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SUMMARY

This thesis is a primarily biographical study of David Lloyd George

in the first nine years after hi3 fall from power in Ootober 1922.

Although he was only fifty-nine when his Government broke up and lived

until 1945» Lloyd George never held office again. Because of this it

has been easy to regard 1922 as the end of his career and to assume that

because he never did regain office he never could have done so. The

purpose of the thesis is to demonstrate that he remained, at least until

1931, the dominating personality at the very centre of British politics;

that the possibility of his return to power in some combination or other

was widely anticipated by the press and by other politicians throughout

this period; and that the latter, particularly the Conservative and

Labour leaders Stanley Baldwin and Ramsay MaoDonald, determined their own

policies and tactics with the deliberate intention of preventing his return.

The thesis tries to suggest the mixture of reasons - personal, political

and institutional - for his failure to come back, and, by directing

detailed attention on to Lloyd George's activities during these relatively

neglected years of his crowded life, attempts to show that they were by no

means his least oreditable: on the contrary, it is argued, they show him

more open-minded and far-sighted in his 3ixtie3 than most of his younger

rivals and the only national leader who offered Britain a positive way out

of the economic depression of the inter-war decades.

The Introduction and Prologue between them provide the background to

the starting-point of the thesis: the deoision of Conservative M.P.s

meeting at the Carlton Club in October 1922 to withdraw support from the

Lloyd George Coalition established in 1916 and cemented in 1918, and to

oast the Prime Minister into the wilderness. The Introduction suggests
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some of the features that made Lloyd George's career unique - his humble

Welsh origins, his rapid rise to the highest office between 1906 and 1916,

his incomparable political gifts and the extreme jealousy, prejudice and

fear he aroused, his refusal, even as Prime Minister, to be assimilated

into the manners or attitudes of the traditional governing class.

The Prologue tells in more detail the story of the Lloyd George Coalition:

its formation, its character, it3 achievements and its failures, its

unpopularity and its special vulnerability to backbench disenchantment.

It attempts to clarify the complicated political situation in October 1922

and to explain Lloyd George's paradoxical position as a Prime Minister

without an established party to fall back on when deprived of office.

Chapters One and Two deal separately with simultaneous events between

October 1922 and November 19231 on the one hand, the gradual evaporation

of Lloyd George's commitment to those senior Conservatives who had come

out of office with him, and, on the other, the painful process of reunion

between the Lloyd Georgian and Asquithian wings of the Liberal Party,

finally consummated by the unexpected decision of Baldwin, on succeeding

Bonar Law as Prime Minister, to go to the country on the policy of

Protection - a decision largely motivated by the desire to reunite the

former Coalitionists with the Conservative Party and defeat Lloyd George.

From this point on, the story proceeds chronologically. Chapter Three

describes the ten months of the first Labour Government, January to October

1924: the decision of the Liberal Party, after the 1923 General Election,

to support the minority administration, the bad relations between the two

parties in the House of Commons, and the civil war that raged within the

Liberal Party between Lloyd George and the Asquithians who controlled the

party machine, over questions of finance and leadership; a strategic

explanation is offered of Lloyd George's refusal to surrender his Political

Fund to his enemies and of his disastrous tactics at the 1924 General
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Election, when the Liberals were reduced to 42 M.P.s. Chapter Four

deals with the eighteen months from that Election to the spring of 1926,

describing the continuing battle within the Liberal Party, Lloyd George's

criticism of the new Baldwin Government (which included his own former

colleagues Churchill, Birkenhead and Austen Chamberlain), and the

development and launching of his radical land policy, by which all

agricultural land would have been nationalized and held in Cultivating

Tenure by farmers as tenants of a County Authority.

Chapter Five concerns the General Strike and the final breach between

Lloyd George and Aaquith occasioned by Lloyd George's criticism of the

Government; it examines Lloyd George's ambiguous attitude to the strike

and Asquith's ill-advised attempt to expel him from the Liberal Shadow

Cabinet, which only caused his own resignation and Lloyd George's succession

to the party leadership. Chapter Six describes Lloyd George's exercise of

the leadership in 1927; the formation by the Asquithians of the Liberal

Council to oppose his leadership; his criticism of the policies,

particularly the foreign policy, of the Baldwin Government; and the public

argument over the nature and origins of the Lloyd George Fund, whose

questionable benefit to its owner is assessed.

Chapter Seven interrupts the narrative to examine the genesis of the

Liberal industrial policy worked out at Lloyd George's instigation in 1927

and published in 1928.. It looks back briefly to the work of J.A. Hobson

and Seebohm Rowntree around 1900, to the 'New Liberalism* of 1910, to the

effect of the 1914-1918 war and of the Ministry of Reconstruction on

industrial attitudes, to the new 'New Liberalism' of E.D. Simon, Ramsay

Muir and C.F.G. Masterman in 1920, and the influence of the Liberal Summer

School and of J.N. Keynes. It goes on to describe the conversion of the

Summer School Liberals from hostility to Lloyd George to the realization

of his openness to their ideas; and his application of their thinking
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to the overriding problem of unemployment. The chapter summarizes the

proposals of Britain's Industrial Future (the Liberal 'Yellow Book') for

a programme of Government-directed national development, an improved

structure of industrial relations and closer Government supervision of a

capitalist economy. It records the dismissive, abusive and contradictory

reactions of the other parties and the press; but suggests that the

'Yellow Book* was nevertheless an acute prediction of the economic future -

the mixed and managed economy introduced in 1945 based on Keynesian economics

and a bipartisan commitment to full employment. The 'Yellow Book', it is

argued, though scorned in 1928, was a seminal influence on the evolution

of British politics, and stands as the greatest achievement of Lloyd George's

years of opposition.

Chapter Eirfit resumes the political story after the publication of the

'Yellow Book'. It describes Lloyd George's efforts to lead a Liberal

revival on the new industrial policy; the party's mixed fortunes at a

series of by-eleotions throughout 1928; the great campaign for the 1929

General Eleotion based on the pledge to "conquer unemployment" within a

year by a Keynesian programme of public works; Lloyd George's hope3 of

holding the balance of power in Parliament and forcing one of the other

parties to implement his policy; and his disappointment with the Liberals'

meagre increase in representation.

Chapter Nine and Ten tell the complicated story of the second minority

Labour Government. Chapter Nine begins with an examination of Baldwin

and MacDonald's ahared detestation of Lloyd George, as exhibited after the

Election; it goe3 on to describe Lloyd George's efforts to work with the

Government and to stimulate it to take action on unemployment. Chapter Ten

charts the failure of the Government's policies, the widening split within

the Liberal Party on the question of continuing to support it, and the

growing readiness of KaoDonald and other Labour leaders to consider, after
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all, some sort of formal cooperation with the Liberals, until the moment

of crisis in July 1931 when MaoDonald appears to have offered to take

Lloyd George into a Coalition Government and Lloyd George appears to have

been attempting to form a National Opposition with Churchill and Mosley.

Chapter Eleven desoribes Lloyd George's illness at the hei^it of the

political ori3is and his helpless reactions to the formation of the

National Government and the holding of a General Election. The narrative

ends with Lloyd George, cut off from the Liberal Party, settling down to

write his memoirs; but the thesis concludes with an estimate of the effect

of his illness on the course of the 1931 crisis and a brief summary of the

reasons for his failure ever to recover office after 1922.
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Lloyd George has already inspired an enormous literature:

innumerable contemporary studies, ranging from brief sketches to a

four-volume biography and from hagiography to demonology; the diaries,

memoirs and recollections of his friends and colleagues, 3taff and

family - his brother, his eldest son, and his second wife; three

unsatisfactory biographies written soon after his death; and an ever¬

growing body of specialist work on different aspects of his career.

But it is an enormous career. Only Churchill's, in this century,

combines a longer span of Parliamentary life with such a momentous

tenure of the supreme office and such a breadth of top-level political

activity, covering equally domestic and foreign affairs. Historians

and biographers have naturally tended to oonoentrate on the great period

of Lloyd George's career - on the solid blook of seventeen years in the

middle of his life, from 1905 to 1922, when he held continuous high office

at a period of unprecedented social and international confliot - as

President of the Board of Trade and Chancellor of the Exchequer in

Campbell-Bannerman*s and Asquith's peacetime Governments, as Minister of

Munitions and Secretary of State for War in wartime, and as Prime

Minister in war and peace. This "massif central" has overshadowed the

foothills of Lloyd George's life. But while his youth and early years

in politics have always received their share of attention - much of it

admittedly fanciful - partly on account of the romance of the story,

partly on the principle that the child is the father of the man, his

later years have been until reoently relatively neglected, written off

as a long diminuendo of little interest or importance, or as a sad and

embarrassing postscript to a great career.
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That judgement is now beginning to be revised, Following the

lead of C,L, Mowat's Britain Between The Wars3- and A.J.P. Taylor's
2

English History. 1914-1945. due recognition is now usually given - for

instance in Robert Skidelsky* s authoritative Politicians and the Slumps -

to the quality, originality and vision of the "Keynesian" policies for

the relief of unemployment and the reform of industry brought forward by

the Liberal Party under Lloyd George's leadership at the 1929 General

Election, With the exception of Sir Oswald Mosley, however, only

Br. Kenneth Morgan, in his brilliant but too brief essay The Age of

Lloyd George*** (whioh he takes to extend right up to 1929, though not

1931) has so far dared to suggest that Lloyd George, out of office,

"largely determined the course of events" in the 1920's, Maurice

Cowling, in his stimulating exploration of "high politics", The Impact
5

of Labour, 1920-192A seems to this writer to underestimate the

continuing; effect of the personality of Lloyd George on the oonduct of

his rivals after 1922. While Mr. John Grigg, in his current three-

part biography, is following preoedent in his allocation of space to

the final phase of his subject's lifej he has devoted the shole of his

excellent first volume to the formative years 1863 to 1905,^ but will

cover the years in the wilderness, 1922 to 194-5# in at most half of a

final volume that will include the entire post-war Premiership. In the

perspective of a full biography this disposition of emphasis is under¬

standable and perhaps inevitable. But Lloyd George's later years

deserve a volume to themselves.

1, G.L. Mowat, Britain Between The Wars. (London 1955).

2, A.J.P. Taylor, English History. 191L-19L5. (Oxford 1965).

3# R. Skidelsky, Politicians and the Slump. (London 1967).

L* K.O. Morgan, The Age of Lloyd George. (London 1971).

5, M. Cowling, The Impact of Labour. 1920-1924. (Cambridge 1971).

6, Jo^n Grigg, The Young Lloyd George. (London 1973).
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The reason lies beyond biography. The purely human spectacle of

a great man oast down, while in his prime, from a position of unequalled

power to a long political exile ending only in death, though absorbing,

is probably best viewed in the context of a complete "Life"; while the

accidental eircumstance that, thanks to the meticulous efficiency of

Miss Prances Stevenson, the last twenty-three years of Lloyd George's

life are the most fully documented of his career, though useful, is not in

itself sufficient justification for a separate study. The justification

lies in the faot that Lloyd George was actually important in these years,

and that a failure to appreciate his importance can lead to a serious

misunderstanding of the character of inter-war politics.

The years 1922 to 1937 are usually thought of as the age of Baldwin

and Ramsay MacLonald. Hot only did the two of them alternate (and

then combine) in Downing Street, but their shared spirit of vaguely

benevolent passivity pervaded the politioal world and came to represent

the spirit of the nation itself as it drifted weakly through depression

towards a second war with Germany. Lloyd George seems to have no

plaoe in this world. In the common view of history, he belongs to the

1914-18 war and to the Edwardian era that preceded it, just as Churchill

belongs primarily to 1940. The hegemony of Baldwin and MacDonald

between the wars was suoh that, assisted by a generation of Asquithian

historiography - for Asquith, though defeated politically by Lloyd

George, temporarily won the battle for the history books"*" - they were

able to promulgate successfully the impression that Lloyd George,

though he was in faot only three or four years older than themselves

and twice as active, was a played-out old man with nothing of relevance

to contribute to the post-war world. Beoause he never did return to

office after 1922, it has been too easy for posterity to assume that he

1. The last in this tradition, perhaps, was Trevor Wilson,
The Downfall of the Liberal Party. 1914-1935. (London 1966).
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oould not have returned. It is forgotten how close he came to

returning in 1931» and how much energy was expended by his rivals in

the years before to thwart the general impression that he would return.

For the truth is that Lloyd George wa3 not on the sidelines of politios

in the 1920'sj he was at their very centre. He was at the centre,

literally, of theqaeotrum of parties, first in the period of flux

immediately following his fall, when he was the focus for all the hopes

and fears of a realignment of the existing parties, then, when that

failed, as the leader of the party caught in the middle of the three

party situation that resulted, the Liberals, But ha was also at the

centre in a deeper sense. For we know that Lloyd George was constantly

in the minds of his opponents and at the heart of all their political

calculations, to a degree far beyond the normal run of personal and

party rivalry. We know that Baldwin and MaoDonald were both obsessed

by fear of "the Goat* and his possible influencej that the timing and

content of their speeches were "largely determined in relation to the
„ 1

movements of Ll.G, known or guessed"; that Lloyd George's spectre

haunted the Cabinet Room of his successors like Banquo's ghostj that

the Chairman of the Conservative Party from 1926 to 1930 was appointed

on the basis of his supposed knowledge of Lloyd George, and that

Davidson and Baldwin, supported by the leading section of their party,

conceived it as the primary mission of Conservatism from 1922 onwards to

exorcise the spirit of Lloyd Georgism from British politios. It is not

too much to say that the whole inter-war period was a conscious reaction

against Lloyd George, This was so in matters of policy - appeasement

ean be seen as a reaction from Chanak - and even more so in matters of

style. Nor was the reaction simply against the memory of the Coalition;

beoause Lloyd George was still alive and, in MaoDonald's words "kicking

vigorously" throughout the 1920's, produolng new and radical policies

1, Thomas Jones, Whitehall Diary (ed, K. Middlemas), Vol, II,
(London 1969), p» 190,



that challenged both Labour and Conservative orthodoxy, and frequently

dominating by sheer force of personality both the House of Commons and

the headlines, the campaign against him had to be kept up throughout the

decade. The weapons were continual denigration of the man and all he

stood for and determined pursuit of the opposite policies. The Tory

slogan of 1929, "Safety First" (faithfully eohoed in practice by the

Labour Government) was the considered riposte not just to the supposed

recklessness of Lloyd &eorge in office but to the bdBness of the

proposals he was putting forward in opposition. The age of Baldwin and

MaoDonald derived its negative character not from the absence of Lloyd

George from the centre of politics, but from a positive effort to

neutralise his disturbing presence. It was indeed still part of

"The Age of Lloyd George",

• « e • *

Lloyd George*a exolusion from office after 1922 was the nemesis of

his tfhole career. It is indeed more remarkable that he reaohed the summit

at all than that he could not remain there for ever. For he was an out¬

sider from the moment he irrupted into English politics in 1890j he

remained an outsider even when he was Prime Minister, He built his

career on sheer ability, in the face of some of the deepest prejudices

of Edwardian England. He achieved power in spite of the political

establishment, not through it, inspiring admiration but little love.

A.G. Gardiner wrote in 1913 that the Marconi scandal had shown "how
_ 1

little mercy he has to expect if ever the battle goes against him".

As long as his star was in the ascendant, he carried all before him.

But as soon as his upward progress began to falter, the knives oame out.

1, Quoted in Cameron Haslehurst, Politicians at War. July 191A
to May 1915. (London 1971)» p. 18.



first of all, he was Welsh - a Welsh-speaking, ohapel-going

Welshman, brought up on the tide of the late nineteenth-century Walsh

renaissance to hate the English-speaking landowners and the English Church

in Wales as the embodiments of an alien occupation} he first entered

Parliament nominally as a Liberal, but practically as a Welsh

Nationalist* Now the English have never romanticised Wales, as they have

Sootland and even Ireland* There was never a Welsh Walter doott;

Welsh culture has remained an impenetrable mystery, inward-looking, self-

sufficient and resistant to commercialisation. His Welahneas endowed

Lloyd George with only a very dubious glamour in English eyes, compared

with that which attached throughout his life to ilaasay MaoBonaldi

Southerners persist in believing the Scottish Highlander to be honest

and straightforward - stubborn perhaps, but down-to-earth* The ability

of Welshmen to retreat into a private language inspires instant

suspicion; Lloyd George used to enrage Lord Cursor*, in particular, by

speaking Welsh with NhWNMMMtifclir Thomas Jones, It seems sly and

secretive, not to say foreign; it was only too easy, therefore, before

Hitler had made racialism unfashionable, to discredit Lloyd George

simply by appealing to the popular stereotype of national character -

"Taffy was a Welshman* 2 Ipso facto. "Taffy was a thief*

Secondly, though this was inextricably bound up with his Welahness,

Lloyd George case of relatively humble origins* John Grlgg has valuably

pointed out that in the Welsh context his background was almost

privileged - at least lay outside conventional class analysis; but in

British terms he was a provincial petty bourgeois - educated at the

local school and elected to Parliament on his own merits for his local

constituency, which he continued to represent for the rest of his life*

This axons might not have damned him, but he refused to be either

anglicised or ever, like other outsiders, assimilated into the manners

of the governing caste - not smoothed into a country gentleman like
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Disraeli, not polished by Balliol and the Bar like Asqulth, nor lured

like MacDonald by the aristocratic embrace of London "society"• He

remained unaffectedly proud of his origins, not because he had got away

from them but because he was still rooted in them. If he sometimes

exaggerated his childhood poverty, it was not to highlight his success,

but to prove what side he was on. Having stormed the citadel of

privilege himself, his purpose was not to pull up the ladder behind him,

like so many others, but to put down more ladders. Democracy to him

meant not a Greek ideal, not the abstract majesty of the British

Constitution, but literally the power of the people, or more particularly

the improvement of the life of the people. He was never apologetic or

deferential to his betters, like many of the early Labour men in

Parliament. He thus sounded a discordant note in the still closed sued

gentlemanly Oxford Union world of the House of Commons before the Pirst

World War. Whenever he tried to carry out some modest measureof social

justice, he attraoted (as did no other member of the Asquith Government,

or of any other Cabinet, indeed, until Aneurin Bevan) the most violent

class hostility, his origins were brought up against him, he was

snobbishly dismissed as the "little Welsh attorney" (he had been a

solicitor, not a barrister) or as an ambitious upstart fomenting olass

warfare for his own dishonourable ends. When he attacked the

anachronistic power of the House of Lords at Limehouse in 1910, the word

"LSmehouse* passed into the vocabulary of politics as shorthand for

irresponsible rabble-rousing and vulgar demagogy. When he introduced

old age pensions in 1908, he found himself called the "Cad of the

Cabinet". When, with referenoe to Death Duties, he placed himself in

the tradition of Sir William Haroourt, he was told by an angry Tory:

"Sir William Haroourt had many faults, but he was a gentleman and a

scholar, and had some inheritance to tax. You, I believe, inherited
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nothing except as it may be inferred a rancour against those more

fortunate than yourself*,1 This class prejudice was not often so

openly expressed; but it coloured a great deal of the opposition to

Lloyd George in established political circles, and not only Tory ones:

his former Liberal colleagues fell baok gratefully on sneers at his

"vulgarity" when they quarrelled with him after the war. Lacking not

only breeding but the gloss of a university education, Lloyd George

represented in his person more than in any of his policies an explicit

threat to the security of the Establishment.

Nevertheless, his political gifts could not be denied. He was not

only a great orator, able to play powerfully on the emotions of a large

crowd; he was an equally persuasive speaker to a small audience, in

Cabinet or negotiations able to put an argument (any argument, it seemed)

irresistibly, to charm or browbeat the most obdurate to his own point of

view; and he was a superb executive# Unusually for a good talker

(compare Churchill) he was also a good listener; he would master a

subject, in detail, not by reading departmental briefs, but by picking

the brains of all the conflicting experts he could lay hold of. Once

he had made up his mind fee would act with ruthless disregard for long-

winded official procedures and red tape. He drove his subordinates

relentlessly and frequently exasperated them by his methods; but he kept

their loyalty by his overwhelming enthusiasm and boisterous good humour,

and by his own hard work. For the secret of his success was not just

his silver tongue and quicksilver mind, but work. He combined vision

with an infinite capacity for taking pains. He had acquired the habit

young - the nonconformist ethic - and had entered politics not as a game

but as a profession; his commitment, from his twenties to his seventies,

in opposition as in offioe, was full-time; his only purpose was to get

1. F.W. Brothers to Lloyd George, 24. September 1925, (from the
Junior Carlton Club). (Eagar papers).
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things done, as much as possible as quickly as possible. The early part

of this century was still the age of the amateur - polities was a

leisurely activity to whioh even a man so prominent (and ambitious) as

Asquith did not -think of devoting the whole of his energies, even in war,

Lloyd George thought of nothing else, even in peace (though his view of

the political was uncommonly wide). He was in fact the first fully

professional politician. Here was another ground for prejudice. His

rival3 regarded him in rather the same way that amateur cricketers used

to regard their professional colleagues. In the sporting sense, as in

the social, Lloyd George was not a gentleman.

As he rose to the position of power to which his abilities inevitably

impelled him, Lloyd George inspired legends. He was a phenomenon who

Gould not be adequately explained in natural terms: the idea gained

vogue that he had almost supernatural gifts - the ability to read the

mind of anyone he was talking to, the power to hold an unwilling listener

in fascinated thrall to his will. He became the "Welsh Wisard". At

first the epithet was probably admiring, but it rapidly became

derogatory. His quiekness, flexibility and resourcefulness were taken

for dishonesty, insincerity and laok of principle. His self-confidence,

his reputation for amorous adventure and his lack of personal inhibitions

made him appear to more conventional contemporaries not just immoral but

beyond morality. Agility and sexuality combined with his shaggy white

hair to lend him the derisive nickname, "the Goat", Keynes took this

sort of imagery to its extreme in 1919, writing of "this syren, this

goat-footed bard, this half-human visitor to our age" and of "that

flavour of final purpoaelessneas, inner irresponsibility, existence

outside or away from our Saxon good and evil","*" But Keynes only

expressed most graphically the fantasy of the whole nation as it

1, J.M. Keynes, fissays in Biography. (London 1933),pp. 36-7
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contemplated Lloyd Goorge* he was, to his admirers -and his detractor#

alike, quite simply different from his contemporaries, ("It is not

appropriate", wrote Keynes, "to apply to him the ordinary standards".

The sane qualities which, to the latter, mad© hi® a devil were precisely

those which, otherwise interpreted, fitted him, in the ©yes of the

former, to he the saviour of the nation* Lloyd George was a personality

of Napoleonic charisma; he excited primitive emotions, either of fear

or of hope* More violently even than the giants of the recent past,

Disraeli, Gladstone and Joseph Chamberlain, Lloyd George divided the

political world - not on the merits of particular principles, hut by

temperament* Those one might call the ©pen or broad-sinded believed

hi© to be a man of true genius, sometimes wayward, but generally a

dynamic force for good; the narrow or high-minded thought him an evil

genius, repeating nervously after Baldwin, "A dynamics force is a very

terrible thing".^
(Lloyd George's nam®, it is not irrelevant to mention, has also

passed into folklore in a way matched by no other politician. Even
•ir

today, the historian has only to drop his name to be told, by people who

can tell one nothing else about him, that he "knew their father"* This

oatohphraso and the aysterioua song "Lloyd George Knew My Father, Father

Knew Lloyd George", endlessly repeated to the tune of "Onward, Christian

Soldiers", are in universal currency, though the present writer has found

no-one who could confidently explain their origin. Again, this writer

has heard, only recently, an old man stand up at & Liberal meeting and

recite fluently and with conviction, to the bewilderment of the candidate,

the following verse, described by Dr. Trevor Wilson as " traditional" *-

1. Ibid*

2* K. Midaiemas and J* Barnes, Baldwin. (London 1969), p* 123.
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"Lloyd George no doubt, when hi3 life ebbs out,
Will ride on a flaming eharlot.
Seated in state on a red-hot plate
' Twixt Satan and Judas Isoariot.
Ananias that day to the Devil will say,
'My claim for precedence fails.
So move ae up higher, away from the fire, ,

And make way for that liar * from Walesi'",

Suoh fame, however barbed, indicates a rare grip on popular

imagination.)

* * • * *

Lloyd George achieved the Premiership in the exceptional circum¬

stances of war. It may be that he would eventually have succeeded

Aaquith in the Liberal leadership and entered Ho. 10 Downing Street in

the ordinary way, with the resources of a united party behind him; but

it cannot be oertain - it took another war to make Churchill Prime

Minister. That, anyway, was not how it happened. The impact of war

broke the Liberal Party. Lloyd George was propelled to power

principally by his former opponents, over the head of his leaden in

the national emergency, a Napoleon was called for, and the Tories were
W-

ready to forget Lloyd George's defects in recognition of his unchallenged

qualifications for the needs of the moment. But what had been so

irregularly given could, when he had done the job required of him, as

easily be taken away again. Lloyd George became Prime Minister with no

solid base of party support. For a year or two after the conclusion of

hostilities, his prestige remained high; as leader of the Coalition

Government he retained unprecedented personal power. But his dominating

position revived all the old jealousies and raised a crop of new

apprehensions; his exercise of power aroused inevitable controversies and

destroyed the wartime sense of oommon purpose; while his failures in

the faoe of the towering problems of peace disillusioned his supporters.

1, Wilson, pp. oit.. p. 380,



The visard was shown to be human after all* He was rejeoted and made

the scapegoat for all the ills of the postwar world* He now paid the

penalty for having, almost alone, taken literally the patrlotio rhetoric

about putting oountry before party. Having held power primarily as an

individual, he was left with no party to cushion his fall* The Liberals

had rejected him in 1916 when he displaoed Asquith, (at least Asquith had

held on to the Liberal party machine); Labour rejected him in 1918 at

the end of the war; when the Tories rejected him in 1922 he was left

high and dry with only a "stage array" of sixty Parliamentary supporter's

and no national organization* He stood alone against the parties,

exposed as the outsider he had always been, but now condemned to live the

role for the rest of his life*

This thesis describes Lloyd George*s response to his rejection.

