure much in Shakespeare’s historical plays. The Privy Council today has over 600 members and is summoned as a whole only on the accession of a new sovereign. Very small groups of Privy Councillors (the quorum is as low as four) meet with the Queen quite frequently formally to approve orders in council (executive acts) which are decided upon by the government. Of the 600 members of the Privy Council 150 or so are members of the House of Commons. All full ministers automatically become so on appointment and retain the rank for life. Thus Churchill was a Privy Councillor for the last fifty-seven years of his life and I have been one for thirty-seven years. They are addressed as ‘Right Honourable’ on envelopes and as ‘the right honourable gentleman’ or ‘the right honourable lady’ in parliamentary debates. They have traditionally enjoyed some priority in being called to speak in the House of Commons, but that has recently been eroded. As well as ministers and ex-ministers some senior backbenchers have the rank bestowed upon them.

The Lord President of the Council is one of the so-called sinecure offices, allowing membership of Cabinet without fixed duties. The others are the Lord Privy Seal and the Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster.


PART ONE

A BRASH YOUNG MAN

1874–1908


1

A DOUBTFUL PROVENANCE

Churchill’s provenance was aristocratic, indeed ducal, and some have seen this as the most important key to his whole career. That is unconvincing. Churchill was far too many faceted, idiosyncratic and unpredictable a character to allow himself to be imprisoned by the circumstances of his birth. His devotion to his career and his conviction that he was a man of destiny were far stronger than any class or tribal loyalty. There have been politicians of high duty and honour – Edward Halifax and Alec Douglas-Home immediately spring to mind – who did see life through spectacles much bounded by their landed background. But Churchill was emphatically not among them. Apart from anything else, he never had any land beyond his shaky ownership (and later only occupation) of the 300 acres surrounding Chartwell, the West Kent house only twenty-four miles from London which he bought in 1922 and just managed, with financial subventions from friends, to cling on to for the remaining four decades of his life.

The second reason was that the Marlborough heritage was not one which stood very high in esteem, record of public service or secure affluence. The family had a memorable swashbuckling founder in John Churchill, the victor in the first decade of the eighteenth century of the battles of Blenheim, Ramillies, Oudenaarde and Malplaquet, who acquired a fine mansion among other rewards. But even this first Duke, although he inspired Winston Churchill to write four resonant volumes of praise (and of refutation of the historian Thomas Babington Macaulay’s criticism) just over 200 years after his death, was as famous for ruthless self-advancement as he was for martial prowess; and the house, as its name of Blenheim Palace implies and as its size-enhancing Vanburgh architecture was dedicated to achieving, was showy even by the standards of the time.

Subsequent holders of the dukedom contributed little distinction and much profligacy. In 1882, when the seventh in the line had been reached, Gladstone, who in general had an excessive respect for dukes, claimed that none of the Marlboroughs had shown either morals or principles. Certainly no lustre to the family name was added by the second, third or fourth Dukes. The fifth was a talented gardener, but he seriously dissipated the Marlborough fortune and had to abandon the fine subsidiary estate (now the site of Reading University) where he had exercised his botanical skills. The sixth was almost equally extravagant. The seventh, who was the father of Lord Randolph and hence the grandfather of Winston Churchill, made the nearest approach to respectability and a record of public service. He was an MP for ten years, Lord President of the Council under both Derby and Disraeli in 1867–8, and Lord Lieutenant of Ireland for the last four years of Disraeli’s second government.*

As a father this seventh Duke’s record was at once more dramatic and more mixed. On the one hand he produced a two-generation dynasty which made the name of Churchill resound throughout Britain’s national life in a way that it had not done since the death of the first Duke in 1722. On the other, the resonance, in the case of Lord Randolph, had a distinctly meretricious note to it. And Lord Randolph’s elder brother was, in the words of an eminent modern historian, ‘one of the most disreputable men ever to have debased the highest rank in the British peerage’.1 He appropriately bore the name of Blandford, the title of the Marlborough heir, for most of his relatively short life, during which he was expelled from Eton, got caught up in two sexual scandals, one of which involved him in a violent quarrel with the Prince of Wales (in which quarrel the fault may not have been unilateral), and sold off, as a short-term staunching operation, the formidable Marlborough picture collection. About his only constructive act was to install electric light and a rudimentary form of central heating at Blenheim. That was paid for by his second wife, who as a rich American provided sustaining dollars and began a strong Churchill family tradition of looking matrimonially westward. This example was followed by both his son, the ninth Duke, Winston Churchill’s cousin and near contemporary, who married two transatlantic heiresses, and by his younger brother (Lord Randolph Churchill), who married one (Winston Churchill’s mother). The fortune of the father of Lady Randolph was however a little precarious. Furthermore he was unwilling to contribute much of it to the sustenance of the Churchill family.