It was characteristically double-sided. On tire one hand he recognized

that the re-establishment of party polities obliged him to oonform*

Though never a good party nan, he often quoted to Franoes Stevenson the

adviee given him years before by Joseph Chamberlain; "Whatever you are

tempted to do in politics, be sure you have the party machine behind you".

Accordingly, from the moment of his fall he set himself to wrest the

Liberal machine from the Asquithians. Eventually he succeeded, won the

parly leadership, and achieved remarkable things with it; but by then

the Liberals were already caught in the third-party trap from which they

have never yet escaped* He knew that, 80 long as the other parties were

controlled by men - Baldwin, Neville Chamberlain and J.C.C* Davidson on

the Conservative side, MaoDonald and Arthur Henderson on the Labour -

resolutely determined, for a mixture of personal §ntipathy and sound

political strategy, to dismiss any suggestion of co-operation with him

or with the Liberal Party, then he had little prospect of returning to

1* Malcolm Thomson, David Lloyd George. (London 1%9) » p« 22.



office by the normal party route* He oould only come back over the

dead bodies, politically speaking, of Baldwin, Chamberlain and MaoDonald

and the oollapse of their parties* He only put one half of himself,

therefore into the party leadershipj the other Llqyd George forgot

Chamberlains advice and deliberately oultivated his Coalition image as

a man above party - a de Gaulle figure hovering in the background of

politics, even as he was simultaneously involved in the party dogfight

in the foreground. The ambiguity of his reoord - social reformer and

war leader - allowed him to appeal to an extraordinarily wide range of

people, of the left and right and of the centre - to all those, in fact,

of loose party attachments or none who were impatient with the caution

of Baldwin and MacDonald and longed for positive action in any direction*

Lloyd George appeared to such people as the Man of Emergency, to be kept

in reserve for the ultimate crisis when his poor successors would be

swept away by events. Such a stance appealed to his own instincts more

than did the parly one* His years of power had made him less amenable

to the disciplines of party than evert he had, as it were, outgrown

party and acquired a quasi-Presidential outlook* It may be that suoh a

stance was the only possible one for an ex-Prime Minister without a

credible majority party; but it led to his unconscious acceptance of

the role of a permanent one-man opposition*

During these years, Lloyd George lived in some comfort, surrounded

by his farm and fruit trees, in the house he had built for himself at

Churt in Surrey, oared for by his secretary, Prances Stevenson* Pranoes

had been his mistress since 1912i he was eventually able to marry her in

1943, when he was eighty and she was fifty-five. Contrary to his public

reputation and the libels of his son, he loved her deeply and faithfully;

he wrote her the most eloquent letters whenever they had to be apart,

and he told her in 1925 that their relationship had been reborn when he

fell from office three years earlier. Prances was undoubtedly a great
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consolation to him in his years of political frustration; but she also

had a political influence. His wife, Dame Margaret Lloyd George, newer

took much interest in politics beyond the Caernarvon Boroughs, where she

fulfilled many of his funotions as a constituency M,P, j but she did help

to keep his feet on the ground. In the latter half of his career, as a

greater distance opened up between them (as much geographical as

emotional - Dame Margaret rarely left Wales), Frances gained his ear as

well as his heart. She was a better companion for Lloyd George than

Margaret had ever been, sharing and recording his absorption in all the

issues, intricacies and gossip of his political life; but she lacked

Margaret*s roots in the soil of politics, and she flattered him as

Margaret never did. He was already a great public figure, and old

enough to be her father, when she first met him; she looked up to him,

pampered him through his Premiership, and inevitably encouraged him,

throughout his exile from power, to believe that he was a bigger man than

any of his rivals and that the public must in the end turn back to him if

only he would make a virtue of his lack of party ties and hold himself

in readiness above the battle. Thus Frances possibly did him some

disservice. Of course, she was far from alone in offering him this

dubious advice; he was flooded with it - his well-wishers were precisely

those who did not believe in party. He too reinforced his sense of his

own independent power by maintaining, right up to the Second World War,

a large personal staff of secretaries and assistants who kept him better

briefed on events at hose and abroad than most Ministers, but at the same

time tended to shield him from real life. Enclosed in this political

household, and still working harder in opposition than Baldwin or

MaoDonald did in government, knowing himself to have the personal

capacity and (after 1926) the effective policies to tackle the country's

problems as they needed to be taokled, Lloyd George oannot be blamed

either for thinking that he should return to offioe ("Ambition in the

best is half a virtue"), or for believing the voices that assured him that
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eventually he would return. But by lurking at Churt in apparent semi-

retirement (inviting the obvious comparison with Cinoinnatus), and

periodically touring the country or descending on the House of Commons

to castigate his suooessors from a great height, he may have only underlined

the impression that he was somehow above or beyond the realm of day-to-day

politios and ordinary politicians! a defiant outsider, in fact, whom

it would take an unimaginable cataclysm to restore to a seat of power in

the cosy game of musical chairs conducted according to their own rules by

the parties at Westminster*

But this is to fall into the trap of hindsight. The faot that the

necessary oataolysm never quite occurred - at any rate not until 1940,

by whioh time Lloyd George had been superseded by a younger Man of

Destiny - does not mean that it was not widely anticipated throughout the

1920' s and early thirties. On toe contrary, at every election and

every crisis - in 1923, in 1924, in 1926, 1929 and 1931 - when the

survival of one Government or toe composition of the next was In doubt,

Lloyd George's name was in every mouth and the possibility of his return

to office exercised every mind* The following ehapters set out to

demonstrate his pivotal importance in the politios of the decade 1922-31

by means of a simple narrative of events showing at toe same time what

Lloyd George was doing, saying, thinking and hoping at every critical

point, how much attention was paid to his every move or suspected move

by his rivals, enemies and admirers, and why it was that he failed in

toe end to come back* The form is frankly biographical! Lloyd George

is placed at the centre of the story* But it is hoped that thie

perspective will appear, not as an eccentric distortion, but as a

revelation of the truth, obscured by years of misrepresentation and

calculated negleot: that the age of Baldwin and MaoDonald in reality

revolved around Lloyd George.



At lea3t let hia contribution to

Lord Birkenhead in 1929 compared Lloyd

under an upturned glass, unable to be

has been kept too long clamped down,

to raise it.
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the decade be made clear,

George to a wasp, bussing angrily

heard. The glass of ridicule

The purpose of this thesis is

1, Speech at East Toacteth, Liverpool, 18 March 1929*
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At a meeting at the Carlton ^lub on 19 October 1922, Conservative

M.P.1 a voted by a majority of 185 to 881, in defiance of their leaders,

to withdraw their support from the Coalition which had governed the

country since the end of the Great War four years earlier, to throw

Lloyd George and such Conservatives as still supported him out of

office, and to fight the forthcoming General Election against all comers

as an independent party. The event has passed into Tory mythology -

backbenchers' meetings are styled to this day the *1922 Committee*, in

celebration of the only ocoasion in time of peace this oentury that

party pressure has destroyed a Government, The fall of Lloyd George

indeed retains in the mind something of the shock of an assassination

or a ooup d'etat. It marks a critical watershed in the development

of British politics! Lloyd George, the victim, the dominating figure

of the previous fifteen years, never held office again; while Stanley

Baldwin, the ohief executioner, hitherto obscure, went on to dominate

the next fifteen, stamping the period as indelibly with his own

complacent image as Lloyd George had the war years with his turbulence,

Tet the outcome of the meeting eame as no great shock to 1922, The

Coalition's fall had been widely anticipated and was generally welcomed.

The Carlton Club deeision seemed merely to terminate an arrangement

which had long sinoe become unrewarding for both parties concerned.

His friends never dreamed that it would have such fatal consequences

for Lloyd George* s oareer: even the mover of the rebel resolution
2

wrote to wish him well, To understand the curious situation in

October 1922, it is necessary to traoe, very briefly, the history of

the defeated Government - its formation, its oharaoter, Its achievements

and its failures, its unpopularity and its unique vulnerability to

backbench disaffection,

1. The figures announced were 186 to 87} but the correct figures
are given in Robert Rhodes James, Memoirs of a Conservative!
J,C,C, Davidson's Memoirs and Papers. 1910-37. (London 19o9) p, 129,

2, E.G. Pretyman to Lloyd George, 19 October 1922. (Lloyd George
papers G/30/l/20.)
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The first Lloyd George Coalition was formed at the low point of

the 1914 war, in December 1916, when frustration with the weak and half¬

hearted war direction of Aaquith led to a demand for his replacement

that was practically universal among all those at the oentre of politios

not bound to him by personal ties. The myth that Lloyd George plotted

ambitiously to oust his leader has been exploded,1 In so far as it has

any truth, it reflects more harshly upon the extraordinary sense of

divine right, of Aaquith and his friends than upon Lloyd George, whose

desire was so much more for the better prosecution of the war than for

titular first place for himself that he was willing to serve under Bonar

Law or to oontinue under Asquith, so long as he had control of the war,

Nor can he be blamed for wanting unfettered power, or thinking he was

the man of the moment} since August 1914 he had been without question

the outstanding minister of energy and dispatch in both administrations,

to whom Asquith had turned time and again whenever any problem of

particular difficulty arose. Little as the Conservatives liked him -

and Bonar Law trusted him as little as anyone at this time - they had

no doubt to idiom the supreme control should be entrusted. There may

have been some political calculation in their support for Lloyd George;

for the most part they simply recognised him, as the public did already,

as the essential war leader, the motor of the nation's energy, and the

embodiment of its will to win. No slight on Asquith was intended, it

was only his pride that saw one. No cleavage in the Liberal Party was

foreseen; Asquith made the first, unnecessary, breach. Not only were

Lloyd George and Bonar Law prepared originally to leave Asquith Prime

Minister, provided only there was a reorganization of the machinery of

war; they offered every possible combination of names to induce him

to stay in the Government, But Asquith objected to being supplanted

1, See Cameron Hazlehurst, "The Conspiracy Myth" in Martin Gilbert (ed,)
Llovd George. (New Jersey 1968); Cameron Haslehurst, Politicians

Twelve Essays. (London 1971)•
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ty Law or Balfour aa much as by Lloyd George, and refused any office*

He may or may not have used the haughty words attributed to him by

Lloyd George, "What is the proposal? That I who have held first place

for eight years should be asked to take a secondary position?" but

the sentiment was certainly there. Among the many great qualities of

Mr. Asquith, a disinterested readiness to stand aside was on several

oocasiona in his oareer oonspiouously absent.

Not without serious crises Lloyd George survived to triumph as

the Man who Won The War, Though no-one would today uphold every

detail of contemporary eulogies, there can be no questioning that his

leadership, determination and energy were major factors in the final

victory* March 1918, when the Germans broke through almost to Paris,

was his Finest Hour. By the time of the Armistice he was a hero, with

the problem of how to carry over his power and reputation into peace¬

time polities. Probably he never thought of winding up the Coalition

and returning to the pre-war party line-up. Lloyd George was a

natural Coalitionist, as he had shown at the most surprising lament in

1910} now, with a Coalition already in being, and unprecedented problems

and opportunities awaiting the Government both at home and in Europe,

the ehanoe apparently to make the world anew, there was no question of

disbanding it. (Churchill, in 19¥># had learnt enough from Lloyd

George's fate to insist on being elected Conservative leader} but in
*h>o »

1945 he^waa keen to continue his Coalition into peaoe). In 1918
Lloyd George determined on an immediate General Election, to be fought

by the Coalition as a Government, and his whips came to an arrangement

with the Tories for the parcelling out of seats, sending a "coupon",

(as Asquith contemptuously called it), signed by himself and Bonar Law

to every candidate ohosen to oarry the flag. This, from the

1, David Lloyd George, War Memoirs. (London 1933-58), 1938 edition
p. 596.
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perspective of 1922-23, came to appear as the greatest blunder of

Lloyd George's life. If Asquith's refusal to serve in 1916 was the

first split in the Liberal Party, the "Coupon" Election, by whioh

Lloyd George seoured the safe return of 150 Liberals, (generally his

own supporters), and the near-annihilation of the rest, (mainly

Asquithians), was the second and decisive breach. Not only was the

Liberal Party now formally divided, it was also practically destroyed,

which made the eventual reunion of the fragments the more difficult.

Unknown to himself, Lloyd George's action in 1918 burnt the boat in

which he himself would 3oon be wanting to 3ail again; much of his

effort of the 1920's had to go into rebuilding it.

In defence of Lloyd George it can be claimed that the "coupon"

arrangement was the best that he could do for the Liberal Party, given

the predominance of Conservatives among the Coalition's supporters in

Parliament, and the determination of Conservative Central Office to

secure the full benefits of a khaki election to the patriotic Tory Party,

150 seats was more than Central Office had originally intended for the

Liberals, and it was Lloyd George who insisted on that number.

Nevertheless, had he wished to heal the Liberal division and preserve

the party, Lloyd George could have extended the "coupon" to Asquith and

his most prominent supporters. (He did, actually, in the case of

Asquith himself, do the next best thing, by withholding the "coupon" from

his opponent, but this gained him little oredit,) Instead he allowed

the party to be divided very orudely aooording to how members were thought

to have voted in the one major division in whioh the Asquithians had

challenged the Government, that following the Maurice debate in May 1918,

The separation into sheep and goats by this criterion was so inexact,

and contained so many anomalies, that the selection may in the beginning

have been more random than malicious,^" But the decision onoe made was

1, Wilson, op, pit, pp. 144-9, 159-63.
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final, and those who did not receive the "coupon" were flayed in the election

as opponents of the great war-winning government. It would he charac¬

teristic if Lloyd George never intended this sharp division. It was

clear to him that the Coalition should be continued; if the number of

Liberal Coalitionists wa3 necessarily limited, that was bad luok on those

that missed the cut; but there had to be an opposition, and Lloyd

George did not mind Asquith providing it - he certainly felt bitter

over the Maurice affair, (the more so, probably, because he knew himself

to have been skating on very thin ice, if not actually guilty of

misleading the House of Commons). In his moment of triumph it was easy

to be almost accidentally vindictive to the Liberals. In different

circumstances later on, he found it equally easy to forget 1918 and

revive older feelings. But they did not. The "Coupon" Election

dealt the Liberal Party a fatal wound, and was the blow which made

trusting relations between the Asquithians and Llqyd George impossible

for ever after. At the time, Lloyd George went on his way rejoicing;

if he knew what he had done, he did not care; in the prospect before him,

the Liberal Party had no place. But he felt the consequences soon enough.

The history of the Coalition which was cemented in 1918 was one of

progressive disillusion and disintegration. Coalitions are, almost

in the nature of things, unstable, and are in England traditionally

unpopular. Lloyd George's Coalition was particularly unstable and fully

confirmed the tradition. The oartoonist Low memorably portrayed it as

2
a two-headed mule, "without pride of ancestry or hope of posterity".

1. There is no book on the Lloyd George Coalition; but see Mowat,
op. oit.. Taylor, op. oit.. Morgan, op. oit.. Robert Blake,
The Unknown Prime Minister: The Life and Times of Andrew Bonar Law.
1858-1923. (London 1955) and The Conservative Party from Peel to
Churchill. (London 1970); Lord Beaverbrook, The Deoline and Fall
of Lloyd George. (London 1963)? A.J.P. Taylor, Lloyd George: Rise
and Fall. (London 196l); essays by D.G. Boyoe, D.D. Cuthbert.
J.K. MoDonald, K.0. Morgan and A.E, Montgomery in Taylor (ed.)
op. oit.; M. Kinnear, The Fall of Lloyd George. (London 1973)J and
the three biographies, M. Thomson, op. city Thomas Jones. Lloyd-
George . (Oxford 1951)? ancl Frank Owen, Tempestuous Journey.
(London 1954).

2, See David Low, Lot's Autobiography. (London 1956), pp. 94-5*
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It was unstable primarily because it was hopelessly unbalanced. It

was not a combination of equal partners. On one side was the whole

organized might of the united Conservative Party; on the other a

largely unorganized splinter group from the old Liberal Party, containing

some able men, but only two principal members of the great pre-war

administration, Lloyd George himself and Churchill - a party, if such it

can be called, summoned into existence solely to support its leader.

Lloyd George himself was the only binding influenoe on the two parties.

The Coalition Liberals followed him because they had to; the Tories

followed him in 1918 because he was the great war leader and an electoral

winner. As his popularity waned in title face of post-war problems, and

his electoral value to the Tories diminished, the Coalition began to

crack. The eq.uilibrium of the Coalition depended upon Lloyd George

alone carrying enough weight to balance the Tories. As soon as he

began to lose weight, Tory strength in the Government began to dominate;

to keep himself in office, Lloyd George had to sacrifice Liberal ministers

and Liberal principles, until in the end he was left exposed at the head

of a largely Tory administration, from whloh anomalous position it was

only common sense that he be soon ejeoted. When he fell, he had no

viable party to fall baok on.

The reasons for the Coalition's unpopularity and for Lloyd George's

loss of political weight are numerous. Partly they lie in the very

nature of a peacetime coalition, which is a form of government that tries

to please everybody (or at least two sets of differing supporters), and

is therefore almost certain, if it does anything at all, to please nobody.

Partly they lie in the character of this particular coalition, which

developed in the nostrils of many of its former friends an exceptional

stink of corruption and general immorality. Partly they lie in the

particular policies with which the Government faced the enormous problems

which it encountered at home and abroad, and in its failure to surmount

the economic depression whioh soon settled over the country. By 1922,

through a combination of these factors, the Coalition had alienated
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practically all its original supporters and earned almost

universal obloquy.

Its record was not in fact at all a bad one, especially when it is

compared with some of it3 successors. It conoluded, first of all, the

unjustly reviled Treaty of Versailles. The fashionable criticism of

the Treaty, launched by Maynard Keynes in the Economic Consequenoes of

the Peace"*", ignored the revengeful climate in both London and Paris in

whioh it was negotiated and also the fact, later admitted by Keynes,

that Lloyd George had done all he humanly could, in the face of French

insistence, to moderate the burdens laid on Germany and to provide for

subsequent revision in a calmer atmosphere. The Coalition also

concluded the Irish Treaty of 1921, which gave most of Ireland more than

Home Rule, and the whole island some sort of peace for fifty years.

Here again, partition still seems the only possible solution; the

position of the Catholic minority in the Six Counties was specifically

proteoted, in the Act of 1920, by guarantees (including proportional

representation) which were wantonly discarded later in the decade with

the taoit approval of the Baldwin Government. It achieved one success¬

ful measure of joint disaraanent - the Washington Naval Treaty;

established de facto relations with the Soviet Union; and, if it did

not succeed in pacifying Europe, at least it prevented France from

invading the Ruhr, which she did soon after its fall. At heme before

the Armistice, it had carried the final enfranchisement of all adult men,

and given the vote for the first time to most women. It extended the

1911 Insurance Act to a muoh wider portion of the population, and passed

an important Education Aot. It also did more - though not enough - to

tackle the am problem of unemployment than did any Government in the

next ten years.

1. J.M. Keynes, The Economic Consequences of the Peace. (London 1919)*
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This is not a dishonourable record. The trouble was that every

part of it, the Government's successes as much as its failures, offended

some section of its supporters. On Europe, for instance, Liberals soon

followed Keynes*3 lead in denouncing Versailles, while Lloyd George's

persistent efforts to curb French demands and reconcile her to the rights

of the new Germany were vilified by Francophile Tories as the betrayal of

an ally and base pandering to the enemy. They disliked equally his

personal approach to diplomaoy, whioh he conducted through frequent

conferences at European resorts, with scant regard to Foreign Office

conventions, and his readiness to deal with the unspeakable Bolshevik.

Over Ireland, the Government managed to offend bitterly both sections of

its supporters. First, the brutality of the reprisals campaign waged

by the Black and Tans with the explicit backing ,of the Prime Minister

aroused the outrage not only of the Asquithians, but of every sort of

Liberal in the country, as well as of all Labour and many Conservatives.

Then, the peace treaty with Sinn Fein and the recognition of the

independence of southern Ireland infuriated the Die-Hards and disturbed

a much wider section of the Conservative Party, which might accept the

Treaty, but did not like it.

Over social reform, too, the Government displeased everybody.

Great things had been expected - a new post-war world, "a land fit for

heroes to live in".'3" The Government's real achievements were inadequate

to the expectations it had created; its Liberal programmes aroused a

Tory backlash. The crucial area was Housing, where Addison's ambitious

Bill ran into trouble over finanoe, was found to be excessively

extravagant, and finally scrapped. The Bill established an important

precedent of Government intervention; but it disappointed Liberal and

Labour hopes, and created such a wave of Tory hostility to expensive

spending programmes that other social reforms were curtailed, and

1* See P.B. Johnson, Land Fit For Heroes: The Planning of British
Reconstruction. 191l>-1919. (Chioago 1968).
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Fisher's Education Bill severely pruned. In the face of a strident

Anti-Waste campaign in the oountry, the Cabinet set up a three-man

Eoonomy Committee, known after its chairman as the "Geddea Axe", the

remarkably Liberal face which the Coalition had hitherto preserved

suffered badly. Liberals lost confidence in its will or power to

reform, and Tories henceforth condemned it for financial irresponsibility.

In other fields than social reform, too, the Coalition alienated

working-class support. It inevitably took the blame for the onset of

unemployment which, after the short post-war boom oollapsed in 1920,

rose above the two million mark in the summer of 1922. (Low drew

Unemployment as a rangy 3tork, hatched from the cracked shell of the

"New World" egg by the Coalition mule.) And the Government also showed

a lack of sympathy with industrial unrest which destroyed Lloyd

George's pre-war reputation as the workers' friend - preoocupied with

Europe, he had no longer the time, even if he had the inclination, to

exercise his old skill as a conciliator. In 1919* by rejecting -the

majority Report of the Sankey Commission reoommending coal national¬

ization, whioh every miner thought the Government was pledged to

acoept, Lloyd George created a burning grievance which was to dog his

relations with Labour for the rest of his life. The Government's

other principal aotion with regard to trade, the Safeguarding of

Industries Act, probably did not lose it much working-class support,

in that it involved no food taxes; but as a substantial and

considered rent in the holy fabric of Free Trade, it was a further

outrage to pious Liberals, and marks another issue on whioh the

Liberal element in the Cabinet was badly defeated.

The final straw in the field of policy which drove much support

from the Coalition was the Chanak crisis in September 1922, when

Lloyd George* s enthusiasm for the cause of Greece carried Britain to



the brink of war with Turkey. In faot the Turks backed down, Lloyd

George was able to claim a'fcladstonian triumph, and the inoident can

be defended a3 the last occasion before 1939 when Britain stood up to

an aggressor. Nevertheless, the crisis caused the country serious

alarm; Lloyd George was widely felt to be a careless warmonger trying

to recreate the conditions of his former glory. chanak was also the

inoident that pushed Bonar Law, who had left the Government for health

reasons the year before, back into the political ring. His letter to

The T-frpea ("We cannot act alone as the policeman of the world") was

only a very guarded rebuke to the Coalition, but it implicitly

signalled the emergenoe of an alternative Prime Minister, fore¬

shadowing Lloyd George's fall.

More perhaps than by any specifio policy, however, the Coalition's

extraordinary unpopularity was caused by the smell of corruption which

surrounded it. This emanated from a number of different scandals,

mostly the product of malicious rumours founded on Lloyd George's

supposed personal immorality and his lowly origins. The only substantial

charge of politioal immorality concerned the sale of titles. Ex-

ministers were on dangerous ground here, however, for it had long been

aooepted by all parties that large contributions to political funds

were rewarded by honours. Lloyd George's crime was not at all his

continuation of this practioe, but only the manner and extent of his

operations, his laok of tact. His lieutenants hawked baronetcies too

openly round the clubs, the price list was too brazen, the recipients

were too numerous and too often blatantly unsuitable. The old radical

of Limehouse was suspected of deliberately undermining the Upper House

by filling it with rogues. Moreover, since he had no established party,

the money - or that half of it not swelling the Conservative ohest - was

assumed to be lining his own pocket. This was, nevertheless, a ticklish

The Times. 6 October 1922.
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question to bring up, since no-one wished to expose to publio gaze the
f '<!

well-oiled wheels of this particular mechanism of the British Constitution,

upon which so many ambitions and party funds depended, (Despite its

publio claims to a higher morality, it is clear that the subsequent

Baldwin Government continued the traditional arrangements, only with

more discretion."*" The fear under the Coalition was mainly that the

system might be discredited.) The suitability of some recently

ennobled peers was debated in Parliament in the summer of 1922. But

the real issue was never raised. Embarrassment and a sense of

collective guilt, however, did not prevent private allegations of

Government corruption; rather it made them more exaggerated and more

damaging.

Other moral criticisms of the Coalition were less speoifio.

Partly it was the Government's capitalistic ethos that gave offence.

Lloyd George admired the abilities and had a fondness for the oompany

of self-made millionaires and businessmen-ministers like the Geddes

brothers. Both traditional Tories - offioers, landowners, and

gentlemen - and many Liberals disliked seeing the Government run by such

people, nouveaux riches whom they suspected of being war-profiteers.

Labour, too, disliked the hard-faced men. The Government benches gave

the impression of a ooalition of the "interests" against the people.

The size as well as the character of the Government's majority excited

critioism. Faced with only two small Opposition parties, the Government,

and particularly the Prime Minister, too often ignored the House of

Commons, and gave itself the air of an irresponsible dictatorship.

Too much power was felt to be vested, unconstitutionally, in the Prime

Minister's personal secretariat, the famous "Garden Suburb" - so called

because it had spilled out of No. 10 Downing Street into sheds in the

1. See A.J.P. Taylor. Beaverbrook. (London 1972) pp. .

and H.R. James, op, cit. pp. 278-90.
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garden. Democracy appeared to be eroded both by the Government* a

handling of parliament and by the Prime Minister's handling of the

Cabinet. One-man rule and the decline of Cabinet responsibility were

alleged. The Coalition was thought to be destroying the hallowed

oharacter of British politics.