Since the eighth Duke there have been another three Marlboroughs. Of these subsequent three, while they rose somewhat above the level of the eighth Duke, it is difficult to find much that is positive to say. Winston Churchill’s family background, while nominally of the highest aristocracy, was subtly inferior to that of a Cavendish, a Russell, a Cecil or a Stanley.

He was born on 30 November 1874 and, mainly by accident, at the very core of this slightly doubtful purple – in Blenheim Palace, although in a singularly bleak-looking bedroom. The accident arose out of his being two months premature. He should have been born in January in the small but fashionable house in Charles Street, Mayfair which his father had rented to receive him, or more purposefully perhaps to use as a base for the somewhat rackety metropolitan life of which Lord Randolph and his bride of only seven and a half months’ standing were equally fond. This house not being ready, they had taken autumn refuge in Blenheim, and, as Lord Randolph put it in a letter to his mother-in-law in Paris, ‘She [Lady Randolph] had a fall on Tuesday walking with the shooters, and a rather imprudent and rough drive in a pony carriage brought on the pains on Saturday night. We tried to stop them, but it was no use.’2 Neither the London obstetrician nor his Oxford auxiliary could arrive in time, although it was over twenty-four hours to the birth from the onset of the labour pains, and the baby was born very early on the Monday morning with the assistance only of the Woodstock country doctor. Both mother and baby survived this paucity of attention perfectly healthily – as did the local doctor, who whether as a result or not was able himself to migrate to a London practice a decade or so later.

Everything to do with Winston Churchill’s arrival in the world was done in a hurry. Perhaps Lord Randolph’s most remembered phrase (and phrases were his strongest suit) was his description of Gladstone as ‘an old man in a hurry’. His own style was at least equally that of a young man in a hurry, almost in a constant frenzy of impatience, and perhaps rationally so, for, although thirty-nine years his junior, he predeceased Gladstone by three years. The hurry was pre-eminently true of his courtship of Miss Jennie Jerome. They first met at a Cowes regatta shipboard party on 12 August 1873 and became engaged to be married three days later.

There then intervened the only period of semi-stasis in the saga. The Jerome family were in fact a very suitable American family for a Marlborough alliance. Leonard Jerome was a New York financial buccaneer. Winston Churchill, in his still highly readable although hagiographic 1905 biography of his father, was to describe Jerome as having ‘founded and edited the New York Times’.3 This owed more to family piety than to truth. Jerome had briefly in the course of some financial deals been a part proprietor of the Times. But what he was strong in was not newspaper publishing but horse racing, having founded both the Jerome Park track and the Coney Island Jockey Club. There was a touch of Joseph P. Kennedy about him. There was even a suggestion that he named his second daughter after Jenny Lind, the ‘Swedish nightingale’ (although the spelling was different), who was his current principal inamorata. He was pleased at the idea of this second daughter marrying an English duke’s son (even if he was not the heir), but not to the extent of being willing, in the joke which John F. Kennedy was to make about his father’s financing of the 1960 Presidential campaign, ‘to pay for a landslide’. The seventh Duke was at first opposed to the whole idea of the union, being unimpressed by the uncontrolled precipitateness of his son’s passion, and believing moreover that ‘this Mr J. seems to be a sporting, and I should think vulgar kind of man’, who was evidently ‘of the class of speculators; he has been bankrupt twice; and may be so again’.4 Over the autumn the Duke was brought reluctantly to overcome these objections of principle by his son’s determination. He was the first but by no means the last of the Marlboroughs to have to deal with the fathers of American heiresses and he set a pattern of believing that the least consuegros could do for the honour of such a noble alliance was generously to finance it.

There were however two difficulties. First, Leonard Jerome, true to the Duke’s descriptions of the hazards of his occupation, was in a speculative downturn. He had been badly mauled by the plunge of the New York stock exchange of that year (1873). Second, he claimed to hold advanced New World ideas about the financial rights of married women. (This was before the British Married Women’s Property Act of 1882 gave women any property rights against their husbands.) The Duke assumed that whatever settlement could be obtained would be under the exclusive control of his son. Jerome thought it should be settled on his daughter. This led to a good deal of haggling which went on into the spring of 1874. Eventually a compromise was reached, by which Jerome settled a sum of £50,000 (approximately £2.5 million at present values), producing an income of £2,000 a year, with a half of both capital and income belonging to the husband and a half to the wife. The Duke settled another £1,100 a year for life on Randolph which gave the couple the equivalent of a present-day income of a little more than £150,000 a year, a sum which guaranteed that they would live constantly above their income and be always in debt.