The Lloyd George Coalition thus made itself unpopular, in one way

or another, with nearly every section of the population. It began as

a great experiment in non-party government, but the charm soon wore off

for all but the governing few, who persisted in imagining that the new

system might make their power permanent. By 1922 everyone else -

Conservative, Liberal, and Labour - was disillusioned. Press and

public displeasure spread to Parliament. To most Conservatives the

Coalition was abominable, partly for what it had donf, partly just for

what it was. Lloyd George had lost his electoral value, and could be

made a scapegoat; their party had everything to gain from cutting

loose, denying the past four years, and striking out on its own. To

the Coalition Liberals it was a disappointment, much of whose promise

had been blighted by the Tories; most of them hankered for Liberal

reunion. The Asquithian Liberals remembered the "Coupon" Eleotion,

the Irish atrocities and Safeguarding, longed for the Government's fall,

but gave no encouragement to reunion. Labour regarded Lloyd George as

a capitalist pawn, and the Coalition as a crude class alliance against

themselves; which indeed, judging from the arguments of many of those

who wanted to maintain it, is what it had become. All came to regard

coalition it3elf as iniquitous, an unnatural and foreign form of

government from which only evil could spring. The Government's fall

in 1922 was greeted with general relief, and politicians of all parties

swore never to repeat the experiment. Coalition was an unmentionable

concept for the next nine years, despite a party situation where there
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was often no independent majority. Talk of "co-operation" had to be

dearly differentiated from coalition, and even the three-party Govern¬

ment formed in 1931 had religiously to shun the word. Cromwell is

supposed to have given the English a lasting distaste for standing

armies; Lloyd George gave them an equal distaste for coalitions.

Despite its unpopularity and its internal contradictions, however,

the Lloyd George Coalition survived for almost four years from 1918.

The reason was the lack of a viable alternative. As soon &a an

alternative appeared, the Coalition fell. The Government1 a strength

was paradoxically its coalition character: it straddled the political

stage and oontained within itself most of the possible leaders who

might replace it. Those groups that were left outside were either

too small, too lacking in support, or too inexperienced to provide a

credible alternative administration. The death of the Coalition had

to be engineered from within; that was easy enough - there was

ample disaffection on the Tory benches. But the rebels had alBo to

find a leader from within the Coalition and that was more diffioult.

The Carlton Club revolt was a triumph of baok-bench independence, yet

it could succeed only with front-bench leadership. Even the adhesion

of several of the Conservative junior ministers and under-seoretariea

whose advancement was blocked by the continuance of coalition, (men

like Leopold Amery and Edward Wood,) and two minor Cabinet ministers,

Baldwin and Sir Arthur Griffith-Boscawen, did not give the rebels

enough leverage for success. When Baldwin screwed himself up to

resign he thought he was ending his modest career.^ With the entire

Tory leadership in the Cabinet still dedicated to the Coalition there

seemed little prospect of it3 destruction. Without an alternative

government ready to step into its shoes the rebels dared not defeat

1, Middlemas and Barnes, op. pit.PP. 115-6.
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the Coalition in Parliament for fear of creating a vacuum from wfaioh

only Labour could benefit. The threat of the Labour alternative was

always present; as Maurice Cowling has shown, much of the argument

between the Coalition and it3 opponents was about how to counter it.^"
The Coalitionists wanted to unite all honest men in defence of property

and free enterprise; its opponents, both Conservative and Liberal saw

that the strategy of all-against-Labour made Labour the only alternative

government, and thus ensured the very outoome it was intended to prevent.

Only a return to the old party system would allow the safe alternation

of non-Labour governments.

The leader the Tory rebels found to defeat the Goalition was,

ironically, one of its founders, Bonar Law, when he was persuaded

out of retirement to rescue his party from the clutches of his old

colleagues, a safe alternative Government was at hand. It would be a

Government short on ministerial talent, but it had a respected figure

at its head, and that was what mattered. The bull: of Conservative

M.P.'s deserted their official leaders, and Bonar Law became Prime

Minister of a wholly Tory administration. While noting the decisive

effect of Law's intervention, however, one may remark upon how accidental

it was, how the chanoe of one man's health, or his apparent health,

turned the course of history this way and that. Bonar Law was the

arbiter of Lloyd George's career. First, in 1916, he more than anyone

else made him Prime Minister. He was also essential to the success of

his premiership. The two utterly contrasting men - the one volatile,

buoyant, fertile, and adventurous, the other steady, pessimistic,

critical and cautious - were perfectly complementary, and worked together

in war and peace as a partnership of rare hanaony and balance. Law

3erved as a brake on Lloyd George's wilder schemes, and the Coalition's

troubles increased when Law, in May 1921, was obliged by his doctor to

1. Cowling, op. pit.
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resign. Lloyd George never enjoyed the same relationship with

Austen Chamberlain, nor was Chamberlain able to hold his party

together as Law had done. Thus Law's retirement weakened the

Coalition, and prepared the way for his return to kill it. His

retirement was expected to be permanent, and it is now clear that it

should have been. But he returned to politics in 1922, apparently

cured, for just long enough to put Lloyd George out of offioe.

Within seven months he had retired again, and in twelve he was dead.

Baldwin became Prime Minister, and Lloyd George never got back.

Bonar Law* s brief return to health ar.d office proved no more than a

neat bridge by which Baldwin crossed from obscurity to power, and

Lloyd George from power into exile.

One oan only speculate about what might have happened if Bonar

Law had resisted the pressure of his friends, and stayed away from the

Carlton Club on 19 October, Cbuld Baldwin alone have carried the

meeting? He was not at that date a conceivable Prime Minister. If

he had won, who would have taken over the rebel leadership? Curson?

Without Bonar Law, it is unlikely that the Tories would have won the

General Election, The party would have been seriously split. Had

the Coalition survived, how muoh longer could it have lasted? Such

questions cannot be answered, but it is well to remember how narrowly

and by what a large element of ohanoe even such an anomaly as the

Coalition was ended.

Despite having so muoh against it, the Coalition held most of the

highest cards - until its opponents pulled out Bonar Law to trump them

all. Its surprising strength in an apparently unfavourable situation

may be demonstrated by mentioning the only other serious attempt to form

an alternative. It is interesting partly as an illustration of one

strand of anti-Coalition feeling, but mainly as showing the futility of
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any effort that ignored the Tory centre. Between October 1920 and

August 192i negotiations were carried on between Asquith and Grey and

Lord Robert Ceoil for a new coalition. This is in itself somewhat

remarkable, since these were the very people, both then and later, who

were most insistent on the inherent iniquity of coalitions. But of

course their coalition was going to be different - a moral coalition

based on the unimpeachable reputations of three notably upright men,

which would restore the sense of honour to public life. It was based

on two particular ideas - a revulsion from the atrocities in Ireland

and devotion to the League of Nations - but above all on loathing of

the Government's decadence. Such a coalition of well-meaning

liberals - it was also supposed to contain some elements of "sane"

Labour, though none were included in the discussions - was not likely

to get far for lack of any solid support, but it never even got off

the ground, owing to disagreements about leadership and presentation.

Those involved in the talks were almost entirely Asquithlan Liberals -

Walter Runciman, Sir John Simon, Sir Donald Maclean, Lords Crewe and

Cowdray - but Cecil and Sir Arthur Steel-Maitland, (the only other Tory,)
insisted that, to make headway, they must form a new party, a visibly

new venture; Asquith wanted still to rely on the organization and name

of the old Liberal Party, and merely regarded Cecil and Steel-Maitland

as new recruits. Cecil's main concern was to get rid of Asquith,

whom he rightly regarded as an obstructive relic} if Grey were

Liberal leader he would consider becoming a Liberal. Cecil had a

high regard for Grey, inexplicably widespread in political circles,

which he wrongly believed to be shared, despite 1914, by the general

publio. Asquith, however, was jealous of his position and would not

budge. Grey, whose eyesight was failing had neither the 3tomach for a
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fight nor the inclination to return to full-time politics, and

responded only half-heartedly to Cecil's appeals. The venture came

to nothing, an example only of the futility of the Liberals and the

impossibility of welding any sort of non-socialist alternative from

the remnants that owed nothing to the Coalition.'1' It had to be

betrayed by its own.

The futility of the Liberals was evident in their independent

efforts between 1918 and 1922. They merged from the "Coupon"

Election with only 26 members, and for a time made a surprisingly good

show in the House of Commons under the leadership of Maclean, (Asquith

having lost his seat,) using their debating experience to good effect

while Labour was without some of its leading speakers. The return of

Asquith for Paisley, however, in February 1920, though a great

psychological boost at the time, was actually a dead wei^it upon the
2

party in Parliament, and as Labour gained confidence from by-election

victories and the return of Arthur Henderson, the Liberal share in the

opposition dwindled. Paisley apart, they did not do well in by-

elections, and the party in the country wa3 demoralized. Its leaders

offered no positive radioal alternative to Labour; the issues which

aroused them were their old favourites, Ireland and Free Trade; they

produced no programme for the 1922 Election. They relied complacently

on their Gladstonian tradition and their own superior morality, and

hoped title oountzy shared their soorn of Labour, Labour itself,

rejecting now as later all overtures to alliance, concentrated on

building up its independent strength, and presented under the leadership

of J.R. Clynes a quietly impressive image of moderate common sense,^

1. Records of the Asquith/Grey/Ceoil conversations are preserved
in the Asquith papers, 3Vl-36.

2. See Wilson, op. oit.. pp. 205-14.

3. See Cowling, op. oit.. pp. 177-80.
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Labour and Liberals were able only to denounce the Coalition from

without, while hoping for its fall. Tory opponents could work from

within to bring it down. What of the Coalition Liberals, the forgotten

party? They were awkwardly placed by 1922, having, as a party, no

reason for their existence beyond the support of Lloyd G-eorge but feeling

by now considerably disillusioned with his Government. They were most

of them scarcely less restless than the Tories, and increasingly longed

for release from a distasteful alliance; while still regarding them¬

selves as Liberals, however, they recognized that their reunion with

that party would not be easy. They oould not, like the Tories, just

pull out of the Coalition and, politically speaking, go home. They

had left home in 1916, and would be weloomed back only on their knees.

They were bound, therefore, to support the Coalition so long as it

survived; they were not, however, prepared to go further and secure it

in perpetuity. In this they defied their master. Lloyd George had

realized, at the height of his power, the real weakness of his position.

His own shadowy party oould not keep him in power, and while he had no

permanent hold on the Tories, he was vulnerable to their changing mood.

He needed a party, and, Liberal though he still was, he needed the Tory

Party; it would be transformed, of course, by his leadership and the

exclusion of its Die-Hard wing. It would be a Centre Party, oombining

all reasonable men in a permanent progressive coalition that oould

oarry out neoessary reforms at home while restraining revolution and

preserving peace, free from the petty obstructions of party politios.

Now, as Prime Minister, Lloyd George thought he oould implement his

plan, rejected in 1910, for the suspension of strife and the acceptance

instead by both parties of an agreed non-controversial programme on such

highly controversial Issues as Ireland and the House of Lords. This

raises one of the paradoxes of Lloyd George. Normally he seemed a
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great fighter, an instinctively combative character and a fierce

partisan. Yet at times, (usually when he was in a strong position,)
he wanted to stop the fight and hoped that everyone would agree with

himj then he became the great conciliator.

His enthusiasm for a Centre Parly in 1920, however, was only fully

shared by two of his leading colleagues - Churchill from the Liberal aide

and Lord Birkenhead (the former F.E, Smith) from the Tory. The three

were old friends as well as old antagonists: they were all co-founders,

before the war, of the cross-party "Other Club", the most important of

whose rules stated that "Nothing in the rules or intercourse of the

Club shall interfere with the rancour or asperity of party politics".^
This ironic stipulation perfectly encapsulates the triumvirate's

singular political philosophy. While no-one could be more vehemently

partisan - they were the three most brilliant and corrosive publio

speakers of their generation - they were at the same time in private

the most oonvinced coalitionists, constantly seeking the ground for

some agreement that would avert the party conflict they all so muoh

enjoyed. This ambivalent stance helped to plaoe all three among the

most distrusted men in politics: it called in question their parly

loyalty and their sincerity. Lloyd George's idea of a Centre Party

was more progressive than that of either of his colleagues, who thought

mainly in terms of a bulwark against socialism. But it did his reputation

no good to be bracketed with suoh seeming buccaneers.

His Liberal enemies attaoked Lloyd George for selling his soul to

the Tories, and many of his friends held up to him the career of

Joseph Chamberlain as an awful warning. Yet he never ceased to regard

himself as a good radical. He was always proclaiming his sympathy with

the underdog, and his adherence to the democratic side in politics - by

contrast with the plutocratic older Liberals. The one paper he really

1. Sir Colin Coote, Ihe Other Club. (London 1971)> P« 20.
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noticed was the Manchester Guardian: C.P. Soott'a approval mattered to

him, and in frequent letters and meetings he begged the Liberal

patriarch to keep him right. He constantly denied the parallel with

Chamberlain, but his reiteration of the theme shows that he saw the

danger. He did not believe, however, that he betrayed his past either

by leading the Coalition or by contemplating fusion. He attaohed

little importance to party labels, more to the assurance of good

government. In the post-war world pre-war divisions seemed irrelevant.

In the new disturbed conditions he feared both revolution and reaction,

whioh he thought that only a strong national Government could resist.

His presence in the Government was a guarantee against reaction. He

always felt that he liberalized the Tories more than they affected him.

His Centre Party was definitely intended to be progressive: not just

the old Tories, with himself as hostage-leader like Haodonald in the

thirties, but a new combination to fill the gap left by the Liberal

deoline, with the Coalition Liberals as equal partners, and the Die-

Hards somehow excluded.

Apart from seouring his own position, the Centre Party was to

Lloyd George probably the only way of seouring Liberal - or liberal -

representation in the Government beyond the next eleotion. The more

party-minded of his Coalition Liberal oolleaguea, however, could not

see that liberalism would best be preserved by their denying their name

and merging with non-Liberals; it had been right and necessary to

prolong the Coalition for a time in the immediate aftermath of the war,

but in the long term most of them looked to a restored Liberal Party as

the proper vehicle for liberal ideas. Thus when Lloyd George expounded

his plan to them in March 1920, he got a cold response. Churohill and

Christopher Addison were with him; but H.A.L. Fisher, Alfred Mond and

JEdward Shortt led a successful opposition. At a party meeting two days
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shelved. Lloyd G-eorge was undismayed, and proposed to try again later.

In fact the Coalition Liberal veto was permanent; as Liberal ministers

were dropped and their programmes out, their enthusiasm grew no greater,

while the Tories, who had oonsented to the match in 1920, when party and

country still seemed to need Lloyd George, were unlikely to consent

again.1
Tory rejection of fusion was made explicit two years later.

March 1920 had shown Lloyd George and Churohill to be out of touch with,

while still dependent on, their followers. In January 1922 the same

lesson was taught to the Tory leaders, Austen Chamberlain and Birkenhead.

Their proposal, in fact, was only for an early general election, to be

fought by the two parties as a coalition, to clear the way for a further

attempt at fusion in the wake of viotory. But the plan was wrecked by

the Chairman of the Conservative Party, Lord. Younger, who, knowing the

party's absolute resistance to fighting another eleotion under Lloyd

George, leaked and denounced it while the Prime Minister was at Cannes.

Any intention of holding an election was immediately denied. The events

of October were here plainly foreshadowed. The body of the Tory Party

had shown its independence of the head, and exposed the weakness of the

Prime Minister by denying him his traditional prerogative to seek a

dissolution at his own choosing. It had demonstrated both its ability

to unseat Lloyd George and its readiness to by-pass Chamberlain unless

he toed the line, The fall of the Coalition was now only a matter of

time and leadership.

With the Coalition* s days so obviously numbered, it is now olear that

Lloyd George would have served his future best if he had gone out of

offioe voluntarily sometime in 1922, instead of waiting tamely for the

Carlton Club to throw him out. He did think of it. Lord Riddell,

1. See K.O. Morgan,"Lloyd George's Stage Arrays The Coalition Liberals"
in A.J.P. Taylor (ed.), op. oit.
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Fisher, Soott, Tom Jones and Frances Stevenson all record him

threatening to resign,"*" and planning liberal issues on which to go -

his pacification programme at the Genoa Conference being the most

serious. But he could never quite take the plunge, and always hung on

for a better opportunity. Had he resigned, he could not have gone

straight back to the Liberals, much as some would have liked him to.

If it had ever been possible, Ceoil's disinterment of Grey as an

alternative Liberal leader prevented it. Asquith he might have

supplanted; Grey he could not. The best he could have done, which

he probably considered, wa3 to have taken the Coalition Liberals out

of the Government on an issue which re-established his tarnished

liberalism, and hoped to attract the party back to his flag over a

period of months or years. As it was, by clinging to the Coalition to

the last, he made hi3 task much harder. One thing he did try to do -

he several times, early in 1922, begged Chamberlain or Law to relieve
2

him, while he would take a lesser post. If these letters are to be

taken seriously, it would seem that Lloyd George wa3 bowing to his own

unpopularity wiLh the Tories and trying to win more time for the

Coalition by a change of leader. More probably Lloyd George knew

Chamberlain would refuse, and was merely trying to demonstrate his own

indispensability, and showthat he held office only at his colleagues'

request.

In the end, Lloyd George probably stuok to the Coalition for the

same reason that the Tory leaders stuck to him - in the expectation of

a much bigger split in the Tory Party than actually occurred. They all

1* Lord Riddell's Intimate Diary of the Peace Conference and After.
(London 1933), pp. 350-1; H.A.L. Fisher diary, 3 October 1922,
(Fisher papers, Box 8); Trevor Wilson (ed.) The Political Diaries
of C.P. Soott. 1911-1928. (London 1970), pp. 415-6, p. 421;
Thomas Jones, Whitehall Diary (ed. K. Middlemas), Vol. I, (London
1989), p. 205; A.J.P. Taylor (ed.), Lloyd George: A Diary by
Frances Stevenson. (London 1971), pp. 240-3.

2. See Riddell, op, cit.. pp. 360-1, and Jones, loc. pit.
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alike overestimated the importance of leaders, and underestimated the

independence of the rank and file. Most of the Cabinet went into exile

with Lloyd George - Chamberlain, Birkenhead, Arthur Balfour, Sir Robert

Horne, Sir Laming Worthington-Bvans, Sir Ernest Pollock, Lord Lee of

Fareham and the Earl of Crawford and Balcarrea, plus of course the

Coalition Liberals; they imagined that together they constituted a bloo

so formidable that no Government oould stand without them. (Lloyd George

actually suggested to Fisher that the Grey-Cecil-Salisbury group was most
J

likely to suooeed.) They would soon be recalled to offioe, either by

a repentent party, or by the country. The new party would be forged in

the Tory split. In the event, it only needed Bonar Law to re-emerge,

and Curzon to change sides, and the whole central mass of the party

rallied to an inexperienced but credible new Government. The

Coalitionists were left as isolated individuals, leaders with no-one to

lead, able to do nothing but drift gradually back to their respective

former parties - as subordinates. This, however, was not their

expectation on 19 October. Then they faoed the future with confidence.

A successful revolt at the Carlton.Club, they thought, would actually

strengthen their position. They would go out of office and come back

triumphant, restored to popularity and rid of their critics.
2

Lloyd George went up to Manchester on 14 October in high spirits,

and made a fighting speech at the Reform Club, defending Chanak and

mocking the opposition, especially the Liberals. He expected the fall

1. Fisher diary, loo, pit.

2. Jones, op. oit. I, p. 210; see also Sir Edward Grigg to
Lady Astor, 11 October 1922s- "The P.M. has gone down to his
oottage with Mrs. Ll.G. to prepare his Manchester speech •••••

He is in tremendous form and went off this morning chanting war
songs with the fire of the crusader burning in his heart and
blazing in his eyes. I have never seen him so determined to
make the conscience of the countiy respond to the policy of peace
and humanity which he has endeavoured against great odds to pursue.
He reminded me of that delightful nigger spiritual song 'Singing
with a sword in my hand'," (Grigg papers).
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of the Coalition, and reviewed his premiership with pride. After

seventeen hard years he would welcome his freedom, but would regret

any severance from his loyal colleagues, nI have", he declared

confidently, "many friends - Conservatives, Liberals, yes, and

multitudes of those who hold no attachment to any party, I cast

myself on the people whose cause I have never betrayed during thirty-

two years of strenuous public life. They are a just and generous

people, and to those who have done their best to render them service,

and I claim to have rendered them service, they will see fair play,

I am not afraid of the future."

1, Speeoh at the Reform Club, Manchester, 14 October 1922,
(References to all speeohes by Lloyd Ceorge and others are from
The Times of the next week-day, unless otherwise stated.)
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"In an hour his power has been struck down; and to a large degree the

system which he had all but destroyed replaces his Great Adventure of

personal rule.""'" Thus the Liberal Nation hailed Lloyd George's fall.

The Tory Press, excepting the Coalitionist Scotsman, was even more

delighted. "The announcement ..... will be received throughout the

country with intense relief", wrote the Daily Mail. "Britain has had
2

no more unpopular administration since the days of the Stuarts."

"Never in living memory", echoed The Times, "has the fall of a British

Government ..... evoked so small a measure of public regret".

Anticipating the return of "straightforward politics and sincere

government", it declared, "The nation has now an opportunity to put

its house in order"The Morning Post drew "a deep breath of relief

and thankfulness", and hoped for "the return of principle in politics"

The Die-Hard National Review, was in the process of publishing as a

book its violent "Exposure of Lloyd Georgism" entitled The Han Who Didn't

Win the War. The news of his fall came just in time for its anonymous

author to add a triumphant preface. "The evil genius of our modern

Politios" had fallen, "the rule of shame and dishonour" was at an end.

"It is characteristic and curious that just as the news of Mr. Lloyd

George's accession to office in 1916 was received with a sigh of relief

from every friend of the British Empire throughout the world, so his fall

in 1922 has been received with satisfaction by England's friends. The

only people who regret it are the enemies of our State - the tribal Irish,
_ 5

the Germans, and the Bolsheviks.

1. Nation. 21 October 1922

2. Daily Mail. 20 October 1922

3* The Times. 21 October 1922,

4. Morning Post. 20 October 1922.

5. "Centurion", The Man Who Didn't Win The War. (London 1923),
pp.8, 11-12.
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The opposite extreme was predictably expressed by the Lloyd George

Liberal Magazine, the only periodical in recent British politics openly

dedicated to a cult of personality - a journal packed with portraits and

panegyrics of the leader. "The Catastrophe" was the simple headline of

its leading article for November, deploring the fall of what it was not

afraid to call "the strongest Government not only of modem times but of

all times in our British history".

"The Lloyd George Government", it wrote, "disappeared just when the

harvest of its strong and beneficent administration was being garnered

in improving ooarnerce and credit, in the deoline of the unemployment

figure, and the establishment of peace not only in these islands but

generally throughout the world. The strongest possible bulY«ark against

revolution and confiscation was thus recklessly scrapped." By the

behaviour of Bonar Law and his friends it professed itself deeply shocked.

"There are certain things, as Mr. Lloyd George said, which gentlemen

cannot do To seize the ship, which they were quite incapable of

navigating, to maroon the captain and the best men of the crew and take

forcible possession of the cargo, would not have been regarded as

X
gentlemanly act3 even in piratical circles."

* * * * *

Within hours of the Carlton Club decision, Lloyd George had seen

the King and resigned his office, though he remained technically Prime

Minister for a few days. Contrary to Tory rumours, he took his

deposition very well. When Sir Maurice Hankey met him, (in the lavatory

of No, 10,) immediately after the vote, he was "jaunty and cheerful, and
2

showed no sign of regret at leaving office". The next day, "he was

1. Lloyd George Liberal Magazine, November 1922.

2. Stephen Koakill, Hankey: Man of Secrets. Vol. 2, (London 1972),
pp. 296-7.
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in good fettle, and not in the least ca3t down","*" and on Ootober 23,
2

taking formal leave of his staff was "full of fun" and "absolutely
3

hilarious", giving an amusing charade of his return at the head of

a Welsh delegation to Bonar Law. His dominant first reaction was

relief, lie had been talking of going for so long that he was really

quite glad to be pushed. His first word to Thomas Jones was "Rhyddid".

Welsh for "Freedom",^ and leaving London for Leeds he boasted to

reporters, as if it were by hi3 own choice, "I oome as a free man.
C

I have shaken the burden from my shoulders".

Some of his colleagues were more bitter. Sir William Sutherland

spoke of secret cabals,^ Churchill from his sickbed, (being deprived, as

he wrote later, simultaneously of office and his appendix,) poured
7 8

execration on Curzon, and the word "Judas" was somewhat freely used.

But mostly the Coalitionists were undismayed. Secure in the sense of

their own importance, they were at first rattier amused at the prospeot

of watching Bonar Law trying to form a Government, believing that he had

never willed this end at all. "There is one man", said Chamberlain,
Q

"who is sorrier than I, and that is Bonar Law". Lloyd George himself

rebuffed Hankey's suggestion that he might soon return to office.

"Oh no", he cried, "nothing will induce me to let Bonar off. Birkenhead

and I are determined to keep him up to it. Eaoh of us will hold up one

10
arm till sundown." This turned out to be a bad jokej Law was

perfectly able to stand on his own.

1. Ibid, p. 297.
2. Jones, op. pit. I, p. 2l6.
3. Roskill, pp. oit.. pp. 299-300.
4. Jones, op. oit. I, p. 212.
5. The Times. 21 October 1922.
6. Jones, loo, oit.
7. Roskill, op, oit.. p. 300.
8. Ibid.. p. 298; Fi3her diary, 19 October 1922.
9. Roskill, op. cit.. p. 296.

10. Ibid.. p. 300.
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All this fun concealed the difficulty of Lloyd George's position.

Almost no observer believed that he was out for ever. Many, from the

King downwards, recorded their expectation of his quick return."'"
Dame Margaret Lloyd George was not too worried about looking for a

2
house, thinking she might be back in Downing Street quite soon.

Lloyd George had been for so long the dominating figure in politics that

his fatal lack of an established party base was not appreciated. It was

widely felt, as Bonar Law put it to Tom Jones, that "George will always
x

be his own party". Megan Lloyd George, writing to her sister, expressed

the family confidence: "Yihatever happens Tade will be the power. He

will be tremendous in opposition - and Bonar knows it".^" Churchill,

too, wrote to his chief that his prospects oould only improve

"Do not suppose that the Lloyd George wave will diminish as
a result of twelve or eighteen months of ultra-Tory rule such
as we are apparently to have. On the contrary I believe
that it will grow stronger every month, and then you will
not have the terrible drawback of the anti-Tory vote being
split into two or three sections, while they remain
triumphantly intact though in a minority." 5

Lloyd George shared this confidence, being greatly encouraged by

the large crowds which met him everywhere he spoke. After the momentary

sensation of relief, his second instinctive reaction was to fight. His

vaunted desire for a rest did not endure. But whom to fight, and with

what weapons? These were questions he could not immediately answer,

and the failure to answer them crippled his appeal to the electorate for

a year to come. In the forthcoming General Election there would be

effectively five parties - Conservatives and Coalition Conservatives,

Liberals and Coalition Liberals, and Labour, The ex-Coalition parties

1. Owen, op. cit.. p. 659.

2. Dame Margaret Lloyd George to Olwen Carey Evans, 25 Ootober 1922,
in K.O. Morgan (ed.), Lloyd George Family Letters 1885-1936.
(Cardiff and London 1973)* p. 197.

3. Jones, op. oit. I, p. 215.

if. Megan Lloyd George to Olwen Carey Evans, 25 Ootober 1922, in
Morgan (ed.), op. oit.. p. 197.

5. Churchill to Lloyd George, 2 November 1922. (Churchill papers
C^/l25.)



had to decide their attitudes both to each other and to the Government

and Opposition. Their solidarity began to crack almost at onoe. Out

of office, two differing groups could not be kept in line. A Government

has its own momentum, defending its deeds; an opposition needs a

raison d'etre. Lloyd George's ministers came out of office with loyalty

to him, but not much else to unite them. The Conservatives were still

Conservative, the Liberals still Liberal. Lloyd George was unable to

give them a lead.

On his return from the Palace, Lloyd George held a meeting of

Liberal ministers. Mond wanted to come out at once as a Liberal,

thinking, in Fisher's words, "our distinguished Tory allies an

enoumbranoe". Lloyd George wa3 "strongon the necessity of being loyal

to them". He agreed, however, that they should stand as Liberals

"sans phrase", while adopting "a programme to whioh our Conservative

colleagues can subscribe". **" He was doubtful whether he should fulfil

an engagement to speak at Leeds on Saturday and, if he did, what he

should say. In the evening, dining with Tom Jones and J.T. Davie3, he

was more confident. Two things he thought important. First, his

tremendous reception at Manchester the previous week - "People not 8 deep
2

but 50 deep" - showed that he still kept his hold on the "oommon folk",

and he repeated the contrast with Joseph Chamberlain, who deserted them.

Secondly, he was very pleased to have carried Austen Chamberlain,

Balfour, Birkenhead, Home and Worthington-Svans with him, as he might

not have done had he resigned earlier. He now rehearsed his projected

speech at Leedss he would recite his Government's achievements in

glowing colours, and list the eminent statesmen who stood by him -

"Balfour who put through the Washington Agreement, Balfour and Fisher

1. Fisher diary, 19 October 1922.

2. Jones, op. pit., p. 210.
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who are our League of Nations champions, Chamberlain and Home who have

safeguarded the nation's credit, Home, Mond and Macnamara who have

toiled for the relief of the unemployed" This was indeed to be his

recipe, relying largely on the record and prestige of his team.

Was he, however, really so sure of the allies whose names he

trumpeted to his own glory? Had he received from them anything more

than a debt of honour? In the statement which they issued to the press

after the Carlton Club decision, the thirteen Conservative Coalitionists

gave him no promises. They made no mention of a Centre Party. $&ther,

they specifically asserted, "We remain what we have always been,

Conservatives and Unionists; and no Conservative and Unionist Government

need fear factious opposition at our hands". All they said was that

they disagreed with their party's majority decision to end the Coalition,

and that having served long and agreeably under Lloyd George, with no

difference of principle and a high appreciation of his service to the

nation, it was not for them to give him notice of dismissal. They

regretted his ejection from office - "unwise" and "ungrateful" - and

felt obliged to go out with him. They still thought that the co¬

operation of the older parties - "the exertions of all men who are in

agreement upon the policy which is conservative in the national as

2
distinguished from the party sense" - was essential to the defeat of

socialism. But they named no names. Clearly they wanted to keep

eveiy option open, to be free to cooperate with anyone, and were mom

concerned to stress their continuing Toryism than to bind themselves for

the future to Lloyd George,

Nevertheless, in the oiroumstances of the election for which Bonar

Law immediately opted, they were bound to stand by Lloyd George. For

1. Ibid., p. 213.

2. Sir Charles Petrie, The Life and Letters of the Rt. Hon. Sir Austen
Chamberlain. Vol. ii, (London 1940), pp. 204^-6.
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the most part they tried not to antagonize their old party more than was

necessary, and Law and Younger were equally at pains not to widen the

split. They had no certainty of winning an absolute majority, and a

reconciliation with the chamberlain group, if not with Lloyd G-eorge,

might be essential after the election to keep out Labour. Chamberlain,

Horne and Worthington-Bvana were not opposed in their constituencies,

and other local parties were left at liberty to support Coalition

Liberals where they wished to. Not many did, but Central Office

avoided the responsibility for dividing the "constitutional" vote.3"
Churohill, still frankly Coalitionist, had no Tory opponent at Dundee,

(but still lost,) while Edward Cxigg, "standing as a National Liberal,

heart and soul for L.G.", fought the double-member constituency of

Oldham "in olose alliance with a delightful old gentleman of 70 who

is a Unionist but a strong co-operator. We have the same agent and the
2

same platform and attend the same meetings". As Lord Derby and

Griffith-Boscawen publicly declared, the Coalition might be dead, but

"co-operation remains". The continuing friendly atmosphere was

somewhat soured, however, by Lord Birkenhead, who raised the temperature

of the election by a number of violent attacks on the victors of the

Carlton Club - Griffith-Boscawen for his quick about-faoe, and Younger

for his insubordination. Birkenhead had been from the first the most

devoted Coalitionist, and he reacted to the Government's fall with a

graceless show of petulance. He had already damned Younger, in

February, as the "cabin boy" of the Tory Party trying to steer the shipj^"
now, on Younger's remarking that he would rather lose six leaders than

1. Cowling, op. pit.. p. 242,

2. Sir Edward Grigg to Lady A3tor, 3 November 1922, (Grigg papers).

3. Lord Derby at Manchester, Griffith-Boscawen at Taunton, both
21 October 1922, (Quoted in Cowling, op, oit.. p. 505«)

4. Speech at the Junior Constitutional Club^ 23 February 1922.
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split the party, he warned that "no man has been in such grave physical

danger since the proverbial bullfrog swelled itself up in rivalry with

the bull until it burst"• He dismissed his successor's in office as

2
"3econd-class brains", and, though a peer himself, mocked at the number

of the Cabinet - a Duke, an Earl, two Marquesses and three Viscounts -

3 m,

who were taken from the House of Lords. The stinging quality of

Birkenhead1 s language ensured that his jibes always gave particular

offenoe, quite beyond the normal run of electoral abuse.

Chamberlain, probably embarrassed by these fireworks, was

characteristically more moderate, (though his restraint conveyed a

more impressive sense of grievance than Birkenhead's bad temper); he

regretted recent events, and affirmed the principle of coalition, but

denied any thought of forming a new party, and offered qualified support

to Bonar Law. This was broadly - behind a lot of rhetoric - Lloyd

George's own position. He oould and did denounce the Government's

formation, but standing as he did for national unity, he oould not

attaok the Government too hard. His polioy was primarily to stake out

for himself a position as the central man in politics, the great national

leader and conciliator, bastion against all extremes, and hope that the

eleotion would leave him in a strong enough position for effective

bargaining. Meanwhile, if attaoked it was his nature to hit back.

He defined his attitude in "a fighting speeeh" to the National Liberals

on 25 October, paraphrased by Fisher: "We oan't unite with Labour.

Independent Liberals won't have us. We must oppose Conservatives if

they oppose us".^" His hopes and expectations of the result were

1, Speech at Birmingham, 11 November 1922.

2, Speeoh at Glasgow, 28 October 1922.

3, Speeoh at Colchester, 26 October 1922.

if. Speech to National Liberals at the Hotel Victoria, London;
Fisher diary 25 October 1922,



changeable and confused. At dinner with Fisher on November 1, he

expeoted to win about fifty seats and hold the balance in the House of

Commons, In that event, he intended to keep Law in office for two

years, or until the worst of the unemployment wa3 over, then, presumably,

to turn him out and reap the benefit. He professed on this occasion

that he would really rather Law won a majority, 30 that he need not be

responsible for keeping him in office.Later in the month, on the

other hand, he wrote to his wife: "My chief aim is to keep the Tory

numbers down, I don't care much who gets in so long as Bonar does not
2

get a working majority".

He confessed in the same letter that he found the Election a "most

difficult and baffling fight", -^s an escape from his present problems,

he preferred to dwell on the future, "I am working for a break 2 or

3 years hence after we have formed a Centre party with a strong

progressive bias," In the meantime, the platform which Lloyd George

worked out for himself on which to fight the General Election involved

him in a good deal of self-deception. In order to present himself,

according to his own self-image, as a good radical crusading for the

people's rights, he had to dress up his Tory allies, however improbably,

in the same uniform, and then portray the Carlton Club as an exclusively

Die-Hard putsch. Lloyd George's attitude to party labels was always

cavalier; he allotted them entirely in relation to himself, according to

whether or not the recipient currently agreed with him. As early as

1916 he dismissed Asquith as a "real Tory",^ and he had long claimed that

Chamberlain and Birkenhead were really Liberals, This fantasy was

indulged to its fullest height in a talk with C»P, Scott on October 23,

Classing himselffbr the moment as "a Liberal pure and simple", he ran

1, Fi3her diary, 1 November 1922,

2, Lloyd George to Lame Margaret Lloyd George, November 1922, in
Morgan (ed.), op, oit.« p. 200,

3, Scott diary, 28 January 1916, (Wilson ed,, p, 277)•
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over hia Tory oolleagues thus: "Chamberlain is a Liberal. He sees

that a tariff is now impossible". Biikerihead - "a powerful intellect,

a democrat". Home - "the son of a Scotch Presbyterian Minister - not

much of Toryism in that. He is a Gladstonian in finance". Balfour

"has become a Liberal in his old age, like Gladstone". Comparing them

with the Peelites, he conoluded optimistically, "It won't do to press

them too hard. They must have time. You can't expect them to call

themselves Liberals at onoe".^ Suoh flights of wishful thinking, not

to say nonsense, might well have oonvinced a less dedicated Lloyd

Georgian than Scott that Lloyd George had little grasp of Liberalism

as usually understood. They certainly indicate that he thought

Liberalism in 1922 a dead creed, if its tenets were so easily acceptable

to lifelong Tories.

As for the Carlton Club revolt, Lloyd George lost no time in

painting it in outraged tones as a dishonourable and partisan crime

against the nation, a "reactionary mutiny" emanating from the olass-
2

ridden drawing-rooms of Mayfair and Belgravia. On the one hand he

claimed that the Coalition's record was so outstandingly Liberal that

the Die-Hard3 had to destroy it, (Cardiff, 9 November). On the other

he denounced the revolt as a wanton return to party politics, by

definition harmful and divisive, in place of the beneficent stability

of non-party rule. "The banner of party strife ha3 been hoisted", he

declared at Leeds, (21 October). The Coalition served the nationj it

was destroyed in the interests of one party, by the worst elements of

that party. He oould not pretend that his old friend Bonar Law was a

reactionary, but he claimed instead that he wa3 the prisoner of the Dia-

Hards; he had got hold of the tail of the horse, not the reins. He

1. Soott diaxy. 23 October 1922, (Scott papers 50906/l95-204J ¥/ilson
ed., p. 430).

2. Speech at Leeds, 21 October 1922.
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predicted to Scott that although Law would declare an advanced programme,

he would not be able to carry it through, "If Bonar Law gets a

majority, we shall have five year3 of reaction.""*"
In office, Lloyd George had warned against revolution. Out of

office, reaction worried him more, though partly, it must be said, from

fear of provoking revolution. This posture enabled him to be

simultaneously progressive and moderate. As a moderate he stood for
2

national unity, and the "middle course" in politics, avoiding both
3

socialism and what he called "standstillism". He saw himself and the

Chamberlainites as "a 3trong group of independent men freed from party

ties, strong enough to insist" on moderation,^" They would support

Bonar Law, in a rather patronizing way, as long as he did nothing silly.

Meanwhile he mocked at Law's slogan, "Tranquillity": "When you are out

on a voyage, the tranquillity does not depend upon the ship, but upon

the sea ..... It is not a policy, it is a yawn". He olaimed that the

country was not yet out of its troubles, which was why the sabotage of

the Coalition was 30 serious. Speaking in Glasgow, he used a golfing

image: "They said [i] was very good with the niblick, excellent at

getting the ball out of the rough, but on the green ..... too ener¬

getic ..... But are we really out of the rough?Law gave his answer,

in a different image, a few days later, telling a meeting at Drury Lane

on November 2 that Lloyd George was a drummer boy, good in a cavalry
7

charge, but not wanted in a hospital. Law thought the country was

convalescent, needing restj Lloyd George, the man of crisis, preferred

to think it still on the critical list, needing the attention of the

ablest surgeons.

1. Scott diary, 23 October 1922, (loc, oit.)
2. Speech to National Liberals at the Hotel Victoria, London,

25 October 1922.

3. Speech at the Stoll Picture House, Kingsway, London, 4 November 1922.
if. Ibid. 5. Ibid.

6. Speech at Glasgow, 28 October 1922.
7. See also Jones, op. cit. I, p. 220, for BpriSr Law trying out

the image privately two days earlier.
m
Rl Im
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Lloyd George always talked in metaphors. At this election, however,

there was no hint of policy behind them. He was not alone in this.

It was an election fought almost entirely on atmosphere, personalities,

and party image. No party, except Labour, had any policies, beyond the

broadest declarations of principle. Labour offered a wide programme

of reforms - a Capital Levy, land taxes, nationalization, higher benefits,

Indian self-government and the. fsduotion of German reparations. The

Liberals spoke vaguely of Peace, Free Trade, the League of Nations,

and economy, the Tories of economy and the Frenoh alliance, Lloyd

George tried to pre-empt all three. Sometimes he sounded just like

Bonar Law, who himself sounded like Asquith, calling for "Peace,

economy, avoidance of rash enterprises, whether at home or abroad".

Elsewhere he made Liberal speeches, on the League, Ireland or education.

Towards the end of the campaign he turned increasingly to Labour,

bidding for working-class support by contrasting his own practical

record with the folly of socialism. In a pre-election sweep through

Wales he begged the people "not to be diverted by false delusive

promises and grotesque schemes from the path of steady and sensible

progress" (Khyl, 13 November), He appealed to the Labour party "to

vote against themselves; it will be the greatest service to their

class in getting their minds away from false ideas, Russia is a wreck.

For God's sake do not let us do the same thing in this country",

(Pembroke, 9 November.) "There is no British minister", he told

Llanelli (ll November), "who has ever devoted so much energy, made more

liberal provision for the misfortunes of the wage-earning classes than

I have done". At Bolton, on the eve of the election, (14 November,) he

1. Speech at the Stoll Hcture House, 4 November 1922, A Punoh
oartoon showed Law, Lloyd George and Asquith with placards
proclaiming respectively "Tranquillity and Thrift", "Peace and
Eoonomy", and "Repose and Retrenchment"; "Splendid", says the
onlooker, "Pity I can't vote for all three of *em".
(Punoh. 1 November 1922.)
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continued: I prefer to call them [Labour] the Socialist Party, because

I consider we are a better Labour Party than they are. I don't believe

their programme is to the interests of Labour, but to its detriment".

Usually he came back to the middle of the road, tarring socialists and

Die-Hards with the same brush. "I am against class government, whether

it is high or low. You have one party today that puts class first j

there is another that puts party first, and there is not a pin to choose

between them. Let us put the country first. Reaction is as dangerous

as revolution because it leads to revolution". (Swansea, 10 November.)

He was still the people'3 leader. The people, he said at Leeds, would

not take their marching orders from a West End club. And at Cardiff

he boasted. "They have got rid of me for a time ..... but it will only

be for a time. I am out to fight in exactly the same cause to which

I have oonsecrated my strength during the whole of my life - the oause

of the people, the downtrodden and the oppressed. I hope that the

people will stand with me in fighting the great battle of liberty and

progress".

With this sort of emotional rhetoric Lloyd George attempted to renew

his radicalism without compromising his position as a leading defender

of the Constitution. He seemed to be trying to defeat the twin bogies,

reaction and revolution, by making himself the leader of both. This

no doubt reflected a genuine duality in his nature, but as an

electioneering posture it was not effective. He received few plaudits

in the Press, even from his friends. The Manchester Guardian waited

anxiously for him to come off the fence. "Mr, Lloyd George is still

the centre of political interest", it wrote on 1 November, "but he is

not going to remain so much longer unless he declares himself unmis-

takeably ..... He must decide whether he is going to the country as a

1, Speech at Cardiff station, 9 November 1922.
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watohful supporter of Mr. Bonar Law, or as a Liberal"; and a few days

later it lamented, "He is now definitely on the defensive. He ha3

doomed himself to a middle course uncongenial to his nature. Tie

Conservatives, and espeoiaily Hr. Bonar Law, can always beat him at

that". "His followers", the paper continued elsewhere on the same day,

"oannot understand a Lloyd George on the defensive behind a bulwaric of

war achievements ..... Once more, with tiresome reiteration, he produced

the familiar antithesis of reaction and revolution, with himself and his

followers as the moderate men who will steer the ship of state between

Seylla and Charybdi3 ..... Pussled followers, keen on being led, might

legitimately murmur doubts of any abysmal difference between Bonar Law

•negation* and Lloyd George •moderation*.""''
His own tame paper, the Daily Chronicle, remained loyal in Lloyd

George's praise. But when, on 13 November, it listed five reasons for

voting for him, it only underlined the barrenness of his appeal;

"He is the one driving force in politics today.
He is a democrat.
They are votes cast for peace.
A vote for the greatness of England, too. 2
Votes cast for the independence and freedom of politics."

It is an extraordinary list - especially the last item - brasenly

producing in Lloyd George's defence most of the reasons for his opponents'

loathing. The artiole went on to argue for the shelving of "meaningless

party strife", and "a recasting of the forms of political allegiance"

around Lloyd George. Another paper friendly to Lloyd George, however,

the South Wales News, gave him a warning in the opposite sense; "He will

find hardly a scrap of enthusiasm anywhere [in Wales] for his present

attempt to form a personal party distinct from, and to some extent

hostile to, Liberalism. If he does not retrace his steps and join again

with hi3 former Liberal colleagues, not even tie3 of personal affection

1. Manchester Guardian. 6 November 1922.

2. Daily Chronicle. 13 November 1922.
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will avail to retain his great influence over the political thought

of tfales". (This cutting is heavily underlined in blue pencil in the

Lloyd George papers, presumably by some secretary who wished to draw it

to his attention,)

While his friends were disappointed by Lloyd George's failure to

make a stirring call to arms, the hostile Press gloated. The Spectator

on 28 October, wrote: "Egoism in the end is sure to fail. Every

triumph is but a milestone on the road to ultimate defeat. Even now

Mr. Lloyd George does not realise what has happened and is pathetioally

distracted to find that the old spells no longer work. He thinks,

•Only one more speech, only one more bold thrust of the sword, and all

will be well*# It is not so. The enchanter enchants no longer.

The magic circle is erased. The wand is broken. It is not long
2

before Merlin will retire sad and silent to his cave."

The complaint of the Dundee Courier was not unfair. "Mr. Lloyd

George", it wrote, shortly after the election, "is taking his defeat

badly. A few weeks ago he told us at Manchester, (not for the first

time), that he would be only too glad to be relieved of office, and to

have a rest from the cares of State. Yet ever since his resignation he

has been tearing up and down the country in an attempt to secure for

himself and his group a dominant position on the politioal stage

The plain truth of Mr. Lloyd George's position is that he has an itch

for power, but finds himself without adequate baoking. All his talk of

national unity amounts to this - those who refuse to cooperate with

Mr. Lloyd George are guilty of 'faction' and •treason to the country',

but when the Lloyd Georgian set themselves are in opposition it is a

righteous demand for stability ..... It is a pitiable spectaole -

Mr. Lloyd George casting wildly about on this side and that for an

1. South wales News. 8 November 1922.

2, Spectator. 28 October 1922.
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army who will follow him. Why oan*t he take the holiday he has so

long yearned for - and get on with that £100,000 book?"*
The most extreme view of Lloyd George's electioneering conduct came

from the 3uper-patriotic National Review, (not an important paper, but

representative of one stream of Tory opinion,) whose leader-writer

controlled his spleen just long enough to write the following: "It is

already obvious that Mr. Lloyd George - who is not in the best of

tempers - intends to collect all the brickbats he can find and hurl

them at his successors. He may preach brotherly love towards the Boohe,

and 'broadmindedness' towards the Bolshevik - he may publicly consecrate

the remainder of his life to the sacred cause of universal peace in the

presence of Free Churchmen - but he has nothing but envy, hatred, malice,

and all uncharitableness for any Englishman who dare withstand him - as

we learnt anew from his foul attaok on Lord Gladstone [in his Manchester

speeoh on October 14,] and as we shall learn afresh every day of the

General Election in which he finds himself engulfed under very different

circumstances to those he contemplated. We were back at Limehouse

within 48 hours of his ignominious ejection from office. As *a wild

man in the wilderness* he would raise the North of England against the

South, the masses against the classes, if he could thereby score a

point against those who have committed what this unconscious humourist

terms the 'crime against the nation* of putting him out of Downing

Street, Chequers, and all the other delights which he had come to regard

a3 his peculiar and personal prerogative. Any attempt to restrain his

flow of Billingsgate by compliments will only recoil upon its amiable
2

authors. As well placate a man-eater with a bath-bun

The most perceptive of contemporary commentators, however, (at
least in this instance), was J.L. Garvin, Editor of the Observer, always

1, Dundee Courier. 23 November 1922.

2. National Review. November 1922,
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a friendly critic on Lloyd George, who maintained great faith in him

whatever occasional follies he might commit. Early in the campaign,

Garvin wrote this most sympathetic account of his dilemma, explaining

very well the difficulty of his position and looking forward accurately

to his recovery of purpose

" He is not in reality a pilgrim of passion in this
contest, but a pilgrim of friendship. He is winding up
an old business, not yet starting a new. Standing by those
who have stood by him, he is liquidating former obligations,
but any close reader of his speeches may perceive that he
is not really entering into new or premature commitments.

Soon after the eleotions a deliberate interval will
pass before he opens the new chapter of his career, whatever
that may prove to be. His friends urge him to take six
months* rest and to come back as a lion refreshed •••••

In this electioneering campaign he is not himself. He is
at eveiy sort of disadvantage, moral and practical. He
would be well out of it. But that he will find himself
with astonishing rapidity when his time is his own, is -

what we have never ceased to expeot, and we prediot it again,"

* * # * »

"This humble, gentle melancholy and unfortunate gentleman stands
2

to the amazement of all men as Prime Minister of England". Charles

Masterman*s view of Bonar Law was widely shared. Law himself was

somewhat amazed. He was too much of a pessimist to be dazzled by the

glory of the offioe. He took up his burden with a genuinely reluctant

sense of duty. Physically he did not think that he could hold out for
3 It-

more than a yearj^ those closest to him gave him less. Politically

he was no more confident. He was as worried about the lack of

government experience at his disposal as anyone else. He told

Observer. 29 October 1922

2. Luoy Masterman, C.F.G. Masterman. (London 1939), p. 324.

3. Blake, The Unknown Prime Minister, p. 464.

4. Jones, on. cit. I, p. 215.
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Sir Archibald Salviage the night before the Carlton Club meeting that

ho must have Ghanberlain and Birkenhead back as soon as possible,

"Do you think I or Curzon imagine wo oan rule the country with the sort

of people that will be left to make up a Cabinet after the break

tomorrow?""*". Trying to strengthen hi3 team, he offered the Exchequer

to Reginald MoKenna, Chancellor in Asquith*a Coalition, But MoKenna,

comfortably settled outside politics as Chairman of the Midland Bank,

had not sufficient confidence in the Government's power of survival, and

was not tempted, though he gave it public support. Law fell back on

Baldwin, who was thus fortuitously promoted into line for the succession.

To fill the other posts, he had to draw heavily upon the House of Lords,

but included only one Die-Hard - Salisbury, Lord Haldan% now a

politically detached observer, wrote to his sister: "The Die-Hards are

routed, I begin to think that I was wrong and that for a time - perhaps

twelve months - this new Government, poor as it is intellectually, will
2

hold its own against Lloyd George", He expected only a narrow Tory

victory in the election,^
Law's stance in 1hQ election was an odd one, nearly as ambiguous as

that of Chamberlain or Lloyd George. He was fired by none of his

colleagues' hatred of the Coalition, but acknowledged his prominent part

in it, and cherished his relations with its leader. He sympathised

with Chamberlain, whom he felt had acted only as he himself would

probably have done in the name position,*4' Circumstances alone turned

him against Lloyd George. He attacked him at first - till prodded by
5

Salisbury to do better - apologetically, hoping that the necessary

1, S. Salvidge, Salvjdge of Liverpool. (London 1934)» p. 258.
2, Haldane to his sister, 25 October 1922 (Haldane papers 60lVl23).
5# Haldane to his mother, 25 October 1922 and 17 November 1922,

(Ibid, 6006/137.)
4. Blake, op, oit.. p. 454.
5. Ibid.. p. 469.
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exchange of criticism would not affect their friendship. "However

keen the conflict may be", he said on his eleotion as Tory leader,

I at least will never forget, and will always be ready to assert, that

in my view, in the greatest crisis of ourhistory, he [Lloyd George]
2

did a servioe for which the nation can never be too grateful". He

still believed in Lloyd George's great qualities, but held that the

time for them had passed. Pi-vately he felt that Lloyd George's

judgement was slipping, and hoped that he would take a holiday abroad.