As soon as this settlement was reached they were married, on 15 April 1874. It cannot be said that the wedding took place en beauté. It was not at Woodstock, or in a suitable London church, or a Fifth Avenue equivalent. It was in the British Embassy in Paris. The Jeromes attended and were among the very few witnesses, but neither Marlborough parent did; Blandford represented the family. However there was no ostracism at home. The couple were welcomed at Blenheim and in May were given a public reception in Woodstock, for which small family borough Lord Randolph had been first and fairly narrowly elected a member of Parliament at the general election of February 1874. He was twenty-five years of age at the time both of his election and of the birth of Winston Churchill. Jennie Churchill was twenty.

She had passed most of her adolescence in Paris, which Mrs Jerome appeared to prefer to New York, was considered a beauty and had already attracted much admiration before she met Lord Randolph. Her looks were undoubtedly striking, but what emerges most clearly from many photographs is that she quickly assumed an appearance which was hard, imperious and increasingly self-indulgent. Her performance as a wife, and indeed as a mother, was at least as mixed as that of the seventh Duke of Marlborough as a father. She and Randolph undoubtedly began upon a basis of mutual passion. Although they both liked a fashionable London life she accepted with calmness and even contentment the three years of virtual exile to Dublin which followed from her husband’s 1876 quarrel (over a lady, but on his brother’s, not his own, part) with the Prince of Wales. Her second son, Jack, was born in the Irish capital at the beginning of 1880. There has long been a strong suggestion that this boy had a different father from Winston Churchill, although this did not prevent the two brothers being close at various periods of their lives, notably in South Africa at the turn of the century and at the peak of Winston Churchill’s career in the Second World War, when he accommodated the widowered Jack in 10 Downing Street. The most romantic candidate for alternative parenthood was Count Charles Kinsky, an Austrian diplomat of high aristocratic connection and of a proud elegance reminiscent of Sargent’s portrait of Lord Ribblesdale. Lady Randolph was much taken up with him in the early and mid-1880s but the dates are wrong for giving him a procreative role; he did not arrive in London until 1881. If the legitimacy of Jack Churchill is challenged, a more likely candidate seems to be the Dublin-based Colonel John Strange Jocelyn, who succeeded his nephew as the fifth Earl of Roden later in the year 1880. He was thirty years older than Lady Randolph, but that was no necessary bar.

She looked after her husband rather well during a protracted illness which effectively took him out of politics from the spring to the autumn of 1882, and very well during the last tragic three years or so of disintegration before his death at the beginning of 1895. But the couple were effectively estranged over much of the 1880s, including the years of his short political apogee. She, like Queen Victoria, did not know of his disastrous 1886 resignation from the Chancellorship of the Exchequer until she read it in The Times. During these years she had many suitors, more than a few of them probably lovers. They included apart from those mentioned, the Marquis de Breteuil, Lord Dunraven, the French novelist Paul Bourget and King Milan of Serbia. George Moore, the Anglo-Irish novelist, said she had 200 lovers, but apart from anything else the number is suspiciously round. She claimed to have firmly rejected the overtures of Sir Charles Dilke, which however did not prevent Lord Randolph, who appeared mostly to be more tolerant, from attempting to assault him.

After Lord Randolph’s death her choice of partners became more bizarre as well as more public. In 1900, at the age of forty-six, she insisted on marrying George Cornwallis-West, a Scots Guards subaltern who was twenty years her junior. The marriage lasted fourteen years before ending in divorce. Cornwallis-West clearly had considerable drawing power, for he then married Mrs Patrick Campbell. Three years later Lady Randolph made a third marriage to Montague Porch, an hitherto quiet Somerset country gentleman who had been a Colonial Service officer in Nigeria and who was even younger than Cornwallis-West. She died in 1921, aged sixty-seven. Porch survived until 1964.

Was Jennie Churchill a better mother than a wife? Her elder son’s most famous comment on their early relationship sounds a note at once admiring and wistful. After citing an adulatory passage (in which the most striking phrase was nonetheless ‘more of the panther than of the woman in her look’) written by the future Lord D’Abernon after first seeing her during the Irish period, Winston Churchill commented: ‘My mother made the same brilliant impression upon my childhood’s eye. She shone for me like the Evening Star. I loved her dearly – but at a distance.’5 This was in My Early Life (that is up to 1906) which he published in 1930, and is probably the most engaging of all his books, using a light and sparkling note of detached irony. The fact that these sentences were written and published nearly fifty years after the period to which they refer gives them a greater not a lesser validity.