"He would have a tremendous personal triumph if he visited the Dominions
»3

which would react on his position here at home. ^

For all his goodwill, Law fought and won the election as a

conscious antithesis of Lloyd George. Philip Guedalla's humourous

account is not untrue: "Mr. Bonar Law •••«. became Prime Minister of

England for the simple and satisfying reason that he was not Mr. Lloyd

George. At an open competition in the somewhat negative exercise of

not being Mr. Lloyd George that was held in November 1922, Mr. Law was

found to be more indubitably not Mr. Lloyd George than any of the other

competitors.

Law promised a new style of government. Except in the matter of

the Frenoh alliance, which the Tories promised to make once more the

cornerstone of their foreign relations, there was no repudiation of

Coalition policy, only of its methods. The slogan "Tranquillity" was

deliberately intended as a contrast to the atmosphere of crisis on

which the Lloyd George Government had thrived. There were to be no

new foreign oommitments, and no more, rash "adventures" like Chanak.

The Foreign Secretary, not the Prime Minister, would run foreign policy,

and Foreign Office methods would replaoe the Lloyd Georgian round of

1. Jones, op. oit. I, pp. 215, 220; Roakill, op. cit.. p. 508.
2. Speech at the Hotel Cecil, London, 23 Ootober 1922.
3. Jones, op. oit. I, p. 222.
A. Robert Rhodes James, Churchill: A Study in Failure. 1900-1939.

(London 1970), p. 1^8.
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showy continental conferences, The "too powerful and too numerous

Cabinet Secretariat" (Curzon* a v;ords,) would be reduced. The country

was said to be exhausted by Lloyd George, and needed time to recover.

When told that his policy was one of "negation", Lav; replied, "It is my

2
aim that it should be so regarded", "I think we mu3t have as little

legislation as possible", he said in Glasgow "that we must leave things

alone more or less where we can"."* At Leeds, on 4 November, he

promised the change of style, while still refusing to disparage his

opponent

"There is going to be a change in the method of carrying on
the Government, Mr. Lloyd George is a man of amazing energy
and astonishing vitality. Every difficult question, whether
at heme or abroad, when it reached the prominent point he
undertook to deal with it himself, I could not do that, and
if I had the strength of Hercules and the wisdom of Solomon,
I would not try to deal with it in that way," 4

Baldwin, Law's principal lieutenant, was less generous to the

ex-Prime Minister, In his mouth, words like "energy" and "vitality"

beoame derogatory. It is worth quoting the speech at the Carlton

Club in which he damned Lloyd George, since it not only helped to swing

the meeting but established Baldwin as the temperamental antithesis of

Lloyd George and champion of all who hated him. Hot only Tories, but

Asquithians like Grey and Runoiman held this speech permanently to

Baldwin's oredit. It also set the tone for the eleotion. The phrase

most often repeated was his description of Lloyd George as a "dynamic

force" - a phrase actually borrowed from Birkenhead, who meant it as a

compliment, "A dynamic force", said Baldwin, "is a very terrible

thingj it may crush you, but it is not necessarily right. It is

owing to that dynamic foroe, and that remarkable personality, that the

1, Speech in the City of London, 8 November 1922.
2. Speech in London, 2 November 1922.
3, Speech in Glasgow, 26 October 1922,
4. Speech at Leeds, 4 November 1922.
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Liberal Party, to -which he formerly belonged, has been smashed to

piecesj and it is my firm conviction that, in time, the same thing

will happen to our party ..... I think that if this present association

i3 continued, you will see some more breaking up, and I believe the

process must go on inevitably until the old Conservative Party is

smashed to atoms and lost in ruins.""*"
Baldwin persisted in this passionate vein throughout the election,

attacking Lloyd George not as a great man whose moment had passed, but

as an actively dangerous force. He succeeded brilliantly in turning

against the Coalitionists the very qualities which they thought made

them superior to Law and Baldwin, The electorate, according to Baldwin,

opened their papers and read that Lloyd George had said of Bonar Law

that he was "honest to the verge of simplicity". /nd they said,
2

"By God, that is what we have been looking for". Brains became a

liability, a well-advertised lack of them a virtue.

The other parties, Labour and Asquithian Liberal, directed their

fire equally at the new Government and the old, claiming that Bonar Law

was just as responsible as Lloyd George for the sins of the Coalition,

and generally finding little improvement in the change. Grey made a

speech, however, definitely supporting Law, which embarrassed some of

his oolleagues;^ Asquith was trying to emphasize the independence of

Liberalism, indeed its radicalism, and castigating the Coalition Liberals

for continuing to seek pacts with the Tories. Violet Bo^ham-Carter

contributed the neatest comment on the main issue of the election:

while the Lloyd George Government, she said, suffered from St. Vitus's

Dance, the Bonar Law Government had sleeping sickness.**"

1. Speech at the Carlton Club, London, 19 October 1922, quoted in
Middlemas and Barnes, op. cit.. p. 123.

2. Jones, op. cit. I, p. 241.
3. Speech in London, 4 November 1922.
4. Speech at Paisley, quoted in Roy Jenkins, Asquith (London 1964),

P. 493.
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The results of this strange election yielded no great surprises.

The Government won a larger majority than some had expected, and Labour

did better and the Liberals worse, than many hoped. Several of the

leading Coalition Liberals - Churchill, Addison, Hamar Greenwood,

Freddie Guest and Frederick Kellaway - lost their seats, but Asquith's

delight at this was tempered by the failure on his own side of

Runciman, Maclean and Geoffrey Howard."*' The actual figures, omitting

numerous independents, were: Conservatives 344, Labour 138, Asquith

Liberals 60, Lloyd George Liberals 57* two Liberal groups were

virtually equal in size, but Labour topped both of them together to

become the official Opposition. A situation in which the Liberals by

uniting could have outnumbered Labour would have brought a powerful

motive for immediate reunion. Liberals were very angry when Clynes

olaimed to speak for the whole Opposition; the Liberal Magazine spoke

testily of "the kind of vulgar impertinence that is only possible to
2

small minds". Asquith might even have embraced Lloyd George for the

pleasure of displacing Clynes. In the event, however, lacking such a

motive, reconciliation was a slow process.

Lloyd George's position was far from clarified. A newspaper

article published a week after the election confused it further. This

was the first of a whole series of articles that Lloyd George wrote,

at a high remuneration, throughout his years out of office, for the

Hearst Press of America. They were syndicated all round the world and

also published in Britain, at first in the Daily Chronicle and Daily

Telegraph and later in the Sunday News and several local papers. They

were usually racy and forthright, and frequently landed their author in

trouble for criticising his country and his Government in the foreign

1. Jenkins, op. cit.. p. 496.
2. Liberal Magazine. December 1922.
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press. Lloyd George always protested that he had to earn his living,

and that writing was the only means open to him. The Conservative press

was driven to the conclusion that ex-Prime Ministers should be gfron

large pensions to free them from this damaging necessity - a suggestion

which Asquith, lacking Lloyd George's ability to capitalize on his

name, must have welcomed.

The first of these articles was headlined: "The Moral of the

Election. Tragic Lesson for Liberalism. The Future of Parties".

It appeared to be a declaration of where Lloyd George stood. In fact

it was tantalizingly - or tiresomely - ambiguous. It was variously

interpreted as an olive branch for Liberal reunion and as another Centre

Party feeler. If it was either, it wa3 a very prickly branch or a very

hesitant feeler. He wrote warmly of efforts for reunion, but bitterly,

and provocatively, of Grey's contribution - "The whole of his speech

consisted of a thin and weary drip of querulous comment on the leaders

of the other group" - concluding that "we cannot force our society on

an unwilling company". In default of reunion, therefore, he held out

another prospect: "Progressive minds are by no means confined to the

Liberal Party. I have met and worked with them in the Conservative

Party, and the election will have taught many men and women in the Labour

Party that violent and extravagant proposals impede progress. If the

limit3 are not too narrowly drawn, this Parliament will witness the

effective association of men of many parties who are genuinely concerned

in the advancement of mankind along the paths of peace and progress for

the attainment of their common ideals". Meanwhile, failing a new

combination, he asserted the independence of his own small group, and

threw out encouragement to his supporters: "We have now for the first

time full opportunity for placing our case and point of view before the

country and organizing support for them. It is our duty to do so".



The overriding message of the article, however, tended to confirm

Lloyd George's Coalitionist bent. Earning from the Morning Post the

rebuke that having lost the game he was now quarrelling with the rules,^
he criticized the working of the electoral system itself. Bonar Law,

he pointed out, had gained a Parliamentary majority on a minority of the

votes cast. Deaocraoy was thereby discredited, and threatened - for the

same anomaly might next time work to the advantage of Labour. If one

minority could win power, so could another. The moral Lloyd George

drew from this was not so much the need for electoral reform - already

a Liberal demand - but more that no party on its own could guarantee

stable Government, and that the majority of moderate men of all parties
2

should therefore stand together.

It is probably wrong to assume that Lloyd George at this time must

have been aiming either for Liberal reunion, as achieved in 1923, or to

re-establish the old Coalition, Apart from the fact that he would quite

likely have entertained and encouraged both possibilities even if he had

regarded them as opposites, there are indications that what he was really

thinking of after the 1922 Election was a combination of the two - a

Centra Party to include the Asquith Liberals, the Liberal Party reunited

and expanded as the core of a new Coalition. This seems to have been

his thinking over the weekend of 18-19 November, when a number of his

friends and colleagues came down to Churt. Riddell recorded on the

Saturdays "The change in the atmosphere since he has been out of office

is amazing. Now he is working like a little dynamo to break up the

Conservative Party by bringing the mora advanced section to his flag,

to join up with the 'Wee Frees*, and to detach the more moderate members

of the Labour Party - this with the object of forming a Central Party of

which he will be leader".^ H.A.L. Fisher's diary for the Sunday confirms

1. Morning Post. 23 November 1922.

2. Daily Chronicle. 22 November 1922.

3. Riddell, op. oit.. p. 395.
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that Lloyd George wanted to include Liberals and moderate Labour in his

party, but show3 him unhappy about the name "Liberal". He "thinks the

name Liberal has ceased to carry weight. Progressive better. The

Progressives ruled London for fifteen years and did splendid work.

Liberalism will never govern the country unless helped by moderate

Labour".^ What Lloyd George was hoping to do was, paradoxically, almost

exactly what his sworn opponent, Lord Robert Cecil, had tried to do in

1921j both wanted to make the Liberal Party the nucleus of a new

progressive party under a new namej both wanted to get rid of Asquith,

as being too closely associated with the old narrow Liberalism they were

trying to transcend. The one difference wa3 that Cecil wanted Grey as

leader, while Lloyd George intended to lead himself. However, even

Lloyd George, that weekend, professed himself ready to work under Grey,
2

had Grey not been making "silly speeches". What Lloyd George would

most have liked was what he hoped for before the election - that Asquith,

Grey, and their closest followers should go over formally to Bonar Law,

leaving himself to form a progressive party from the Liberal remnant and

his Tory friends: Liberal Reunion, that is, with Chamberlain and

Birkenhead, plus perhaps Olynes and Thomas, substituted for Asquith

and Grey, Even without such, an improbable defeotion by Asquith, Lloyd

George hoped to lead the Liberal Party into a new combination behind

his back. As he put it in a letter to C.P. Scott: "The alternative,

therefore, [to Coalition] is the recreation of the Liberal Party on a
x

polioy which will attract moderate Labour and progressive Conservatives"."'

The important word is "recreation",

1. Fisher diaiy, 18 November 1922.

2. Ibid.

3. Llqyd George to Scott, 14 November 1922. (Lloyd George
papers G/17/12/3.)



Although within two months of his fall, therefore, Lloyd George

was calling publicly and privately for Liberal reunion, his aim was

not reunion as most Liberals imagined it. He was not seeking re-

admission to Asquith* s party, but recall by the acclamation of the

rank qnd file. He still saw himself as a popular national leader;

Liberals provided his natural power base in the country, but he had no

intention of submitting to the limitations of the old party. He

expected Asquith* s less virulent supporters to come to him, and aimed

to broaden both the appeal and the composition of the party. On

several occasions he admitted that the Coalition was dead and buried,

that the old party framework was re-forming; yet he continued to

dream that his old Conservative allies would stay with him. In

February 1923 he was not alone in doubting whether the Tories would

take Birkenhead back,"1- but in July he was deceiving only himself when

he still insisted that Chamberlain was really a Liberal, and wondered

rhetorical ,y why the Liberal Party should not absorb Tories, as the
2

Tories so often did Liberals,

The Conservative Coalitionists themselves were in a difficult

position, alienated from their party but not separated from it, bound

to Lloyd George only by past association, unable either to support the

Government or to attack it too freely. They did not present an entirely

united front. To Chamberlain, Home, and Worthington-Evans, the

obvious course was to wait for the rancour of the split to be forgotten

and work their passage back into the Tory fold after a decent interval.

Birkenhead, on the other hand, exhibited all those "canine virtues"
3

with which Churchill credited him after hi.3 death - in the pugnacious

loyalty with which he stood by his old master, and in the way he barked

1. Riddell, op. cit.. p. 404.

2. Scott diary, 26 July 1923 (Scott papers 50907/31; Wilson ed. p. 443.)

3. Winston S. Churchill, Great Contemporaries. (London 1937)» P« 174.
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at, and bit, the new Government. By his behaviour at the tine of the

Coalition's fall he had out himself off from his old party more

seriously than any of his colleagues. Chamberlain, however, felt

unable to take office without him, and Home in turn would not desert

Chamberlain. V/orthington-hVans alone accepted office from Baldwin in

May. The others remained in the wilderness until after the 1923

election. Their links with Lloyd George were kept up by Birkenhead

and by Churchill, who was already moving back towards the Tories and

was now in a half-way position. They were encouraged by Beaverbrook

and Rotheraere, both of whom had helped, through their newspapers, to

defeat the Coalition, but were swiftly disenchanted with its successor •

Beaverbrook because of aonar Law* s replacement by Baldwin in May 1923,

Rothenaera because of both Conservative Governments' insufficiently pro-

French polley in Europe. In February 1923 Oliver Looker-Lan-pson

wrote to Lloyd Georgei-
" F,£. [Birkenhead] and I have been travelling a fortnight
with Rothermere. He is now implacably opposed to the
Government, and means to develop his opposition on his return.
He thinks that the Government is doomed. F.B. feels that
under the circumstances it might be beat for us to avoid
selecting issue! for attacking the Government which would not
have Rotiremere's full support at this moment# I wired to
Austen on these lines. It would in P.K.'s opinion be a
mistake to help the Government out of tire difficulties
created by Roth®mere." 1

Lloyd George, Churohill and Birkenhead met Rothermere at

Beaverbrook's country house in June. Lloyd George reported to his wife*-
" No agreement possible with R, He is just wildly
pro-French over the Ruhr, W., P. IS. St I are not. Still 2
it may produce a more friendly atmosphere in his papers."

With or without Rothermere's support, it appears that Lloyd George

was still, in the summer of 1923, in touch and in agreement with

1# Oliver Looker-Lampaon to Lloyd George, 17 Februaiy 1923.
(Lloyd George papers G/il/3/1.)

2. Lloyd George to Base Margaret Lloyd George, June 1923* in
Morgan, (ed.) op, pit., p. 200,
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Birkenhead and Churchill. The latter wrote to him in April that

"the situation seems to me to develop satisfactorily" The

last meeting of the former Coalitionists of which there is any record

occurred on November 12. It too was arranged by Beaverbrook, and this

time Austen Chamberlain was present vdth the other three and, incon¬

gruously, Arnold Bennett, But much had happened in the interval.

Lloyd George had made a six-week tour of the United States, and Baldwin

in his absence had called a General Election. These events need to be

looked at more closely.

Baldwin's replacement of the dying Bonar Law as Prime Minister in

May 1923 was a change in the political scene of decisive importance for

Lloyd George. He and Bonar Law had a high regard for each other, and

maintained a good relationship even after the Carlton Club affair had set

them on opposite sides. They had worked together very successfully

before, and might again, circumstances permitting. Certainly while

Law was Prime Minister the pre-war old guard was still in charge.

Baldwin's elevation brought a new spirit, a spirit that was. determinedly

opposed to Lloyd George and all his works, Baldwin was an even more

astonishing figure to be Prime Minister of England than Law had been.

Up to October 1922 he had seemed a politician of the utmost insignificanoe,

a dependable but silent member of the Cabinet without apparently either

initiative, ambition or prospects. His revolt against the Coalition

was a simple gut-reaction, whioh he never expected to lead him to high

office, but rather out of politics. The actual result seemed to him to

indicate some sort of divine mission; he had been promoted by Providence

over the heads of all the "first-class brains", and it was clearly his

task in office to combat their influence and preserve his beloved England

from their cynical degradation. The defeat of Lloyd George became for

Baldwin the main purpose of political life.

1. Churchill to Lloyd George, 7 April 1923. (Lloyd George papers
S/W5).
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The diary of Thomas Jones, Deputy Secretary to the Cabinet from

1916 to 1930, offers plentiful evidence of Baldwin's feelings about

Lloyd George. Jones was a Welshman brought into Downing Street by

Lloyd George who somehow, while maintaining that his private sympathies

still lay to the left, managed to become the equally trusted confidant

of Baldwin. Baldwin apparently felt that Jones gave him an insight

into the Welsh mind. In September 1923, for instance, Jones recorded:

"I have found that he likes to draw me to talk about L.G. - who is

1
something of an obsession". The word "obsession" occurs frequently.

When Baldwin was still Chancellor of the Exchequer under Law,

P.J. Grigg, his Private Secretary, told Jones: "Baldwin is obsessed
2

with Lloyd George, He distrusts all orators as dishonest". Again,

in November, when staying at Baldwin's 'Worcestershire home, Jones

noted: "Even here one does not escape the L.G. obsession At

luncheon L.G. cropped up again, Mrs. Baldwin recalling and fetching

for my admiration an album of photographs in which were some of S.B.

wrestling with a goat twenty-five years ago! ..... I came across a

picture of Lloyd George as Chancellor of the Exchequer defaced. How
3

they do hate him.'

On becoming Prime Minister, Baldwin clearly and with reason felt

himself in a very weak position. In October it had only been the

leadership of Law that had made the anti-Coalition Conservative rebels a

plausible alternative administration. Deprived again of that leadership,

the Government presented a poor contrast to the ranks of talent and

1. Jones, op. cit. I, p. 243»

2. Ibid.. p. 230.
3. Ibid.. pp. 235-6. Robert Boothby, it may be interesting to note,

considered that it was Lloyd George's "almost overwhelming
personal oharm which, more than anything else, frightened
Mr. Baldwin". [Boothby, I Fight to Live , (London 1947), P« 33.]
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experience that opposed it. Baldwin tried to strengthen it in various

directions, but Chamberlain, 'Birkenhead, and Home were either unacceptable

or unwilling, and Worthington-Evans carried little weight, McKenna now

agreed to come in as Chancellor, but no 3afe Tory seat could be found

for him. Baldwin toyed with the idea of bringing in Grey, if Curzon

could be moved from the Foreign Office, but he may have realized that

this would have perfectly suited Lloyd George's book. His eventual

strategy was rather to force Lloyd George and Grey together, bringing

the dissident Conservatives back to himself. His method of achieving

this was a General KLeotion on the issue of Free Trade.

Baldwin's deoision to call an election in 1923, on an issue

traditionally fatal to Tory prospects, and not particularly close to

his heart, oan only be understood as a move against Lloyd George. This

was how Davidson, his first lieutenant, explained it forty years later,^
2

how Baldwin himself was not ashamed to explain it in 1935, and also how
3Tom Jones interpreted it at the time. The suddenness of the deoision

was due to fear of Lloyd George and the desire to anticipate his return

from America. Lloyd George had, taking Bonar Law's advice, made a

triumphant tour of the United State* and Canada, lasting from late

September to early November, refurbishing his wartime reputation. His

stock, according to Jones "was visibly rising at home, and SB and Davidson

were sum to fear that unless they took some dramatic and decisive step

the stock might go much higher." More than this, they also feared

that Lloyd George was planning to return from America with a great

protectionist programme of his own, on which to rebuild the Coalition.

Baldwin therefore declared for Protection himself, as a pre-emptive

strike against Lloyd George.

1. R.R, James, Memoirs of a Conservative, pp. 184-5*

2. Jones papers. (Quoted in Kiddlemas and Barnes, op, pit, p. 212.)

3. Jones, op. cit. I, p. 26l.



"I felt", Baldwin told Jones, "it was the one issue which would

pull the party together including the Lloyd George malcontents. The

Goat was in America I had information that he was going protectionist,

and I had to get in quick. No truth that I was pushed by Ameiy and

the cabal, I was loosely in the saddle and got them into line in the

Cabinet, ■Dished the Goat, as otherwise he would have got the Party

with Austen and F.E, and there would have been an end of the Tory
„1

Party as we know it.

As a recollection twelve years after the event, this account has
2

seemed to several historians a bit too neat to be true. Yet if it

sounds like a glib post hoc rationalization it is a remarkably revealing

one. It shows that Baldwin thought that the urgent tactical necessity

of thwarting Lloyd George was a perfectly respectable reason for taking

up an important new policy. It may be that the plan was not quite 30

precisely pr meditated as Baldwin maintained; but if he remembered it

in 1935 ac a move against Lloyd George, it seems only more, rather than

less, likely that the Goat was uppermost in his calculations in 1923.

No doubt he hoped to win the election as well, and believed that tariffs

might reduce unemployment; but that enthusiasm for Protection for its

own sake was not his motivating factor is demonstrated by his later

career. The 1923 Election was a primarily tactical manoeuvre.

That Baldwin believed the story of Lloyd George's conversion to

Protection we must accept on Davidson's word. But there is no shred of

evidence that it was true. The rumour seems to have been invented and

fed in parts of the press, which always wanted to believe that Lloyd

George was plotting something. His American tour was widely reported,

1. Jones papers. (Kiddlemas and Barnes, loc, cit.)
2. See Kiddlemas and Barnes, op. cit.. pp. 212-5; Blake, The Conser¬

vative Party from Peel to Churchill.pp. 220-1; and A.J.P. Taylor,
English History, p, 207. But Kowat, op, cit.. pp. 166-7, seems
to me, despite Middlemas and Barnes, to accept Baldwin's statement.
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and it was taken for granted that such a showman would not miss the

opportunity of unveiling some dramatic new programme on his return.

The protectionist rumour, however, was by no means the only one afoot.

The Pall Mail Gazette, for instance, confidently predicted that Lloyd

G-eorge would unite the Liberal Part..- and sweep aside the Asquithian

leaders with an advanced domestic programme."1' The Observer and

Spectator expected him to go for Temperance - to attract the women

2
voters. After Baldwin's Plymouth speech announcing his policy,

speculation about Lloyd George'3 reaction when he reached Southampton

went to absurd lengths, especially since few papers really doubted that

he would declare on the side of Free Trade. Although on the one hand

it was conjectured that Lloyd George had been persuaded by Chamberlain

and Birkenhead, on the other great importance was attached to Churchill* s

expected re-emergence as a Liberal Free Trader as a pointer to Liberal

Reunion. All these "men of mystery", as the Express called them, were

watched with the utmost fascination. "It is unknown", wrote the Daily

Dispatch on 7 November, "whether they will unite to fall upon Mr. Baldwin,

whether they will divide and join different parties, or even whether

they will unite, on terms, to support the present administration. The

last possibility is remote, but it cannot be ruled out in the face of
3

the steady, almost inexorable growth of the Socialist forces."

The newspaper of these Socialist forces, the Daily Herald, saw the

situation most clearly, in that it recognized that what Baldwin had done

was to restore "the comfortable old party fight".^ It misunderstood his

purpose, however; Baldwin's move was aimed, not against Labour, but

against Lloyd George. To isolate Lloyd George from his former allies,

1. Pall Mall Gazette. 2 October 1923.

2. Spectator. 8 November 1923.

3. Daily Dispatch. 7 November 1923«

4. Daily Herald. 2 November 1923*



he was prepared to risk a Labour Government; indeed after his own

defeat he deliberately acted to ensure that Labour succeeded him.

Not for Baldwin was Socialism the greatest danger of the hour.

The Yorkshire Post drew the moral from all the speculation:

"It is a curious commentary on the views held of the openness and

suppleness of Mr. Lloyd George's mind that one frequently hears the

opinion expressed - mainly in Tory ciroles - that in adopting the policy

of the protection of the home market, the Government have forestalled

him"."'' Baldwin and Davidson evidently thought Lloyd George capable of

anything; but it 3eems to the present writer in the absenoe of any

shred of evidence, inconceivable, on grounds equally of conviction and

of political advantage, that he should have been considering protection

in 1923« Lloyd George was sometimes heretical on the theological

details of Free Trade; but at other times he was passionate in its

defence, and he never publicly denited it. As recently as April he had

appealed to Liberals, in a major speech at Manchester; "If there is

to be a fight on Free Trade, let us go forward together as a united
2

party". In none of his Centre Party dreams did he ever so much as

mention Protection as a policy. The freeing of trade - between Britain

and Soviet Russia for instance - was an essential part of his vision of

European peace. As for the politics of Protection, such an appeal might

have regained him Chamberlain, Birkenhead, Locker^-Lampson and a few

other Tories; but it would have lost him all his Liberal supporters,

including Churchill. Whatever his differences with Asquith and his

affinity with Birkenhead and Chamberlain, Lloyd George never ceased to

regard himself - and them, if necessary - as a good Liberal, or Radical.

He was aware of the danger of becoming a prisoner of the Tories, which

the adoption of Protection would surely have made him. Whatever

1. Yorkshire Post. 7 November 1923.

2. Speech at the Free Trade Hall, Manchester, 28 April 1923.
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"openings" to right or left he might pursue, he needed his Liberal base,

which in 1923 he was assiduously trying to expand. Protection would

have contradicted his entire strategy. The main interest of this

episode lies in its illustration of the wildly unrealistic rumours that

surrounded Lloyd George, and the readiness of his nervous opponents to

believe them.

Some of hi3 friends did not altogether trust him either.

Sir Alfred Mond, the strongest advocate of Liberal reunion among the

Lloyd G-eorge Liberals even before the Coalition fell, organized a

reception committee to greet him at Southampton on November 9, going

on to a dinner in London, Thus before he emerged from his cabin to

dismiss Protection as "an insult to the intelligence of the nation",

Lloyd George was briefed by Mond, Charles KcCurdy and T«J. Macnamara.