They are moreover borne out by the correspondence of the period. Throughout his two years at his first preparatory school (St George’s, Ascot, which appears from the disparately independent testimonies of Churchill himself and of the art critic Roger Fry to have been a place of appalling brutality even by the flogging standards of the age), his subsequent three and a half years at a much gentler Brighton establishment, and then his nearly five years at Harrow, there is a constant hoping for visits which did not take place, of wishing for more attention in the future, and of being shunted around rather than of being automatically welcomed at home for short or long holidays.

The forms of letter address are also interesting. Churchill most frequently began his ‘My darling Mummy’ and ended more variously. A fairly typical second-year Harrow example was ‘Good Bye, my own, with love I remain, Your son Winston S Churchill’. She habitually wrote to him, not too infrequently but mostly shortly, ‘Dearest Winston’ and ended ‘Yr loving Mother JSC’.6

There were two competitors for writing to him at least equally or more affectionate letters. The first was the Countess of Wilton, in the relevant years a lady in her mid- to late forties, who wrote often, mostly starting ‘Dearest Winston’ and ending, more significantly ‘With best love, Yr ever affecte. deputy mother, Laura Wilton’.7 The other was Churchill’s nurse, Mrs Everest, who was engaged to look after him (and later his brother Jack) within a month or so of his birth. Elizabeth Everest was from the Medway Towns, and one of her lasting influences was to make Churchill feel that Kent was the best county in England. She would have approved (more than Clementine Churchill did) of his acquiring Chartwell twenty-seven years after her death. Before coming to the Churchills she had looked after the small daughter of a Cumberland clergyman, whom Winston retrieved after twenty years to join him at her graveside.

Mrs Everest obviously possessed among other attributes great descriptive power, for she made life in that northern parsonage so vivid to Churchill that, although vicarious, it was one of his most permanent early memories. There is no evidence that a spousely Mr Everest had ever existed, so that her ‘Mrs’ was purely honorary, like that of many a housekeeper of the period. Although she had a sister (who was married to a prison warder in the Isle of Wight), to whose house she once took Winston to stay, thus giving him, it has been suggested, his only experience of humble life, she was able to concentrate almost all her affection upon the two Churchill boys. She was the central emotional prop of Winston’s childhood, and mutual dependence continued throughout his adolescence. The Randolph Churchills had not kept her on after the end of Jack’s childhood, but Winston at least maintained strong contact and visited her several times in her final illness.

Mrs Everest’s letters to Churchill typically began (21 January 1891, when he was sixteen) ‘My darling Winny’ and ended ‘Lots of love and kisses Fm your loving old woom’.8 A typical topping and tailing from him to her (from Harrow, July 1890) was ‘My darling Old Woom’ and ‘Good Bye darling, I hope you will enjoy yourself, with love from Winny’.9 One other person who used ‘Winny’ (or ‘Winnie’) was Count Kinsky. On 5 February 1891 he wrote a letter from the Austro-Hungarian Embassy in Belgrave Square of which the content, as well as the salutations, was not without interest: ‘I am sending you all the stamps I could scrape together for the moment. Do you want some more later on? If so say so. How is your old head? I hope all right again. I am off to Sandringham tomorrow until Monday. If I have a good thing racing you shall be on. I am going to lunch with Mama now so must be off. Be a good boy and write if you have nothing better to do . . . Yours ever, CK’.10

Winston Churchill’s non-relationship with his father was even more wistful than was his semi-relationship with his mother. Lord Randolph was too exhilarated by politics during his period of success and too depressed by them (and by his health) during his decline to have much time for parenthood. It is one of the supreme ironies that now, more than a century after his death, he should be best known as a father. In life it was always an intensely personal fame, sought and achieved, which was his forte, just as parenthood or any other form of domestic activity certainly was not. The most poignant comment on Winston Churchill’s relations with his father is that which he is reported to have made to his own son, another and by no means wholly satisfactory Randolph, in the late 1930s, when that Randolph was twenty-six or twenty-seven. They had a long and maybe fairly alcoholic dinner together, alone at Chartwell. Towards the end Churchill said: ‘We have this evening had a longer period of continuous conversation together than the total which I ever had with my father in the whole course of his life.’11