Fisher records in his diary that Mond "secured L.G,'s Free Trade
2

pronouncement on the ship for fear Beaverbrook should capture him",

Beaverbrook does seem to have tried to capture him; having lost Bonar

Law he needed a new leader, and was trying to resurrect the Coalition

to defeat Baldwin, But the telegrams which they sent Lloyd George on

board ship, and the meeting they had with him a few days later, do not

suggest that his old friends envisaged a protectionist programme,

Churchill was as much a Free Trader as Lloyd George; the old Coalition

could not be reconstructed on a Tariff platform, (Nor could it

credibly be reconstructed on a Free Trade platform; that was the

cunning of Baldwin's manoeuvre.) What Beaverbrook, Birkenhead and

Churchill wanted was 3imply to keep together, and prevent Lloyd George's

return to narrow Liberalism, Thep certainly did not want him to commit

himself, as he did that night at Mond's dinner, to Liberal reunion,

Beaverbrook cabled: "Keeping myself free of all engagements from the

1, Interview with reporters at Southampton, 9 November 1923»

2. Fisher diary, 9 November 1923*
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moment of your arrival. Sincerely hope you will say nothing till

you hear our views".^ And Birkenhead: "Please do not commit yourself
2

till you have seen me". Churchill sent his message through Sinclair:

"Welcome homel Archie who bears this letter will give you all my

messages and I hope you will see him and hear what he has to say, before

you make any public declaration. We are in for a big fight - and,
3

I am glad to think, together". This might have referred to Liberal

reunion, especially in view of rumours that Churchill was intending to

stand in a Glasgow constituency as a United Liberal candidate. But

Sinolair was not a part of Kond's reception committee - there is no

evidence that he saw Lloyd George at Southampton at all - nor were

either he or Churchill present at Mond's house in the evening.

Churchill had previously responded evasively to Mond's reunion feelers,^
and though strong for Free Trade was clearly less so for Asquith. He

was still playing the Coalition game with Birkenhead.

The impression that it was little more than a game, however, is

strengthened by the meeting of the four leading ex-Coalitionists at

Cherkley on November 12, This might have been an important occasion.

In fact, judging from Beaverbrook's account, it was merely an exercise
5

in make-believe. The four heroes apparently planned to unseat Baldwin

by campaigning for Free Trade - Lloyd George and Churchill as Liberals,

Chamberlain and Birkenhead from inside Baldwin'3 Government. The idea

of Chamberlain as a Free Trader, joining the Cabinet in order to oppose

its policy, i3 so implausible that it is difficult to believe it was

ever intended seriously. Maybe Beaverbrook spread confusion by playing

on Empire Free Trade, hoping to reunite the Coalition on that deceptive

1. Beaverbrook telegram tc Lloyd George, 7 November 1923. (Lloyd
George - Frances Stevenson correspondence, hereinafter abbreviated
to L.G.-F.L.S. correspondence.)

2. Birkenhead telegram to Lloyd George, 7 November 1923. (Ibid.)
3. Churchill to Lloyd George, 8 November 1923* (Lloyd George

papers G/VV6.)
1h» Mond to Churchill, 29 October 1922, (Churchill papers C5/28) and

Churchill's reply (Ibid.).
5. A.J.P. Taylor, Beaverbrook. p. 218.
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compromise. Possibly Churchill saw in the crazy scheme the solution

of all his problems. More likely it was one of Beaverbrook's elaborate

jokes, worked up to fool Arnold Bennett, who duly responded by leaking

the plot to the press. Certainly Lloyd George did not take it seriously:

the very next day he met Asquith to agree on a joint Liberal programme.

Chamberlain and Birkenhead, too, ranged themselves at Baldwin's side

as soon as the dissolution was announced, and fought as loyal

Conservatives for Protection, Beaverbrook and ifcothermere took thi3

a3 a betrayal. Opposed at almost any cost to Baldwin, they continued

to support Lloyd George. A letter from Prances Stevenson to Lloyd

George in November 1924 reveals their attitude

" I got onto Beaverbrook soon after you left and he asked
me to tell you that neither he nor Rothermere had been taken
in by F.H'3 talk the other night. They saw rhat he was up
to, and had a good laugh over it afterwards. Beaverbrook saw
him again the following day and had another talk with him,
which confirmed what he had thought - and what you think -
that F.E. has gone right over to the other camp and that
nothing more is to be hoped for from him. Beaverbrook saya
he thinks money has passed into F.E.'s hands (I suppose from
Unionist H.Q.) and that this is the result. But B. asked
me to assure you that neither he nor Rothermere az*e influenced
in the slightest degree by F.E.'s talk. They are continuing
to attack the Gov I am certain that you need not worry
any more about the effect of F.S. on either of them." 1

With the definite separation of Lloyd George and Birkenhead that

i3 indicated here, the Coalition idea was for all practical purposes

buried. If its ghost walked once more, it was after the election,

when needless panic at the prospect of a Labour Government caused some

Conservatives and Liberals to seek a new alliance of the "constitutional"

parties, to be headed by Asquith, Chamberlain, Derby, Balfour, even

(though low on the list) Lloyd George - anyone who could forestall

Macdonald. This manoeuvre wa3 defeated, however, by the equal

determination of Baldwin, on the one hand, and Asquith, on the other,

that another coalition mu3t be avoided. In reality, though,

1, Frances Stevenson to Lloyd George, 24 November 1923,
(L.G.-F.L.S. correspondence).
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Coalitionism was probably dead, except in the minds of the Press Lords,

long before this, even by the beginning of the year. Lloyd George

recognized the fact, in his heart, as early a3 anyone. Throughout

1923 his active political strategy was to work for Liberal reunion.

Unattractive though that prospect was in many ways, common sense,

expediency, and the urgings of Ms followers drove him towards it.

Only pride and sentiment made him reluctant to close the door to more

flattering possibilities. Pride in the record of his Government made him

unwilling to deny any part of it, while, personally, Birkenhead and

Churchill were the most sympathetic of his possible associates. It was

understandably pleasant for the three of them to sit aroun the "Other

Club" dinner table at the Metropole Hotel, dreaming up plans for smiting

the less brilliant enemy. They kept in touch, politically, therefore,

keeping the newspapers busy with speculationj but their meetings were

not of great significance. Such empty vapourings could not create a

party.

The truth i3 that Lloyd George in 1923 was not at his most creative.

This was hardly surprising. Even on a man of his vitality, seventeen

exceptionally strenuous years of unbroken high office and responsibility-

were bound to leave some mark. He had frequently confessed himself tired

in 1922, and his staff noticed a decline in his powers during the last

months of the Coalition. J.T. Davies, for instance, wrote to Prances

Stevenson in March 1922: "After all, leading a great progressive party

of liberals and moderate labour requires new stunts, new programmes, new

policies, new campaigns, and I doubt whether the P.M. is fit enough for

that now, even with six months rest" Philip Kerr thought that Lloyd

George was stale, and on his fall urged him to: retire from politics for

a year. "Go back to the Hills, so that you can hear the still small
2

voice of wisdom again, and then you can return".

1. J.T. Davies to Frances Stevenson, March 1923. (ibid.)
2. Philip Kerr to Lloyd George, 6 November 1922. (Lloyd George

papers G/12/5/l,)



Lloyd George probably realized the soundness of this picturesque

advice, but was temperamentally unable to accept it. Politics was his

life, and, as he showed during the 1922 Election, he could not resist a

fight even when he had nothing positive to say, when he did go away to

Algeciras for six weeks over Christmas, he was oppressed by the

"insupportable dullness of the place"'*" until Birkenhead and Churchill

joined him. He recaptured his physical energy very quickly, but he

did not recover his mental vigour for a year or two. His mental wheels

went round but did not grip. Davies's judgement was vindicated in 1923

when he took no steps to make reality of the new political groupings of

which he talked. He revolved the forms in his mind, but gave them no

content, and continued to imagine that a list of eminent names sufficed

to make a party. He missed a great opportunity, built up for him by

the press, when he failed to return from America with the great new

programme th. t was predicted. He was, by his own standards, barren of

initiative. In view of subsequent events, this was a pity, since later

when he did produce creative new policies, he could do nothing with them

In the confusion of 1923* before the mould of post-war politics had set,

there was still a chance that a fresh Lloyd G-eorge giving a distinctive

lead might have had a dynamic effect, and shaken up the parties as he

wished. In the event, Lloyd George was as confused as anyone. He

had no lead to give, and let himself be carried by the tide, pulled by

Mond and pushed by Baldwin, back into the Liberal Party, That process,

actually simultaneous with the evaporation of Coalitionism, will best be

described in a separate chapter. For Liberal reunion had been in the

air for as long as Liberals had been divided.

1. Lloyd George to Frances Stevenson, 18 January 1923
(L.G.-F.L.S. correspondence.)
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The division of the Liberal Party which originated in 1916 developed

only slowly. Even by Asquith's personal circle, Lloyd George's

seizure of power could be forgiven in the circumstances of the war.

Asquith hoped in 1918 to be included in the British delegation to ^
7ecvc^ CUJLi_rt^

as**, and though there was later disagreement about whether or

not Lloyd George offered him the Lord Chancellorship, he was, a week

after the Armistice, "very anxious to be friends".1 Lloyd George
""p.o-U-

failed to heal the breaoh by not taking Asquith to he

seriously widened it by his conduct of the Coupon Election. By

formally - and somewhat arbitrarily - dividing the Liberal Party into

3heep and goats, and attacking and scattering the sheep, he committed an

act unforgiveable by orthodox Liberals, and put himself thoroughly

beyond the pale. As the Liberal Magazine described it in outraged

tones four years later; "A prominent Liberal made a pact for joint

action with the Conservatives, and conspired with the Conservative
« 2

leaders to destroy every Liberal who refused to come into the deal".

It seemed self-evident that such a renegade could never again be treated

as a Liberal. The split was institutionalized in 1920 when Lloyd

George, thwarted in his Centre Party plans by the perverse loyalty to

Liberalism of his supporters, started his independent national Liberal

organization, with its own periodical, the Llovd George Liberal Magazine,

(which styled itself, in contrast to its rival, "A Monthly Record of

Practical Politics")."^ Further fuel was given to Liberal abhorrence

1. Roskill, op, pit.. Vol. 1, (London 1970), p. 631.
2. Liberal Magazine. December 1922.

3. The Llovd George Liberal Magazine was published monthly from 1920
to November 1923. It contained articles on aspects of policy by
former Coalition Liberal Ministers (most frequently T.J. Kacnamara)
and full coverage of Lloyd George's speeches. The first issue
contained a poem entitled "D.L.

"Ajman whose soul is pure and strong, whose sword is bright and keen,
Who knows the splendour of the fight and what its issues mean,
Who never makes one step aside, nor halts though hope be dim,
But cleaves a pathway through the strife, and bids men follow him."



of Lloyd George by the Coalition's savage reprisals policy in Ireland,

by the Safeguarding of Industries Act, and by the suspicion of

Government corruption and the sale of honours. By the time the

Coalition fell, the two wings of the old Liberal Party seemed as far

apart as could be imagined. Neither Lloyd George nor Asquith had any

intention of working again with the other.

Lloyd George, as we have seen, had not renounced Liberalism, and

hoped for some form of reunionj but it was reunion with his old

followers he wanted, not with his old leader. He distinguished very

sharply between his own conception of Liberalism and Asquith's. Though

they had worked well together before the war, there was never perfect

harmony between them. The Liberalism that was in Asquith*s bones wa3

cool, intellectual, and judicial, concerned with the establishment of

a just and reasonable order of society as it appeared to cultivated and

superior English minds. The Liberalism that was in Lloyd George's

blood wa3 irrational, instinctive, and very Welsh, founded on religious

fervour and emotional identification with the rural poor, capable of

occasional ruthlessnes3 and bursts of jingoism which shocked more

academic colleagues. Even beffore the war, Lloyd George could not

identify with Asquithian Liberalism. He confessed to Masterman in 1911

"I don't exactly know what I am, but I'm sure I'm not a
Liberal. They have no sympathy with the people •••••

All down history nine-tenths of mankind have been grinding
the corn for the remaining one-tenth, been paid with the
husks - and bidden to thank God they had the husks™. 1

Lloyd George was something of a revolutionary at heart, though too

rooted in rural individualism to be drawn to socialism. He never in

fact denied Liberalism; he merely defined it differently from Asquith.

His Liberalism was essentially populist; he never doubted that he was

serving the poor and the downtrodden, and the confidence that the people

trusted him allowed him to wage war, break strikes, and work with Tories

1. Owen, op. cit., p. 216.
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without, in his own eyes, compromising his Liberal credentials. The

Asquithians, he thought, preserved only the empty shell of Liberalism;

he had the living kernel. "The so-called Liberal Party", he toll

Riddell in 1919, "consists mostly of plutocrats who have no sympathy

whatever with the aspirations of the mass of the people"."'" And to

C.P. Scott in 1917 8e said, "their view of a Government is a sort of

family concern in which they hold the shares, and McKenna is General
2

Manager". "Old hidebound Liberalism", he thought, "was played out;

the Newcastle programme [of 1891] had been realized. The task now was

to build up the country". This is the first indication of the sort

of direction in which he would push Liberalism after Asquith's retirement.

Lloyd George's view of Asquith after the war was that h*- ''could

never form a Government. There was no life in him. he was 'like a

great boulder blocking the way^ he was irritated by Asquith's

return to Parliament, as likely to prolong the life of his party and

delay its absorption by other "constitutional forces". The Independent

Liberal Party was an obstruction in the way of his Centre Party,

fossilized, sterile and obsolete. lie had his own reasons for disdaining

it, but it cannot be 3aia that his opinion was very far wrong. Though

containing radical and energetic elements, the Liberal rump after 1918

lacked leadership, drive, and purpose, and presented a self-satisfied and

backward-looking image to the country. Its organization was dominated

by a group of men - Sir Donald Maclean, Sir Robert Hudson, Geoffrey

Howard, Vivian Phillipps, and Viscount Gladstone (fourth son of the

G.O.M.) - who placed reverence for Asquith and the Gladstonian tradition

1. Riddell, op. cit.. p. 139.
2. Scott diary, 10 August 1917^ (Wilson ed. p. 298).
3. Ibid.. 26 January 1917, (loc. oit.. p. 257).

I bid.. 17 March 1920, (loc. cit.. p. 383).
5. Riddell, op. cit.. p. 171.
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above the pressing contemporary need for a policy to meet the Labour

challenge. Their attitude to Liberalism was rather that of the high

priests of some exclusive sect towards their doctrine than that of

political propagandists to a party dependent on popular support. They

and their leaders held the Labour Party in scorn as a crude class party,

uneducated and unfit to govern. The Liberal Party, on the other hand,

was not only the party of sensible progress but also the embodiment of

all that was decent and honourable in British public life, and therefore

permanently assured of the electorate's respect. The party existed

for them as an end in it3elf, not primarily as an instrument of reform.

That was why they so abhorred Lloyd George, who had tried to destroy it,

and also why Lloyd George despised them. He was of the opposite frame

of mind, regarding parties merely as tools to be u3ed and throrm away

or reshaped when unfit for their task. The Independent Liberal Party-

was clearly unfitted for any post-war task. Its organization was run

down, and its former organizers were not the men to build it up again.

Its pre-war programme had either been completed or made obsolete; it3

old leaders were not the men to leap into new fields. They stood,

instead, pat upon the past and defended their pre-war policy, damning

the Coalition for departures from it.

After his ejeotion from office in 1916, Asquith had retired into

a comfortable, lazy life of books and bridge, wine and the company of

flatterers, in which politics was only one element, and not the most

pleasant. He was hurt by his defeat in 1918, made a big effort to come

back in 1920, and won a triumphant by-eleotion at Paisley. Though he

spoke frequently in the House, however, he was not a success a3 leader

of a tiny party; Maclean had led it better in his absence. He was

not sufficiently interested in the trivial issues of party management,

and in the post-war Parliament of the hard-faced men he seemed pompous

and long-winded. Beyond the inner oirole of his disciples, many

Liberals would have welcomed his retirement. To C.P. Hcott he seemed in
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1921 "a somewhat querulous and very old man"; hi3 mind moved, when it

moved at all, only in the well-worn party groove."*" Harold Laski wrote

of his "inertia and a tendency to dwell too much on the virtues of the
2

past and too little on the dreams of the future". He was, in fact,

much criticized in the Liberal press, but his prestige was too great for

him to be displaced before he wished it, and he still hoped, passively,

to gain his revenge on Lloyd George. Asquith and his wife, wrote

Laski, "seem very content to wait in the curious belief that weariness

of L.G. will drive the country back to them. It's absurd doctrine; but

as they move mainly among people who never contradict them they too
3

rarely meet the other side".

The other eminent figure of Independent Liberalism was Lord Grey.

Though he was just as rooted in the past as Asquith, many Liberal would

have liked to make him leader, but for the difficulty of his sitting in

the Lords, In some unfathomable way, Grey had survived the war into

which his diplomacy had helped to plunge the world with his reputation

not only unscathed but enhanced. In 1922 St. Loo Strachey wrote:

"There has never been anything in our history like the unanimity of

estimation in which he is heId".^ This unanimity extended to Tories as

well as Liberals, Lord Robert Cecil wanted Grey to head his coalition
r g

in 1921; Baldwin considered him for the Foreign Office in 1923, and

offered it to him in 1929.^ Grey, however, invariably declined such

suggestions. Failing eyesight was one reason, but a deep reluctance to

get involved again in daily politics was probably a stronger. He was

not the positive leader the Liberal Party needed, especially as he was

1. Scott diary, 9 August 1921, 4 December 1921. (Wilson ed. pp. LOO, 410
2. Quoted in Wilson, op. oit.. p. 209.

3. Ibid.

4. Strachey to nady Grey, 24 October 1922, quoted in Cowling, op. cit.. p

5. Asquith papers, 3L/1-36.
6. Jones, op. oit. I, p. 26l.
7. Jones, op. oit. II, p. 165.
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inclined to be embarrassingly complimentary about Conservatives, His

importance for the Asquithians was that, more actively them Asquith

himself, he symbolized their resistance to Lloyd George. As he wrote

to Baldwin in 1929» "The iron entered into my soul when Ll.G. ®s Govt,

after the war let down and corrupted public life at home and destroyed

our credit abroad"."1' Grey was the antithesis of Lloyd George - the

gentleman-statesman who personified Liberal honour. The iron remained
2

in his soul until his death. But he was not a leader.

If the Independent Liberals had a bright young hope, it was

Sir John Simon. But Simon was a cold and slippery lawyer who attracted

little love even from his colleagues, Asquith himself called him "a
3

big man on a small point, and a small man on a big point", and Margot

Asquith, some year3 later, "a lonely self-seeking coward".^" He was

ambitious for the party leadership; but no-one was very keen that he

3hould have it. Like Asquith and Grey, his major preocoupations were

1. Grey to Baldwin, 5 January 1929. (Baldwin papers L2/l64 79-82.)
2. Lloyd George's view of Grey's "honour" is satirically contained

in a mock obituary notice in the Grey file of the Lloyd George
papers (G/8/l0/3), part of which reads:«

"To those who doubt hi3 claim to real ability it may be
pointed out that no-one has so long filled a prominent
place in English public life as Viscount Grey, and
received so small a portion of public attaok and obloquy.
To have thus successfully avoided attracting the lightning
which generally plays round the heads of the prominent is
no mean feat of genius, and though his record may show
little else of outstanding achievement, thi3 fact at
least testifies to fcha skill ..... Whatever his failure
to observe the Decalogue, he at least showed consummate
piety in his manner of keeping the la3t and greatest
commandment: 'Thou shalt not be found out'. Maybe he
never sacrificed himself in any way for arybody; but at
least he was able to inspire in others the loyalty to
saorifice themselves for him."

3. Frances Stevenson diary, 7 December 1919» (A.J.P. Taylor ed. p. 19l)»
quotes the remark anonymously; Lloyd George attributes the sentiment
to Asquith in Jones, op. cit. I, p. 234: "Simon can make a
masterly speech on a small topic and only a poor speech on a great
one" .

4. Margot Asquith to Sir Herbert Samuel, 8 November 1931*
(Samuel papers A,155/viii/42.)



Free Trade and "economy" - the reduction of Government expenditure a3

the remedy for eoonomic ills. He was the archetypal Gladstonian

Liberal, -a breed which since the 1890*s had lost the passion of the

original: an exponent of laissez-faire against State intervention,

concerned more with abstract liberties, (he had resigned over

conscription during the war), than with the condition of the people.

He was, anyway, out of Parliament during the Coalition years, losing a

famous by-election to Labour in 1920.

Of the remainder of Asquith'3 pre-war Cabinet, only Runciiaan was

still active in Liberal politics, and he gave mo3t of his time to his

family ship-building interest. Haldane was moving towards Labour, and

McKenna to the Conservatives; Samuel was serving as High Commissioner

in Palestine, and Reading (a Lloyd Georgian anyway) as Viceroy of India.

Asquith, Grey, and Simon, then, with Sir Donald Maclean, comprised the

top leadership of the Asquithian Liberals. They, however, along with

their unforgiving wives, a handful of M»P.'s like W.M.R. Pringle and

Wedgwood Benn, peers like Cowdray and Buckmaster, and the organizing

group of Gladstone, Hudson, Howard and Phillipps, were the only true

Asquithians. The party at large was not particularly devoted either to

Asquith personally or to his conception of Liberalism, Nor were all

the Lloyd Georgians especially dedicated to Lloyd George. The split in

the Liberal Party was by no means so personal or so clear-cut in the

country, or even in Parliament, as it often appeared at Abingdon Street,

Churt and Sutton Courtney. The issue which had divided the party in

1916 had cut across the more obvious and traditional pre-war divisions.

Then, by any analysis, Asquith, the Liberal Imperialist, would have been

placed on the right, Whiggish wing of the party, Lloyd George, the pro-

Boer, on the more radical, "New Liberal" left. In the war, however, by

emerging as the ruthless champion of the fight to the finish, Lloyd George
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had drawn the support of exactly that wing of the party which had been

most hostile to him before - the more "patriotic", Imperialist and

military-minded. The pre-war "pacifists", whom Lloyd George had led,

the opponents of "Prussianism" and conscription, found themselves

following Asquith. Factors of personal loyalty had, of course, blurred

this sharp division, and the almost random selection of members to

receive the "ooupon" in 1918 further confused the picture.By 1922,

therefore, there was no clear ideological split between the two groups;

both contained every sort of Liberal; division was mainly a habit.

The bitter assaults of the leaders concealed an underlying unity in

the party. When the Coalition fell, the opposition of the two groups

at the polls posed the obvious question of reunion. Hot only was it

electoral common sense to come together. Away from the courts of the

principals, many Liberals actually felt themselves in the wrong group.

When Lloyd G-eorge, free of the Conservatives, began to recall his radical

past, he began to alienate some of his wartime supporters, and simul¬

taneously to attract those of Asquith's who looked for a progressive

lead. Even without the challenge of Labour, division was becoming

meaningless. Starting in Manchester, the traditional home of Liberalism

outside London, the constituency parties themselves began to forge
2

reunion. When Lloyd George lent his support to the process, the

Asquithians were in a difficult position.

In his historical novel of these years, The Fox in the Attic.

Richard Hughes has one of his characters - the wife of a Liberal M.P. -

reflect upon the loss of free will entailed in political leadership, as

exemplified by Asquith being obliged publicly to embrace a man with
q

whom privately he wanted nothing more to do. The pressure of the

1. See Wilson, op. cit.. especially Chapter 6, pp. 135-163.
2. Sir Edward Rhodes to Lloyd George, 6 November 1922, 2h April 1923.

(Lloyd George papers G/30/2/24,26.)
3. Richard Hughes, The Pox in the Attic. (London 1961), Penguin

edition, p. 72.



Liberal rank and file for reunion placed the leadership, indeed, in an

invidious predicament. * They were being expected, for the good of the

party, to do something from which personally they recoiled, and which

they had frequently sworn never to do. Margot Asquith expressed their

emotional response with typical vehemence in a letter $$ Bonar Law:

"Don't believe a word about Reunion. Never was a greater lie. We

would rather be out for ever".'*' The Asquith3, after fifteen years of

leadership, were rather inclined to assume that their own feelings must

be shared by all good Liberals. But even so, as the leader of the

party, Asquith could not stand up and condemn it to endless opposition

on such obviously personal grounds. He paid instead lip-service to

the idea of reunion, while evading all attempts to make it a reality.

To reunion as such he had in fact no objection; he and his colleagues

would have liked nothing better than to see the old party reunited

under its old, legitimate, leadership, if only that could somehow be

accomplished without reunion with Lloyd George. "while my opinion is

all for reunion", wrote Cowdray to Gladstone in December 1922, "I

consider, if reunion involved in any way our acceptance of Lloyd George,
2

that we cannot afford to pay such a price".

On this definition, reunion wa3 meaningless; reunion meant reunion

with Lloyd George. At least this is what Lloyd George and his followers,

and most of the rest of the country, thought - that the two ex-Prime

Ministers would fuze their respective parties back into one united

party. The Asquithian idea of reunion, on the other hand, was not

the remarriage of divorcees, rather the readmission to the Church of

repentant heretics. They did not accept the equality of the National

Liberals - a Tory-sponsored splinter group - with their own historic

party, despite their equal Parliamentary representation. Lloyd George,

1. Blake, The Unknown Prime Minister, p. 465.
2. Cowdray to Gladstone, 30 December 1922. (Herbert Gladstone

papers 4647V23-4.)



they were determined, could only return to their party as a confessed

prodigal, when he had proved again his Liberal credentials. Throughout

1°23, they deliberately forestalled reunion by spelling out insulting

terns for readmission that weze clearly unacceptable to Lloyd George,

while protesting all the time that it was he, and not they, who was

being obstructive. The Liberal Magazine for December 1922 gave the

lead with an article on the desirability of reunion couched in a tone

of lofty condescension that could only infuriate Lloyd George:

"Happily", it wrote of the Coupon Election, "all that is over and done

with now, and nobody is likely to realize more keenly than Mr# Lloyd

George himself what a miserable blunder the whole tiling was It

is clear that there is no sound reason why genuine Liberals should any

longer separate themselves from the main body of the Liberal Party .....

They are 'Coalition' Liberals no longer, for there is no Coalition .....