If Lord Randolph does not stand very high as a parent, how does he stand, in the perspective of more than a hundred years, as a politician? Not much better, in my view. He had the gift of insolence, which can be defined as the ability to think up memorably amusing phrases and the nerve to deliver them without fear. It is by no means a negligible gift, but nor is it of the highest order. It is one which he has shared most notably with Disraeli, Joseph Chamberlain and F. E. Smith (Lord Birkenhead). But all of these were in a different category from him for constructive purpose and consistency of belief. Randolph Churchill had some qualities beyond his insolence to make his words resound and his fame increase. He had a memorable name, an idiosyncratic appearance and a good speaking delivery, whether on a provincial platform or in the House of Commons. He also had strong if sporadic private charm, although intermingled with offensive and often pointless rudeness. But did he have underlying qualities beneath his brash and slightly vulgar charisma which raised his performance above political ‘pranks’, the designation memorably bestowed upon them by Salisbury, the Conservative leader of the last two decades of the nineteenth century? Or was his record just that of an essentially immature young man without much warmth of heart or depth of brain?

The opinions of his major semi-contemporaries inclined much more in the unfavourable direction. Gladstone, the still more commanding Liberal leader, although he paid a surprising tribute to his ‘courtliness’, thought that he had not ‘a single grain of conviction in him except in the abstract’ (whatever the last phrase meant). Arthur Balfour, who had been one of the four members of Lord Randolph’s Fourth party,* although always a semi-detached one, said that he had ‘the manners of a pirate and the courage of a governess’.12 Salisbury in 1884 (although subsequently giving him major appointments in his first two governments) thought that Randolph was the antithesis of the Sudanese Mahdi who ‘pretends to be half mad and is very sane in reality’.13 The Mahdi was just about to murder General Gordon, to whom the same remark, either way round for that matter, might have been applied.

The real trouble with Randolph Churchill was that nearly all his political attitudes were dictated by opportunism and not by any coherent corpus of belief. Tory Democracy was his central theme. But he had very little idea of what he meant by it, except that he saw it as a good slogan for self-promotion and for the tormenting of the old guard of his party, first Sir Stafford Northcote and then Salisbury himself. He was a powerful demotic orator but it was never very clear to what end he wished to mobilize his working-class audiences. There was a certain ‘instinctive rowdyism’, as a Spectator obituary put it, about his politics. He liked an occasional provincial riot and a disorderly House of Commons. But his attempts to raise the mob for Toryism were essentially sterile. Salisbury’s promotion of ‘villa Conservatism’ was a great deal more rational as well as more successful because it was based on a real confluence of interest. Combined with the creation of the one-member suburban constituencies, a feature of the 1885 electoral settlement which Salisbury had percipiently negotiated with Gladstone, this made a far greater contribution to the solidity of Conservative representation in England, except for the very bad years of 1906, 1945 and 1997, than any forays which Randolph Churchill was attempting.

Lord Randolph’s opportunism produced several bewildering shifts of position. In the autumn of 1883 he delivered a speech in Edinburgh which was so hostile to any extension of the franchise that Arthur Balfour, who was sharing the platform with him, felt it necessary gently to repudiate him before the meeting was over. But within a few months he was denouncing the ‘mediocrity of an unchanging mind’ and advocating the full assimilation of the county to the borough franchise. They may have had something to do with his seeking a seat in radical Birmingham (Woodstock was due to disappear under redistribution), but it probably owed even more to his most natural recipe for political action which can be summarized as ‘if at first you don’t succeed, shuffle up the cards and try again’. The Edinburgh speech had generally gone down badly.

Still less consistent was Randolph Churchill’s attitude to the dominating Irish question. Ireland became increasingly difficult to govern as part of Britain during the early years of the second Gladstone government. Charles Stewart Parnell, a Protestant landlord paradoxically (for much of the agitation was about religion and land tenure), was proving a powerful new leader of the Irish Nationalist party, adept both at rallying crowds in Ireland and at disrupting the proceedings of the House of Commons in London. The Liberal government tried a mixture of mild land reform and Coercion (that is, giving special police and court powers by legislation). Neither was effective, and these failures began to prepare Gladstone’s mind for his dramatic 1885 conversion to Irish Home Rule. The issue was complicated by the fact that, whereas in the other three provinces the mass of the population was Celtic and Catholic, much of Ulster (then the most prosperous part of the country) was inhabited by Presbyterians of Scottish origin who preferred to be governed from London rather than from Dublin. The Scots Presbyterians were sometimes known as Orangemen after King William of Orange, who had facilitated their settlement following the Battle of the Boyne in 1690.