In so far, therefore, as members of Mr. George's party are free to

fight for Liberalism, and do in practice fight for it, they will gradually

and unavoidably cease to be a separate body."1
"Members of Kr. George'3 party", the implication is clear, were to

be allowed to work their passage back to the Liberal Party by proving

their loyalty to Liberalism, and their independence of the Conservatives,

in the division lobby. Mr. George himself might do the 3ame, so long

as he did not expect to be again a leader. Gladstone told Scott, in

July 1923# of Asquith's "fixed and irrevocable" resolve "never again to

accept Lloyd George as a colleague". He could not be admitted to the

"inner council" of the party. "If once accepted and recognized as a

full member of the party", Gladstone realized, he raust inevitably, "by

force of personality and past position", succeed Asquith in the leadership,
2

which would disintegrate the party. Proa this it appears that

1. Liberal Magazine. December 1922,

2. Scott diary. 1 July 1923. (Scott papers 50907/17-28; Wilson ed.
pp. 439-42.)
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Gladstone and Asquith had in mind some form of associate membership

for Lloyd George, a proposal so extraordinary that it can only have

been envisaged as a means of keeping him out, not as a practical method

of bringing him in» Their desire to keep him out of the leadership

was well-grounded. They were afraid, (just as he was confident,) that

once back in the party he would dominate it and sweep them away as soon

as Asquith retired; that reunion would be the end of their control.

If, however, reunion of some sort had to come - as they knew in their

hearts that it must - then their only hope was that it should come

gradually, without a formal act of reconciliation which would inevitably

raise Lloyd George to the deputy-leadership. Maclean saw that the

danger to the Asquithians lay in an early election. "we hope fervently",

he wrote to Runciman in May, "that they [the Government] will carry on

for another year or two".''' In a sense, Baldwin's decision for a

General Election at the end of 1923 served Lloyd George very well; "it

marshalled him the way that he was going". It closed the door finally

to Coalition, but it sent him back to the Liberal Party in the best

possible way, with a flourish of trumpets.

Four days after the Carlton Club meeting, Lloyd George had declared
2

himself to C.P, Scott "a Liberal pure and simple". In fact, it took

him several months to reach that point. At the end of 1922 he was still

very much a Coalition Liberal, hoping to use the Liberal Party, minus

Asquith and Grey, as the nucleus for a Centre Party.^ Giving his

blessing, covertly at this stage, to the Manchester movement for reunion,

he wrote to the local Coalition leader of "the new front against reaction"

which would be organized after the election.^" And to Scott he wrote,

1. Sir Donald Maclean to Walter Punciman, 24 May 1923. (Runciman
papers 194.)

2. Scott diary, 23 October 1922. (Scott paper'3 50906/195-204;
Wilson ed. pp. R29-31.)

3. e.g. Lloyd George to Scott, 8 November 1922, (Lloyd George papers
G/l7/11/1.)

4. Lloyd George to Rhodes, 8 November 1922. (Lloyd George papers
G/30/2/25.)
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as already quoted, of the "recreation of the Liberal Party on a policy

which will attract moderate Labour and progressive Conservatives",

He had as yet no intention of going back to Asquith. "Events will

demonstrate", he wrote to Soott, "who are the real Liberals and who are

the men who simply have been using Liberalism as a vendettist weapon

to avenge their own personal disappointments ..... These men, believe

me, are far too obsessed with their personal wrongs and disappointments

to welcome any reunion except on the express condition that I am marooned,
2

I am confident that my friends will not agree to this". Only in the

Hew Year did he come to realize that he mu3t try to force himself on

Asquith. A 3harp increase in the Labour vote at a series of by-elections,

and the unexpected resilience of Law1s Government in the face of by-

election defeats, combined to demonstrate both the improbability for

the moment of any reshuffling of parties and the danger to both Liberal

groups of prolonged division. He was worried in January by the

vulnerability of his own small party f to organize it more efficiently

would emphasise its separation from both Conservatives and Asquithians,

while to leave it poorly organized might lead to its extinction at the
3

next election. The tide of Liberal reunion was rising in the

constituencies - most strongly in Wales. His best course was to ride

this tide, presenting himself as a good but deeply wronged Liberal, in

the confidence that the prospect of reunion was far more embarrassing,

and their resistance to it far more damaging, to the Asquithians than it

was to him. He thus embarked in March on a series of speeches designed

to re-establish his Liberalism,

On 20 February, speaking to his national Liberals at a dinner of

the 1920 Club, he still sounded the Coalition note, glorying in his

1, Lloyd George to Scott, 14 December 1922, (Lloyd George papers
G/17/1V3.)

2, Ibid.. 8 November 1922, (loo, cit.)
3, Riddell, op, cit.. p. 402,



G-overnment's liberal record but making only the most meaningless

promises for the future

"We pursue the same policy, the same course of steady
temperate progress, avoiding the violence of both sides
and marching straight on. The need of the hour is the
policy of healing - the healing of social 3ores at home,
the healing of the wounds of war at home and abroad.
We will join with anyone who is prepared to lend a hand
in defending all that is good, in mending all that is
defective, in ending all that is bad." 1

Ten days later, on 2 March, he wa3 suddenly full of the urgency of

Liberal reunion. There was not time, he told the Scottish Liberal

Club in Edinbur^i, to leave this split to heal itself a3 previous ones

had done. Labour was on the march, "a great and growing alternative

party". He did not share the common view that Labour had reached the

limit of its possible advance, "While we are throwing poisoned arr-ows

at each other", he warned, bringing up one of his favourite biblical

images, "Labout is walking off with the Ark of the Covenant". Liberals

mu3t reunite on a challenging social policy to win the new electorate.

"The mission of Liberalism is to hurry up r-edress. 'Sunshine for your

grandchildren* is a bad electoral programme". Finally he disclaimed

any desire for leadership of the united party; but he did so in such

back-handed terras that his real meaning was clear. "I am willing to

follow any leader", he declared, "who possesses the necessary vision,
2

resolution, wisdom, courage and inspiration to lead the nation". By

listing the qualities required of a Liberal leader, and inviting his

audience implicitly to apply them to Asquith, he was pointing up, as

plainly as he could, his own claim to the job.

Two weeks later, at another National Liberal lunch, he called again

for reunion, repeating the need for a radical programme to save the

country from Labour, He refused to apologize for the Coalition, and

questioned Asquith*s monopoly of Liberal virtue by recalling the time of

1, Speech at the Hotel Cecil, 20 February 1923#
2, Speech at the Scottish Liberal Club, Edinburgh, 2 March 1923»
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the Boer War, when he himself had been both a bett er Liberal and more

loyal to Campbell-Bannerman. Replying to a blocking speech by Simon,

he asserted that reunion could not come merely by Members of Parliament

accidentally voting together in the lobbiesj there must be positive

cooperation by the Whips, which the Asquithians at present refused.^
Stimulated, however, by these speeches, positive cooperation was

proceeding between the champions of reunion on both sides, A memorandum

calling for swift reunion, drawn up by two Independent Liberals,
2

J.H. Hogge and C.F. EntwlStle, in consultation with Lloyd George, was

signed by seventy-three M.P.*s, and two joint meetings on March 12 and 20

confirmed this desire, The seoond, described by Fisher as "very

friendly" ?voted 41-12 in favour of a resolution that Asquith, Simon,

Lloyd George and Mond should get together to work: out a common programme.

The proposal, however, was thrown out the next day by Asquith, who asked,

witheringly, what he and Lloyd George were expected to discuss, and

insisted once again that cooperation must grow spontaneously in the

constituencies and the lobbies before any formal reconciliation could

be considered,^ Fisher recorded in his diary: "Shaw [the principal go-

between] comes to see me in great distress and says that the Wee Frees

are torpedoing resolution. Begs me to see Asquith which I do. He is

pleasant but thinks a personal meeting premature, I tell L.G. who
5 —

expected it". In the face of this Asquithian obstruction, efforts for

reunion temporarily lapsed, while some unofficial cooperation, and more

backbiting, continued in the House,

1. Speech at a National Liberal luncheon at the House of Commons,
14 Maroh 1923.

2. Scott diary, 8 March 1923. (Scott papers 50907/5-14; Wilson ed,
P. 437.)

3. Fisher diary, 20 March 1923.
4. Annual Register 1923» p. 27.
5. Fi3her diary, 21 March 1923.
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Lloyd George was very bitter about the vendetta which he felt was

being waged against him. He 'complained constantly to C.P. Scott, who

had taken the place of his revered but now dead uncle as his mentor and

Liberal conscience. Scott was amazingly tolerant of Lloyd George's sins,

and preserved an unshakeable faith in his power for good. • He was

correspondingly intolerant of the Asquithians' narrow-minded anathema on

him. "Whatever one may think of him he is a great force", he told

Maclean in 1921. "Whatever I may count for it* s my business to turn that

force as far as I can to good ends."''" The direction in which he tried

to turn Lloyd George was always left. After the fall of the Coalition

he wrote to him:-

"The Liberal Party of the future if it is to count for anything
in the life of the country will have to be not Whig or
Imperialist Liberal, but in the full sense Radical with strong
affinities with Labour. Forgive me for saying that that is
where I believe your own future to lie." 2

In December he urged Lloyd George to concentrate not on political

groupings but on policy. "Whoever gives the best lead will be the

leader."'* Lloyd George replied, "You are a very wise man and I propose

to take your advice". In March when Lloyd George complained about

Asquithian obstructiveness to reunion - "The leaders of the Independent

Liberals are determined that it should not occur. Simon is working

against it; the Whips are whipping against it; Lord Gladstone and

Geoffrey Howard are using every endeavour to persuade members of the
5

party not to encourage it - Scott urged him to avoid retaliation and

avoid a permanent split, at least until he could carry the party and

the machine with him.^

1. Scott diary, 9 August 1921. (toilson ed., p. 401.)
2. Scott to Lloyd George, 15 November 1922. (Lloyd George papers G/l7/ll/2.)
3. Scott to Lloyd George, 17 December 1922. (ibid. G/l7/ll/4.)
4. Lloyd George to Scott, 18 December 1922. (ibid. G/l7/ll/.5.)
5. Lloyd George to Scott, 15 March 1923. (Ibid. G/17/11/6.)
6. Scott to Lloyd George, 16 March 1923. (ibid. G/17/11/7.)
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Nevertheless Lloyd George continued to feel strongly on the subject;

if he could not retaliate, some of his colleagues should. His view of

the situation is revealed in a circular letter sent to Fisher, Mond,

McCurdy, Macnamara and Kacpherson by his Chief Whip, Hilton Young,

on March 29:-

" I want to tell you in strict confidence of a
conversation I had with Mr. Lloyd George this morning.
It was about the direct and violent personal attacks which
have been made upon him lately by Pringle, Masterman and
others in the Independent Liberal Camp. Referring to these
attacks Mr. Lloyd George said he thought the time had come
at which he ought to take some notice of them.

I ventured to say that I thought nothing would please
his antagonists better than that his attention should be
distracted in the near future from the higher region of
politios to personalities. He agreed that he would be
most reluctant to have to turn aside to personal vindication,
but he felt very strongly that the situation stated in the
next paragraph should now be made clear to the public.

The situation in a word is this: that the bravos of
the Independent Liberal Party demand his ostracism as a
condition to Liberal Reunion, and that the more responsible
leaders of the party are discreetly assenting to that demand.

I agreed with him and said that I thought we should fail
to reap the advantage to which we are entitled from the
factious and short-sighted manner in which the Independent
leaders have met the general demand for unity if we did not
make it promptly clear to the public that it is this demand
for the ostracism of the greatest living Liberal that is
barring the way to Liberal reunion.

Finally I said that this was a task which should be
performed rather by Mr. Lloyd George's principal colleagues
than by himself, and with this he agreed.

I am writing then to suggest for your consideration that
it might be of advantage could you find an opportunity in the
near future to say something for the enlightenment of the
public on the theme of 'No ostracism of Llqyd George'•

Apart from the personal aspects of the matter, which I
expect we all feel deeply, I cannot but think that it would
be wholesome for Liberals at large to have their attention
directed to the petty and personal nature of a good deal of
the opposition to reunion." 1

No such enlightening speeches seem to have been made, however.

The first response to Young's appeal came over a month later, when Mond

wrote a long and reasonable letter to The Times pointing out that

1. Hilton Young to Fisher, Mond, MoCurdy, Macnamara and Macpherson,
29 March 1923. (Lloyd George papers &/10/^U/7i Fisher papers.)
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oooperation in the lobbies could not grow until the Aaquithians consented

to cooperate, and pleading for a more constructive attitude,^ This

was followed by a flurxy of correspondence in which Pringle and Phillipps

raised further objections to reunion, and Hogge and Hilton Young
2

demolished them, to no avail, Lloyd George, meanwhile, had announced

to Sir Edward Rhodes in Manchester that he would make no more public

statements about reunion, since the Asquithians, "scavenging for

pretexts to promote Disunion", carped at whatever he aaid,^ He then

went up to Manchester on April 28 and, remembering Soott's advice,

made a great radical 3peech, setting out (though not in detail) the

tasks of Liberalism in the post-war world, scarcely mentioning the

split in the parly. When he did so it was to claim that the country

was bored with Liberal divisions, as strangers are always bored by a

family quarrel.

He began with a characteristic definition of Liberalism, "My

view of Liberalism •••«• in one sentence - 'Fair play for the underdog* -

not scientific, not exhaustive, but if you will apply that to the

Liberalism of the last generation you see how it works out". Moving

on to the present generation, he listed four evils which Liberalism

had to remove: low wages; the low status of the worker; unemployment;

and the inequality of opportunity, "There must", he declared, looking

forward to the Yellow Book, "be a greater co-partnership between

Capital and Labour if you are to get the best out of both", Pre-war

measures for the relief of poverty caused by unemployment and sickness

were only a beginning. The advanoe of Labour showed that much

remained to be done. If Socialism was to be defeated, Liberalism had

to prove that squalor and injustice were not endemio in Capitalism, but

1. The Times. 8 May 1923.
2. Ibid.. 9-15 May 1923.
3. Lloyd George to Sir Edward Rhodes, 2A April 1923. (Lloyd George

papers G/30/2/29.)
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oould be eliminated within the system. "Capital has been made for

Man, not Man for Capital? If this were not so, he would take up a

crowbar himself.

Housing must be the first priority - to "eradicate slumdom out of

British civilisation". Then education - the provision of equal

opportunity at the expense of "class favouritism". Then, as always

in a Lloyd George programme, the reform of agriculture - "utilising

the soil .*••• for the people" « and the encouragement of temperance -

to eliminate "the waste produced by alcohol in the health and strength

and the happiness of our people". Finally, for the more traditional

Liberals, there was a call for the fuller development of the "Liberal

Empire", and an unequivocal assertion of Free Tradet the Safeguarding

of Industries Act, the MoKenna Duties, and the Paris Resolutions,

(the last two a reminder of Asquith'a wartime infringements of Free

Trade,) must all be abolished. He concluded this radical manifesto

with a ringing denunciation of socialism, of which he offered two

practical examples, one alarming but distant - Russia • the other

humourous but close at hand » The Defence of the Realm Act. "If you

want to know what Socialism is, I think you can get it for l^d. - a

copy of that legislation which is known as 'Dora* - a most severe and

repellent lady, and we are well rid of her". The purpose and political

philosophy of Liberalism, in contrast to Socialism, was to reserve the

evils of society without removing freedom,*'
This speech was hailed by most of the Press, though not of course

by the Aaquithian papers, as marking Lloyd George*s definite return to

Liberalism, and likely to do more good for the cause of reunion than any

amount of exhortation. The Times complained that it was insufficiently
2

spsolfiej but it was only intended as a call to arms, not as a

legislative agenda. The Morning Post, as usual, thought Lloyd George

1. Speech at the Free Trade IP 11, Manchester, 23 April 1923.
2. The Times. 30 April 1923.



had gone "back to Limahouse",1 while the Daily Herald dismissed him as

"just a politician mouthing the old catchwords, trying to manoeuvre

himself into the possession of a party again"; the speech "proved his
2

uselessness as a leader, because it showed him to be barren of ideas".

The London livening Standard, however, expressed the view of the

uncommitted papers: "Mr. Lloyd George is returning by rapid stages to

the position of a party leader, naked and unashamed. He know3 that

Liberals can never for long resist the allurements of a programme, and

his trip to Manchester was like the spring visit of a commercial

traveller with a tempting range of new patterns in his bag."^
What other patterns had Lloyd George to offer in 1923? His range

of policies was wide, but could not be said to be new or startling.

It was primarily a year of stock-taking. The Manchester speech was his

only major pronouncement on domestic affairs, and that was more of a

prospectus of future lines than a current catalogue. Mainly he was

selling off old stock in the foreign department. His greatest

preocoupation, a3 it had been before he left office, was the European

situation. To this he devoted almost half of the weekly articles that

he wrote between January and September, attacking French policy towards

Germany, and Poincare personally, in terms that outraged the Tory press.

("There is in Mr. Lloyd George's abuse of France that monotony which is

so characteristic a mark of the gutter and it3 contents", wrote the

Morning Post in May). Lloyd George cited his war record as proof that

he was a time friend of France, which made it all the more his duty to

criticize her present misguided militarism, which he feared would plunge

Europe back into war. He attacked the invasion of the Ruhr under the

1. Morning Post. 30 April 1923.
2. Daily Herald. 30 April 1923*
3. Evening Standard. 30 April 1923.

4. Morning Post. 21 Kay 1923.
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headline "Digging Out Coal With Bayonets",* (claiming privately to

Fisher, "The French would never have dared to do what they have done

had it not been for the fall of the Coalition"), He attaoked the

weakness of his successors in submitting to French intransigence over

3
reparations under the headline "France To Take and England So Give",

He appealed for the scaling down of reparations payments to within

Germany's capacity, urged that Germany could not pay anything until her

economy was stabilized, and begged the Americans to come back and take

the lead in settling Europe's problems. Several more of his articles

and many of his speeches, particularly his frequent semi-religious

addressed to We3leyan Conferences and Baptist ohapels, oonoemed the

League of Nations and Disarmament, where again he urged the participation

of the United States as essential to success - though in America's

absence he wa3 a strong believer in Britain's special role: "Luckily",

he said in a speech at Llanfairfechan, "you have Britain up to its

armpits in salt water and therefore alone remaining cool".**" He

identified Mussolini (who had just occupied Corfu) as a "Menace to
5

Europe's Peace", upheld British policy in India and Palestine, but

castigated the British and French Governments for surrendering to the

Turks at Lausanne, "The British interests in the straits are supreme",

he wrote to Lord Hardinge at the end of 1922, "and it seems to me they

are being given away for a frog-pie, I prefer the good old British

beef'."6

1, Daily Chronicle. 20 January 1923,
2, Fisher diary, 27 September 1923,
3« Daily Chronicle. 1 September 1923,
L, Speeoh at Llanfairfeohan, 22 May 1923,
5, Daily Chronicle. 8 September 1923,
6, Lloyd George to Lord Hardinge, 7 Deoember 1922,

(Lloyd George papers G/s/l/l*)
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Two others of Lloyd George's articles 3hould be mentioned, since

they were the subject of much later dispute. He wrote his first

reaction to the news of Baldwin's settlement of Britain's American War

Debt on board 3hip on the way back from Spain at the beginning of

February, and commended it, stating that Britain must honour her debts

whether or not she was herself paid by France.''" But when he got home

he changed his opinion, claiming that it had been based on only partial
2

information, and attacked the settlement as oripplingly one-sided.

He regarded it, thereafter, with some expert support, as one of the

causes of Britain's financial weakness in the twenties, and never ceased

to attack Baldwin's incompetence in aocepting it. Baldwin's defenders,

however, could always quote Lloyd George's first, favourable, reaction

to the deal. This controversy, and the question whether or not Home

had instructions to agree to a similar settlement before the fall of

the Coalition, became a regular feature of the correspondence columns.

Domestically, Lloyd George's first concern was with the land.

Immediately after the 1922 Slection he seized on it as "the biggest
3 4

subject"; in December he was "full of agrarian reform". It was on

agriculture that he made his first speech in the House of Commons since

leaving office - his first from an opposition bench since 1905* He

saw in the revival of agriculture the cure for unemployment. Rural

depopulation, ("the haemorrhage of rural Britain", he called it in a later
\ 5

speech,) was dangerous in itself, and the wartime disruption of old

trading patterns made the return of industrial prosperity uncertain.

"I believe", he declared, "that in directing our attention and our

energies to the revival of the rural life of this country, in that and

1. Daily Chronicle. 3 February 1923.
2. Ibid.. 17 February 1923.
3. Fisher diary, 25 November 1922.
4. Ibid.. 4 December 1922.

5. Speech in the House of Commons, 26 June 1923. i"Parliamentary
Debates, 5th series, (hereinafter abbreviated to H.C. Debs.)
Vol. 165, col. 2206.]
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In that alone you will find security for the State, p'Fosperity the

land, and safety for the Realm" This belief in agriculture as the

source of national salvation was the core of Lloyd George*s political

faith for the next few years, until he was persuaded, more profitably,

to consider industrial problems. It was the sincere delusion of the

rural radical. But he also thought, until proved wrong in 1925, that

the land would be a pox>ular vote-winning issue. He told Scott, the

day after his Commons speech, that the Liberals must have a fighting

policy. "The real ground of attack is the Land. On that the Tories

would be bound to make a stand and you would have real battle with an

2
unanswerable case". Surprisingly, however, after this initial

enthusiasm, he let the land lie fallow for a time, and made no initiative

on the subject in 1923.

Nor did he make any other policy initiative. But he made one

notably clear-sighted speech in the House of Commons, in the Kond-

Snowden debate on the Capitalist System in July. In this he dismissed

both wholesale nationalization and the reutrn to pre-war laissez-faire

as economic remedies, seeing the problem as one of lost markets and out¬

dated, inflexible industries that had no easy solution, France and

Germany were benefiting from having to rebuild areas devastated in the

war; Britain had derived only disadvantage from her victory. "I fear",

he said acutely, "that the period of depression is going to be prolonged,"

In the face of official optimism, he forecast "depression such as we

have not seen in our lifetime". He called for a thorough economic

enquiry, as a basis for remedial action."' He was not yet, however,

prepared to 3et it up himself, and no Government was going to do so.

1. Speech in the House of Commons, 5 -December 1922, (ibid.. Vol. 159,
cols. 1596-1614).

2. Scott diary, 6 December 1922. (Scott papers 50906/205-220j
Wilson ed. p. 434.)

3. Speeoh in the House of Commons, 16 July 1923, (H.C, Deba.,
Vol. 166, cols. 1941-52).
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"The proposal", reported the Horning Post, "found hut a cold welcome

from a House grown a little cynical as to these enquiries with a

purpose" - the purpose heing, it assumed, to promote the Centre Parly.
2

According to The Times, it "met with nothing but hilarity", particularly

from the Labour members. And the Asquithian ,, 03 trains ter Gazette also

dismissed the speech: "Its object was to create a new scare, but it

failed lamentably".^

SS * # * $

Liberal reunion made little progress in the summer. The Liberal

Magazine 3tuck to its own precept, laid down in March, that "the

cause ..... might make better progress if less was said about it", and

accordingly said nothing at all, mentioning Lloyd George in July only to

rap him over the knuckles for expressing scepticism about Liberal

industrial policy.^" Asquith and Simon continued to deoiare themselves

warmly in favour of reunion, but always with the unspoken proviso that

negated their protestations. Against reunion with Lloyd George they

remained adamant. Maclean wrote to Rune1man in Kay that "Lloyd George

is making frantic efforts to get back, and pressure is being brouf^it to

bear from all sorts of quarters"; but Asquith, Grey, Cowdray, Gladstone,

Howard and Phillipps had met the previous week and agreed that the party
5

was not for sale. It was always in such mercenary terms that they spoke

of Lloyd George's machinations: they could not believe that anyone

could promote reunion for honourable reasons; all Lloyd George's hench¬

men were, by definition, corrupt. Hogge, for instance, a former

Asquithian whip, now the most active advocate of reunion, was assumed

1. Morning Post, 17 July 1923.
2* The Times. 17 July 1923.
3. Westminster Gazette. 17 July 1923.

4. Liberal Magazine. March and July 1923.
3. Maclean to Runciman, 24 May 1923. (Runoiman papers 194.)
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by Gladstone and by Mas tertian to be in Lloyd George's pay.1 Charles

Mas tertian was at this time, aocording to Scott, "the most extreme

opponent of' Lloyd George and of any sort of reunion that would bring him
2

back into the party". He wa3 the oddest person to be a passionate

Asquithian, an example of the "unnatural" lines the split had taken.

Before the war he had been a leading "New Liberal", and Lloyd George'3

intimate colleague and right-hand man at the Treasury, framing the

Insurance Act3j in a couple of years he was again to work closely

with Lloyd George on the Liberal Reports; but in 1923 he told Scott

that he would leave the party if Lloyd George came back. "Better fight

the Liberal battle with a party uncompromised if only of three in
3

Parliament than make 3uch a surrender."