Lord Randolph became a principal agent of the Conservative alliance with Parnell over the summer and autumn of 1885. This alliance brought down the second Gladstone government and then garnered the Irish vote in England for the Conservatives, particularly in Lancashire. In pursuit of this objective Lord Randolph sought to undermine the ‘law and order’ decisions of the fifth Earl Spencer, Gladstone’s immediately preceding Viceroy in Dublin, and by so doing did much to swing both Spencer and Sir William Harcourt (former Home Secretary and soon to be Chancellor of the Exchequer) to Home Rule. In and out of government Randolph Churchill had opposed Coercion Acts, despite the fact that by 1885 at latest the only realistic alternatives for British policy on Ireland were either Home Rule or a prolonged period of ‘resolute government’. Balfour, despite his early sobriquet of ‘pretty Fanny’, and although he was semi-despised as an uncertain ally by Lord Randolph, had the firmness of mind to see this and the ruthlessness to provide the harsh resolution as Chief Secretary for Ireland from 1887 to 1892. Churchill havered between the two. He had been tolerant of Irish obstruction in the House of Commons, for he liked parliamentary mischief. He had been party to several murky negotiations with Parnell. And he was privately contemptuous of obscurantist Ulster politicians.

When therefore he went to Belfast in February 1886, whipped up religious as well as political intolerance and in a subsequent public letter coined his brilliant but wholly irresponsible slogan ‘Ulster will fight; Ulster will be right’, there was a widespread suspicion that he was motivated more by opportunism than by principle. And such suspicion would not have been lessened had the terms of a letter which he wrote at the time to his Dublin friend Lord Justice Fitzgibbon been known: ‘I decided some time ago that, if the G.O.M. [Gladstone’s sobriquet, short for Grand Old Man] went for Home Rule, the Orange card would be the one to play. Please God it may turn out to be the ace of trumps and not the two. . . .’

An even more extreme example of Randolph Churchill’s unprincipled audacity had been provided a few years earlier by his exploitation of the Bradlaugh issue at the beginning of the 1880 parliament. The performance on this issue of the majority of the House of Commons was a supreme example of Victorian hypocrisy. The atheist and somewhat self-righteous (but otherwise admirable) Charles Bradlaugh had been elected member for Northampton. A cross-party majority of the House of Commons made asses of themselves by refusing to allow him either to affirm or to take the oath (he was ecumenically willing to do either), despite the fact that he was twice subsequently returned at Northampton bye-elections precipitated by this intolerance, and then compounded rather than mitigated this foolishness by passing a resolution of sympathy and an expunging of these decisions eleven years later when Bradlaugh lay dying.

The greatest responsibility for these parliamentary antics rested upon Lord Randolph Churchill. Caring little for religion himself he saw the issue as an opportunity to run rings around Gladstone, who combined deep Anglican conviction with a growing tolerance. Given the total cynicism of his whole enterprise, Lord Randolph conducted it brilliantly – and, which was the redeeming feature, very funnily. He managed to portray the Grand Old Anglican as having (by supporting Bradlaugh’s rights) become converted to atheism, republicanism and contraception, and he did so with such wit and impudence that most of the House laughed with him, and against the Prime Minister, at this preposterous claim. More seriously he took a great deal of the edge of authority off the first couple of years of a government which had just been returned with a majority of over a hundred.

There were some counterbalancing virtues to Lord Randolph. He was by no means such a bad minister as might have been expected. As Secretary of State for India for seven months in the second half of 1885 he was on the whole liked by his officials. They were impressed by his capacity for hard work, his speed of comprehension and his surprising courtesy in dealing with them. He also resisted the will of the Queen to appoint her third son, the Duke of Connaught, most inappropriately as army commander in the Bombay Presidency, and secured, again contrary to the royal wish, the appointment of General Roberts, an altogether more serious soldier, although one always temperamentally committed to a ‘forward’ policy, to the higher post of Commander-in-Chief in India as a whole. Roberts and the Viceroy, Lord Dufferin, pushed Lord Randolph to the key event of his brief Secretaryship of State, which was the annexation of Upper Burma. This enabled Dufferin to add Ava (the ancient kingdom of which was the core of the added territory) to his title, but to Churchill’s record it merely added another contradiction. He had previously been strongly in favour of imperial restraint and economy: he was the only prominent Conservative to oppose Gladstone’s bombardment of Alexandria in 1882.

Lord Randolph’s India Office term was also marked by his inability to separate imperial administration from the polemics of internal politics. His presentation of the Indian budget to the House of Commons for instance, which was otherwise more lucid and informative than was usual, contained an ill-fitting and violent attack upon Lord Ripon, Dufferin’s predecessor, whom Churchill had a few months previously praised in extravagant terms. This caused a mixture of uneasiness and resentment. The nadir was however reached during a speech in Birmingham (where he was unsuccessfully contending the Central division against John Bright) when he denounced the offensive spectacle of ‘three Bengali baboos’ sitting on Bright’s platform in the august surroundings of the neo-Grecian town hall of that city. For the sake of a cheap phrase he exploded his reputation as a friend of educated Indians.

Both these events nevertheless contributed to the satisfaction of his most constant and dominating desire, which was to attract attention. Towards this goal he was greatly aided by the newspapers, who fully recognized his star capacity, even if it was that of a short-term and shooting one. In that November (of 1885) he was graded as ‘Class One’ by the Central News Agency, a category which he shared only with Gladstone, Salisbury and Joseph Chamberlain. It meant that his platform speeches got almost verbatim reporting, as opposed to the one column which was the ration of Hartington, Dilke, Granville and Spencer, or the half-column which was the standard allocation of Harcourt, Hicks Beach and several other leading politicians.

This réclame led to Salisbury somewhat reluctantly giving him the second position in his second government, which was formed in July 1886. ‘He feared Lord Randolph Churchill must be Chancellor of the Exchequer and Leader [of the House of Commons], which I did not like,’ was Queen Victoria’s succinct summary of the position in her journal entry for the 25th of that month.*14 He was thirty-seven, and was the youngest Chancellor since Pitt in 1782. Gladstone had been almost forty-three when he first occupied the office, although Palmerston had refused it at the age of twenty-five in 1809. Salisbury however regarded Churchill’s mental age as well below the evidence of his birth certificate. ‘His character’, he wrote, admittedly just after Churchill’s resignation at the end of the year, ‘is quite untamed. Both in impulsiveness and variability and in a tendency which can be described by the scholastic word vulgaris, he presents the characteristics of extreme youth.’

Nevertheless Churchill’s diligence and even adroitness in leading the House of Commons earned some plaudits. He got the necessary business through and Parliament into a six-month recess by early August. He then occupied the non-parliamentary months in four principal ways. First he went on an ‘incognito’ tour of Berlin, Vienna and Paris. The alleged incognito of ‘Mr Spencer’, far from preserving anonymity, greatly increased press interest in his peregrinations, of which the main object appeared to be the stirring up of trouble for his old butt, Stafford Northcote, reincarnated as the Earl of Iddesleigh and installed as Foreign Secretary. Lord Randolph’s second activity was the making of three vastly publicized October speeches, one at Dartford in suburban Kent and two at Bradford, where the National Union of Conservative Associations, which he liked to regard as a private army useful for reminding Salisbury of the independent power of his nominal lieutenant, was then meeting. On these various occasions it was the tone rather than the content (which was vague) of his speeches which made him seem as though he was not long destined for office. He spoke as an independent commander who might easily give his troops orders to be off in an opposite direction as soon as he had precisely determined what direction that should be.

His third occupation of the autumn, and one to which he took with ease and relish, was quarrelling with his colleagues. With Lord George Hamilton at the Admiralty and with the great newsagent W. H. Smith at the War Office, there was a certain rational basis for the quarrels. He was determined to slash their expenditure estimates. But he also picked gratuitous quarrels with at least another seven ministers, including Hicks Beach, his immediate predecessor as Tory Chancellor, who had graciously made way for him, and was his most friendlily disposed colleague. And, as though to make sure that he was leaving no one out, he wrote a November letter to the Prime Minister expressing general disillusionment with him, his government and the low intellectual level and class prejudices of the whole Conservative party in the House of Commons.

His fourth activity sounds more constructive but, in view of the logical consequences of the other three, proved equally sterile. He put together by early December a complete budget for presentation in April. It was a restless budget in the sense that it pulled up almost every plant in the garden, looked at its roots and replanted it in a somewhat different place. But it did not seek to alter the shape of the garden. It contained several attractive measures, including income tax down from eight to fivepence in the pound and the abolition of the tea duty. This was balanced by a mild degree of improvidence (a reduction in the sinking fund for redeeming government debt), some upward tinkering with non-regressive indirect taxes (wine, horses and cartridges), and a readjustment (mainly in favour of younger sons!) of death duties.

It was an extraordinary feat of mechanical self-discipline to have done it all at that stage, and it duly impressed most of his Treasury officials, who (like the India Office ones) found him courteous, comprehending and quick. But it was not a tribute to his political antennae. The idea that a budget could be sealed up nearly half a year in advance, put on ice and taken out in perfect condition and ready for delivery at the last moment was unrealistic even in the days when Chancellors did not deal with macro-economics and when Britain’s currency was splendidly isolated. Churchill even made the mistake of taking it to the Cabinet four months in advance, thus sacrificing the Chancellor’s normal prerogative of presenting his colleagues with a stark and urgent choice of his budget or no budget at all. It was coolly received. The coolness further alienated him from his colleagues. Within a few days he plunged into his 22 December letter of resignation. Almost certainly he intended it as a ploy and not a final act. But Salisbury had already had more than enough. He was a better if quieter tactician than Churchill. And he was not a man to resist the suicide of a nuisance. Lord Randolph was out, and out for good.

There were a few flickerings but not more from the dying volcano during the remaining eight years of his life. ‘He was the chief mourner at his own protracted funeral,’ was the terrible phrase of Rosebery, always better at phrases than at being Prime Minister (1894–5), about this closing period of Lord Randolph’s life. When Lord Randolph died in January 1895, Winston Churchill was just over twenty years of age. He was old enough to have known his father well. But he had not done so. He compensated by enveloping in a roseate glow his almost unknown and, when he did know him, preoccupied, ill-tempered and discouraging parent. His filial biography, mostly written nine or ten years after his father’s death, achieved the remarkable feat of being partisan, often unconvincing, yet still fresh and wholly enjoyable to read nearly a hundred years after it was begun. It did a great deal for Lord Randolph’s posthumous reputation, although that already had a curious survival capacity. His reputation, or at least his fame, went on beyond its deserts. A more realistic appraisal is that Lord Randolph had been unique since Pitt in attracting so much political attention while dying so young. But Pitt was Prime Minister for nineteen of his forty-six years. Churchill’s proportion of the same lifespan in even subordinate office was confined to eleven months. It could justifiably be said that his career was without rival in making so much noise and achieving so little. The main legacy that he left to his elder son (there was very little money) was a desire to cut a figure, accompanied by a conviction that he too was likely to die young, and that he had therefore better be quick about it.

This was Winston Churchill’s somewhat doubtful provenance. Some of the emotional pulls and disappointments of his childhood have already been discussed. It was clearly not a notably cosseted one, and justified John Grigg’s claim that Lloyd George’s rural Welsh background, even though notably non-affluent, with the early death of his schoolteacher father leaving him dependent upon his village-cobbler maternal uncle, was nonetheless more privileged in matters which count to a child than was the ducal ambience of Winston Churchill.15 He was lucky in Mrs Everest, perhaps less so in his schools. The brutality of the first one has been described. The second balanced its softness by a lack of intellectual rigour. The third was Harrow. Throughout there is the strong impression that his lack of academic quality was not nearly as great as has generally been presented. He was certainly not a natural classicist. Nor did he balance this deficiency with being a natural mathematician. But he loved narrative history and he had exceptional interest in and aptitude for the use of the English language. This was perceived and appreciated by the more intelligent of his teachers. They may not have recognized his potential ability to compose some of the most resonant speeches in the history of the language. But they did recognize that there was something unusual in him, which was well worth trying to bring out. The most successful of these ‘mind-openers’ was Robert Somervell, the lower-school English master. As Churchill put it in My Early Life, written, to use the phrase of the Harrow school song, forty years on:


Mr. Somervell – a most delightful man, to whom my debt is great – was charged with the duty of teaching the stupidest boys the most disregarded thing – namely, to write mere English. He knew how to do it. He taught it as no one else has ever taught it. . . . As I remained in the Third Fourth [a very disregarded form] three times as long as anyone else, I had three times as much of it. I learned it thoroughly. Thus I got into my bones the essential structure of the ordinary British sentence – which is a noble thing.*16


Somervell was not the only master who took a special interest in Churchill. J. E. C. Welldon followed Montagu Butler (the great-uncle of R. A. Butler, who was translated to the Mastership of Trinity College, Cambridge) as headmaster of Harrow in 1886. Churchill apparently first attracted Welldon’s attention by faultlessly reciting 1,200 lines of Macaulay’s Lays of Ancient Rome. For this he gained a prize open to the whole school, although still languishing in the lowest form. The trouble was the classical dominance of the period and Churchill’s combination of unwillingness and inability to wrap his mind around Greek and Latin grammar and texts. A little later Welldon attempted to repair this deficiency by giving him special classical tuition for three brief quarter-hours a week. It did not work. Churchill remained impervious to the subtleties of Latin construction. ‘Mr Welldon seemed to be physically pained by a mistake being made . . .’ the pupil wrote many years later. ‘I remember that later on Mr Asquith used to have just the same sort of look on his face when I sometimes adorned a Cabinet discussion by bringing out one of my few but faithful Latin quotations.’17

By the time of his special Welldon lessons Churchill had been placed in the army form, in which he spent his last three years at Harrow. This
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