The Asquithian irreconcileable3 who shared this view managed to

arrange that the Liberal Conference at Buxton at the end of May reflected
4

their feeling. The resolution that was passed made the obligatory

nod towards reunion, but only after affirming the party's "unabated

confidence" in Asquith and rejecting any possibility of either a

Conservative alliance or a Centre Party - aims which Lloyd George was

5still accused of nursing. Pringle, moving the resolution, damned him

by association with Churchill, who had recently appealed once more for

the older parties to unite against socialism.0 (Gladstone believed that

Lloyd George was bound to Churchill through Freddie Guest, his cousin,

who had been Coalition Liberal Chief Whip and knew too much about the
7

Honours scandal to be thrown over.) But the attitude towards the

1. Scott diaiy, 9 March and 1 July 1923. (Scott papers 50907/5-14,
17-28; Wilson ed. pp. 439-4L.)

2. Ibid.. 9 March 1923. (hoc, oit.)
3. Ibid.

4. Cowling, 00. pit.. p. 233. He cites Gladstone to Maclean, April
and May 1923, (Gladstone papers 46474).

5. hi berai ; I a{-azine. July 1923.
6. Annual Register. 1923, pp. 59-61; Churchill speech at the Aldwyoh

Club, 4 May 1923.
7. Gladstone to Maclean, 23 Januaxy 1923* (Gladstone papers 46474^29-30.)
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Tories of Grey and Runciman, to name only two of the leading Independent

Liberals, was scarcely less equivocal. As Lloyd George correctly noted

in a letter to Hilton Young, "Some of them ..... in their hearts

are supporters of the present Government and rejoice in it","*"
Runoiman actually wrote to Baldwin in April congratulating him on his

Budget, which was "sounder" than any since 1907 (significantly, the year

before Lloyd George's accession to the Treasury); while Margot Asquith

began in 1924 to confide to Baldwin, in a stream of embarrassing letters

that continued until his death, not merely her admiration but her love -

an emotion shared, she claimed, by her hu3band which should not be
3

called in doubt by the inevitable partisan abuse. She also wrote

darkly to Churchill in May 1923 s "Lie low: do nothing in politics,

go on writing all the time and painting ••••• Keep friends in every

port - lose no one",**" Whatever this may have meant, it was not an

invitation to rally to Asquith. Perhaps Churchill's ambiguity was too

useful to the Asquithians. Their strategy was to emphasize their own

theoretical radicalism, (Asquith had declared unconvincingly that there
\5

was no inherent contx-adiction between Liberalism and Labour,)^ while

tarring Lloyd George relentlessly with the brush of his Coalition past.

Thus they tried to preserve the wartime division of the party, and

prevent the return to "natural" allegiances.

Lloyd George continued to call for reunion, rejecting the

Asquithian demand for abject repentance as a precondition. "I will not
g

crawl on my belly", he had said to Scott in March, and he continued to

elaborate that text more elegantly in all his speeches. "The white sheet

1. Lloyd George to Hilton Young, 21 August 1923. (Kennet papers 45/3*)
2. Runoiman to Baldwin, 24 April 1923* (Baldwin papers L2 159/114.)
3. Margot Asquith to Baldwin, 14 October, 31 October, 13 December 1924,

etc. (Baldwin papers L2 159/247, 249-50, 252-3, etc.)
4. Margot Asquith to Churohill, 4 May 1923* (Churchill papers C8/L6.)
5. Wilson, op. oit.. p. 197#
6. Scott diaiy, 8 March 1923* (Soott papers 50907/5-14; Wilson ed.

p. 437.)
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of repentance is a very poor substitute for a mainsail", he said at

Oxford in June. "You want to get the ship along." Reunion must come

about on terms self-respecting to both sides, and on a radical domestic

programme striking enough to revive the party. To satisfy the

Asquithians he specifically repudiated Guests "You do not deal with

these evils by 3aying, 'Let us unite together and fight socialism'.

That is a poor, sorry, sterile and selfish policy",^ Nevertheless he

must have realized that whatever he said, nothing short of a General

Election would force the Asquithians to take him back, and he cannot

have expected that for some time. He had 3poken in April of a new

attack on Free Trade, but no more than anyone else can he have imagined

Baldwin rash enough to go to the country that year. Probably, therefore,

he felt no sense of urgency. If the rank and file wanted reunion, as

he was confident they did, then the odium of obstructing it would accumulate

on Asquith; he had only to assert his Liberalism and his willingness

to unite, and the party would be his in time. He worried only about

keeping his own little party up to scratch. When it did well, he crowed.

"Grigg scored a great triumph last night", he wrote to his wife in March.
2

"So far our men have beaten the Wee Frees out of sight." When, on

the other hand, Captain Arthur Evans defected to the Conservatives,

1. Speech to the University New Reform Club at the Randolph Hotel,
Oxford, 22 J line 1923* The New Reform Club furnishes an interesting
example of Lloyd George's use of his political fund. It was
founded in 1919# for purposes as muoh social as political. The
first Treasurer, Mr. G.O. Vinter, wrote to Lloyd George asking for
help and received a cheque for £250 by return of post, which, a
member recollects, "enabledthe Club to take luxury premises in the
High Street" and lay down a good cellar of wine. Vinter wrote
twice more to Lloyd George over the next two or three years and
received £250 eaoh time. "With this kind of patronage", he has
written, "money meant little, and we had a jolly good club".
What Lloyd George got for his lavish and unquestioning subsidy is
not clear. He was presumably trying to buy support in influential
places; but his audience does not seem to have greatly appreciated
his speech in 1923, feeling (correctly) that it was aimed over
their heads. He gave no more money after 1921, but the Club was
already sufficiently well provided to remain in existence until 1925,
long after national considerations might have impelled its union
with the Liberal Club. (I am indebted for this information to
Mr. Josslyn Hennessy, a member of the New Reform Club from 1921 to 1925*)

2. Lloyd George to Dame Margaret Lloyd George, 29 March 1923, in
Morgan (ed.), op. oit.. p. 200.
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(just when he was txying to prove his independence of them,) he wa3

furious. About his personal position he had no doubts. He felt he

was winning his private feud with Asquith, and that the passing of

time only increased his credit. He expressed his confidence to

Frances Stevenson in July:-

"We*11 pull through. We are passing through the worst time -

immediately after the fall. But it is nothing to Asquith'sl
He retired and accepted failure - without a triumph to
redeem his fame. As you say, nothing can rob me of what I
have accomplished. The War and Home Rule would suffice,
and everything that has happened since has justified my
policy. This note to France is an attempt to force on
France my policy on international debts and inquiry into
German capacity. Events are vindicating Coalitioniam
much sooner than I expected." 2

There is confidence, too, in a oheerful letter that Lloyd George

wrote to his old friend and colleague Bonar Law, just before he left

for his American trip. Law was dead by the time he returned, and

Lloyd George was unable to lend a shoulder to his coffin. He had

attacked him freely during his short premiership. His last letter,

however, was utterly disarming:-

"I wa3 very amused when Max told me last night that on your
return to the House of Commons you meant to spend the rest
of your years supporting the Government of the day in all
its difficulties, I told him that I had exactly the same
design for my own future, but that when I imparted it to you
my patriotic professions were invariably received with
incredulity. You were right. I find it most difficult
to be a tolerant judge of the defects of my successors!
Impartiality is a virtue that wears badly, Fine is already
in tatters. I have just written a preface in which I slang
everybody with perfect impartiality." 3

9 9 9 9 9

Lloyd George's tour of America was a triumph. There, in the

United States and Canada, his wartime reputation was undimmed. He was

1. Lloyd George to Capt. Evans, in The Times. July 1923.
2. Lloyd George to Frances Stevenson, July 1923. (L.G. - F.L.S.

correspondence.)
3. Lloyd George to Bonar Law, 13 September 1923. (Lloyd George

papers &/11/7/3.)
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received with a ticker-tape welcome in New York, then travelled around

the country in a special train, speaking to crowds at every station,

and vast rallies in the cities. At Cleveland he is said to have

addressed an audience of 4j00,000, claimed at the time as a world record.

At every 3top he passionately invoked America's responsibility towards

Europe, and it was not a coincidence that while he was there, President

Coolidge announced the readiness of the United States to serve on the

Reparations Commission. Coolidge's tribute to Lloyd George a few days

later"'" oonfirmed the impression that his visit, and the enormous

publicity that had attended him, had helped directly to modify the

Administration's isolationism. Lloyd George himself was most interested

in Lincoln's log-cabin, in walking the battlefields of the Civil War,
2

and in talking to a veteran who had served with "Stonewall" Jackson.

But he was also greatly impressed by the techniques of broadcasting that

enabled him to reach such crowds, and he disturbed the tenor of British

politios by incorporating them all » loudspeakers, overflow meetings in

several different cities, and the special train with an audience drummed

up on evexy platform - in his political campaigns when he got home.

He was, on this tour, far too rushed to be able to come back with

a new programme, protectionist or otherwise. He seemed at first

rather bewildered by the feverish atmosphere which met him at Southampton.

Briefed by Mond and McCurdy, he produced an elaborately meaningless

metaphor with whioh to damn Protection - "It is an insult to the

intelligence of the nation to feed starving industries with the mildewed

straw of last century, out of which, so far a3 I can see, every grain of

statesmanship has been beaten" - but would not be drawn on the question

of reunion, declaring himself as usual willing to serve under anyone who

The Times. 29 October 1923.

2. Fisher diary, 9 November 1923; Owen, op. cit.. p. 671.
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would serve the country faithfully. Receiving the freedom of

Solithamptbn, he kept off both Liberal Reunion and Free Trade, concerning

himself, after an elegy for Bonar Law, only with his Amerioan experience

and the role of the Atlantic alliance in securing peace.1
From Southampton, his Liberal colleagues whisked Lloyd George to

London to discuss reunion. . His x-eception there, a3 Y/ell as the

discussions, are described by Fisher:-

"Go to meet L.G. at Waterloo on his way back from America.
Huge crowds at station. The svelshmen sing Welsh hymns and
national songs ..... The crush on the platform so great that
I cannot shake hands with hiin. However a row of motor cars

is waiting to take us to 35 Lowndes Square, where we are to
dine with Fond. The crowd is so great that for a quarter of
an hour we can only just crawl. Dinner at Mond's - I sit next
L.G. ..... After dinner we talk politics. Mond had been
seeing the Asquiths and found them both favourable to Liberal
reunion. Mond 3ays that Asquith will meet L.G. and it's
arranged that they should meet next week. If possible on
Monday. Mond to go down to the Wharfe on Sunday for the
purpose of making the arrangements. L.G. asks us all
'Shall he meet Asquith?' Opinion unanimous for it. L.G.
says that we can* t win (because of the 3plit vote) but
Liberals may be the majority. As it is the country suffers
greatly from having as Leader of the Opposition a man
[MacDonald] who has had no Cabinet experience ..... L.G.
observes of the crowd that met him, 'There 3eems to be a
fiercer political feeling than I have seen in England for
some time'." 2

*
All went according to Mond's plan. He and Lloyd George met

Asquith and Simon four days later on November 13, and reunion wa3

officially declared. The day before, Lloyd George had met, all together

for the last time, his former colleagues of the Coalition, Chamberlain,

Birkenhead and Churchillj whatever dreams they may have spun, the

meeting was of no significance, arid Lloyd George mu3t have known it.

He may even have used the occasion to announce his definite return to

Liberalism. Whatever happened, the coincidence of the two meetings on

consecutive days was apt. The Coalition was wound up, whether formally

or not; Lloyd George was set on a new course, back in his old party,

under (for the moment) his old leader, his wartime greatness and his

1. Interview with reporters at Southampton, 9 November 1923.
2. Fisher diary, loc. oit.
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post-war aberrations technically forgotten, his period in the wilderness

ended, From now on, Lloyd George was again "a Liberal pure and simple".

His problem was to give that label meaning.

The Asquithiana had no choice but to aocept the situation. Any

chagrin they may have felt about having to admit him to the leadership -

and there was no pretence otherwise: the manifesto was signed by both

leaders - was swallowed up in delight that the Conservative enemy had

apparently delivered himself into their hands. The future of the

Liberal Party seemed suddenly assured. Post-war problems and the rise

of Labour had unpleasantly confused the political scene in recent years.

The revival of the old fiscal controversy raised echoes of happier days,

renewing the only battle they really relished. The defence of Free

Trade was pre-eminently the task of Liberalism, the one issue on whioh

Asquith's leadership in the country was unquestioned. Labour, on

this issue, was again a junior partner - on the right side, but unable

to olaim the Liberals' historic commitment to the cause. To many

older Liberals, this was their ralson d'Stre. the reason they were

Liberals; the fiscal question was still to them the real division in

politics. Their devotion to the Cobdenite doctrine was essentially

religious - Free Trade was an article of faith, Protection a recurrent

heresy to be stamped out whenever it appeared. In the excitement of

this new crusade, all allies were welcome; if Lloyd G-eorge, and even

Churohill, as in 1904, were ready to fi$it for the True Cross, all their

past sins could be absolved. In this euphorio atmosphere, Liberal

reunion was quiokly and easily patched up. Goodwill and optimism

temporarily reigned. The old, bitter animosities were buried until

after the election.

The formalities took place on November 13, Mond reported to Fisher

that the meeting was "easy and cordial".* (He added ominously that

1, Fisher diary, 13 November 1923,
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"the Wee Frees have no money", but this source of future disharmony was

not, apparently, allowed to spoil the initial ceremony.) Phillipps,

who seems to have attended, recorded for Gladstone what had been agreed:-

- The eleotion was to be fought jointly, and arrangements would

be made for joint meetings. (Lloyd George, however, refused

to appear with Asquith two days later, pleading the need for

longer preparation.)
- Agreement should be reached on election literature, and the

selection of a single Liberal candidate in each constituency,

(in only two constituencies was this impossible.)
- There should be a joint fund to help all candidates.

(On this point, Phillipps specifically noted, Lloyd George

raised no difficulty.)
- The main point in the manifesto should be Free Trade.

(Lloyd George, however, though firm on the principle, wanted

to retain the freedom to retaliate to sustained tariff

attacks by foreign governmentsj he was always too combative

to be a pure Free Trader.)
- Lloyd George also said that he had plans, which he wanted

included in the manifesto, "to use National Credit in times of

depression for the purpose of creating means for production

whioh should be used in better times, and to employ people in

creating these means", (Here, we see, Lloyd George already

had in mind the germ of his 1929 campaign. The principle of

using credit to provide work for the unemployed was already

Liberal policy, as published in September. But it was Lloyd

George who was to bring it to the forefront, and carry it to

levels then undreamed of. It cannot be pretended, however,

that in 1923 he, any more tiian the Asquithians, actually had"plani*.)

1. Phillipp3 memorandum, 13 November 1923. (Gladstone papers,
46475/253.)
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There were here, it might be thought, two possible grounds for

complaint against Lloyd George - hi3 refusal to speak at the Queen's Hall

and his qualification of Free Trade. Yet the Asquithians were, during

the election, confident enough to be unusually forgiving. His American

style of electioneering, though not to their taste, might have its uses.

Gladstone wrote to ftunoiman, half-way through the campaigns-

"I have been in considerable doubt about L.G.'s pilgrimage
and speeches - not wholly dispelled. But I am inclined to
think it won't alienate any of our own folk. It may choke
off some highbrows. But the election crowd wants some
excitement. Last election we were too jolly serious and
the Labour Party are fearfully dull, the Tories hardly less
so. L.G. is the one figure in the whole election picture
who attracts the eye." 1

Lloyd George certainly fought a vigorous election. Unopposed in

his own constituency, he toured the entire country, speaking for all

the most prominent of his former opponents in the party - for Aaquith
2

in Paisley (their first appearance together on a platform 3ince the war),

for Simon at Leeds, and for Runciman at Newcastle - and made a special

sweep through the traditional Free Trade stronghold of Lancashire.

Embracing his rivals, he thoroughly eclipsed them. "Mr. Lloyd George",

wrote the Observer, "is a miracle of flamboyant energy, and has easily-

thrown all the other Liberal leaders into the shade. His optimism is

quite evidently enthusiastic, and his whirlwind tour in the next twelve

days means a prodigious effort. If the Liberals gain largely it will

be his victory, so far as the party is concerned". The Western Mail

1, Gladstone to Runciman, 26 November 1923. (Runciman papers 194.)
2, Asquith wrote to his friend Mrs. Harrison a characteristic account

of this occasion, which took place on 24 November 1923s "I have
rarely felt less exhilaration than when we got to the platform amid
wild plaudits ••••• Ll.G. ..... was more than friendly and forth¬
coming and the meeting was full of demonstrative fraternity.
After it was all over Ll.G. and Megan, and their bodyguard of
secretaries and deteotives, were swept off by their host, Lord
Maolay, to some baronial retreat, and we supped here in peace",
(Quoted in Jenkins, op, oit.. p. 498.)

3, Observer, 25 November 1923>
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oonfirmed this view. "He easily maintains his eminence among the

Free Trade orators. Everybody reads him, whereas Mr. Asquith is

ruthlessly cut down by sage editors, while as for Sir John Simon -

where is Sir John Simon now?"

His message was threefold - first, a vehement rejection of tariffs;

second, an equally vehement denunciation of Labour's Capital Levy;

third, a rather more muted statement of Liberal policy. He attacked

Baldwin and his colleagues in the language in which he had first attacked

the rebels who load sunk the Coalition - as irresponsible mutineers who

had wantonly plunged the country into a pointless and disturbing election,

reversing Bonar Law's policy for no reason they could state, merely
2

trying to rush the country into Protection when it was not looking.

He ridiculed the contention that tariffs were a cure for unemployment,

pointing to the United States as proof, and demonstrated Britain* 3

dependence on world trade, declaring that Baldwin was trying to cure

3
anaemia by curtailing the flow of blood. As for the Capital Levy, he

had a sanguinary metaphor for that too - capital was the lifeblood of

industry, the draining off of which would also inorease unemployment.

The electorate, he said, was being offered by Labour and the Tories a

choice of two forms of suicide - cutting "the carotid artery of foreign
K

trade, or the jugular vein of capital". For Liberalism he made few
g

positive claims, dubbing it once again "the safe middle course" and "a

party which represented sound, sensible, rational progress".'' He

promised the extension of Insurance, an increase in pensions, and the use

g
of credit to re-equip the country.1" But mainly he just smote the enenjy,

right and left, and spread the idea that Liberalism was resurgent. In

1. hestern Nail. 26 November 1923.

2. e.g. speech at Northampton, 17 November 1923.
3. Speech at the queen's Hail, London, 21 November 1923.
4. Speech at Burnley, 28 November 1923.
5. Speech at Leeds, 27 November 1923.
6. Speech at Crewe, 23 November 1923.
7. Speech at Leeds, 27 November 1923.
8. Speech at Glasgow, 24 NoveEiber 1923.
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one speech, at Cardiff, he went so far as to claim that now, with the

Liberals reunited, there was no need of a third party, implying that

Labour should once again fall in behind its natural leader.^- The

undesirability of third parties was not, however, a theme that would be

heard again on Liberal lips, after this election.

Gladstone may have turned a deaf ear to Lloyd George's rhetorical

excesses, but his style attracted a great deal of oriticism from the

Tory press. The Times called his first speech "a deliberate attempt
2

to stir up irrelevant prejudice", and the Morning Post wrote of the

"almost insane ferocity of his language".^ When Beaverbrook'3 Evening

Standard defended him - "It is really very great fun having Mr, Lloyd

George back again. One may disagree with his speech at Northampton,

and call it slight and even meretricious. But it makes uncommonly

good reading, and the sparkle of it must have delighted his audience"** -

The Times was not amused:-

"Mr. Lloyd George's friends speak of his address as being
'great fun* and 'good reading'. That is a matter of taste
and judgement. It was in fact a return to sheer 'Limehouse*
of the crudest kind. The speeohes of his opponents appeal
to the reason of those who hear and read them; Mr. Lloyd
George is satisfied if he can raise a laugji." 5

Two weeks later, Garvin's usually devoted Observer made the same point -

"Mr, Lloyd George has, so far, been at his cheapest, speaking from hand
»6

to mouth and approaching the hysterical in his flippancies" - and

The Times returned to the subject to deliver a magisterial reproof that

was singularly optimistic of the sophistication of the enlarged electorate:-

"Popular education, as Mr. Lloyd George has apparently failed
to realize, has since 1914 entered upon a new phase. The
older generation, the men who thought that the entertainments
of Limehouse were 'good fun', who gave their vote as they would
throw their penny into the hat of a roadside comedian, are
passing away. Young men and women automatically swell the

1. Speech at Cardiff, 4 December 1923.
2. The Times. 19 November 1923.

3. Morning Post. 19 November 1923»

4. Evening Standard. 19 November 1923.

5* The Times. 20 November 1923.

6. The Observer. 2 December 1923«
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register year by year, and during this election their
influence has been deeply felt ..... Capable of appreciating
solid argument on both sides, they have wanted to be
convinced. Among them Mr. Lloyd George has done the
Liberal cause more harm than good, and his substitution of
rhetoric for reason upon a question that affects the lives
of millions of working men and women has lowered deplorably .

his reputation as a responsible and constructive statesman."

Gladstone's view of the effect of Lloyd George's rhetoric was

probably more correct than that of The Times. The Liberals, at any

rate, made considerable advances in the election. The actual result

in terms of seats left them still the third party, trailing Labour by

thirty-three seats and the Tories by a hundred. (The figures were:

Conservatives 258, Labour 191, Liberals 158.) But after the party's

troubles of the past few years, a gain of forty-two seats felt like a

victory. It wa3 actually a greater gain than that, since many of the

seats held by Lloyd George Liberals in 1922 only with the help of the

Conservatives were lost in 1923, and the united Liberals won eighty-

three fresh seats. With the bogey they had fought - Proteotion -

decisively defeated by 9 million voted to 5|r million, and Liberalism

apparently on the march again, the Liberal leaders were too triumphant

to notice the less encouraging aspects of the results. But their

gains were very insecure. Too many of their victories were achieved by

the narrowest majorities; few were in three-cornered fi$it3. Too

many of them were freak results in safe Conservative seats, with no

Liberal tradition - spas and Cathedral cities - where only the threat

of dear food had turned people from their traditional loyalty; few of

them were industrial constituencies or were won from Labour. The

Liberals made a mistake in fighting too exclusively on Free Trade, and

a greater one in thinking that the victory of Free Trade was the victory

of Liberalism. The party won few converts to itself or to Liberal

policies; it put down no roots for the future. Preoccupied with Free

The Times, 3 December 1923.
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Trade it had, from a purely political point of view, fixed its eye

firally on the wrong enemy. Labour advanced equally with the Liberals,

and it was Labour that threatened the Liberals' survival. Though the

two parties shared the Free Trade vote almost equally between them,

Labour concentrated its vote in the right places, and so won more seats.

The Liberals, having once become the third party, were now caught in

the electoral trap from which they have never escaped. Special

circumstances favoured them in 1923# and they made temporary gains

from the Conservatives. In the battle with Labour, however, the battle

that mattered, they only lost ground. The sense of recovery was there¬

fore illusory, and the 1923 election merely another stage in the party's

deoline, a reprieve before the deb&cle of the following year."*"
At the time, however, it seemed a great success. Lloyd George

2
exulted at Churt, declaring his optimism to the press:-

"It was my good fortune through the loyalty and courtesy of
my constituents to be enabled to see more of the Liberal
Party in the country than any of my oolleagues, and what I
saw convinced me that Liberalism is now definitely on the
way to greater victories and higher services than-at any
previous stage of its glorious oareer. I have not .

witnessed such enthusiasm since the first 1910 election."

The Liberal Magazine, too, thought that the eleotion had laid the

foundation for a Liberal recovery

"Although the Liberal members do not constitute much more
than one-quarter of the House of Commons, they are a solid
and united party, and their present strength may be
regarded as the rook-bottom upon which united Liberalism
may now build with confidence." 4

1. See Chris Cook, "A Stranger Death of Liberal England" in
A.J. P. Taylor (ed.) pp. pit.

2. Fisher diary, 9 December 1923.

3. Message to the Weekly Westminster, quoted in the Manohester
Guardian. 14 Deoember 1923.

4. Liberal Magazine. December 1923*
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Unity was not oomplete, however. The Asquithians interpreted

the Liberal sucoess as a victory for themselves - "a triumph for

Asquith", wrote Gladstone to Maclean - and played down Lloyd George's

contribution. The ground for this was that more of Asquith's followers

than Lloyd George's were returned. But this was hardly fair, since

the Coalition Liberals were bound to lose a lot of seats when they were

deprived of Conservative support. If Lloyd George had lost many of

his leading colleagues and advisers - Mond, McCurdy and Hilton Young

were all defeated, while Churchill, deserting Dundee, failed to come

back for Leicester - Runoiman and Maclean also failed, and Aaqulth

himself only held Paisley thanks to a divided Labour vote. Moreover,

if there were united Liberal candidates in the constituencies capable

of winning an election held at such short notice, this was scarcely due

to the encouragement of the Asquithian leadership throughout the year.

The Liberals claimed to have done particularly well, considering how

little time they had to organise between reunion and the election.

But on that argument they would have done even better had the Adquithians

allowed reunion to take place earlier; they might even have made seoond

place, and formed & Government, with incalculable results for the

evolution of the parties. Finally, however well or badly his own

personal supporters did, much of the credit for the united Liberal

advance must surety belong to Lloyd George, as the party's most-travelled

and most-publicized propagandist during the campaign. Margot Aaquith

wrote disparagingly in her diary: "Ll.G. made his usual crowded
o

station tours, and lost every seat he spoke for". This was not true.

Some were lost, certainly, despite his speaking, but the greatest Liberal

victories were in Lancashire, where Lloyd George made a comprehensive fvo-

day tour, and the most surprising gain was at Chichester, where he was on

1, Gladstone to Maolean, 30 December 1923. (Gladstone papers 4647A/54^5»)
2, Churchill papers; how this excerpt came into Churchill's

possession is not clear.
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polling day. The truth was that now he was back in the party, Lloyd

George's threat to the Asqfuithians1 control of it had suddenly become

acute. They had always wanted reunion without Lloyd George; now, while

reaping the benefits of reunion, they still wanted to exclude Lloyd George

from a position of equality in the party from which he might grasp the

leadership. The apparent success of Liberal Reunion, therefore, was in

fact only the signal for a much mora bitter civil war within the party

in 1924 than had been waged in 1923. Previously, by delaying tactics,

the Asquithians had avoided coroing to grips with the enemy. Nov;,

thanks to Baldwin, he was amongst them, and they would have to fight

to limit his influence.

Lloyd George, then, still had his problems. But at least he now

knew where he was going. He had, in 1923, left behind the chimera of

a synthetic Centre Party, and thrown in his lot once again, for better

or worse, with Liberalism, tc make of that his centre party. lie was

de i'acto deputy leader of a party which seemed to be resurgent and still

a possible party of government. He knew that the party organization was

bitterly opposed to his becoming leader; but he was confident that he

had more popular support than they. He was free once again to indulge

his instinctive radicalism, and though he had as yet done nothing more

than talk, he knew the necessity of laying down a programme, and was

beginning to recover the energy to do so. In his post-election message

to the press, he pointed the way ahead for his party:-

"In this election we have killed Protection and destroyed
reaction. It now remains to us to make sure that at the
next election, which cannot be long delayed, we shall put
before the people a programme of well-considered and soundly-
constructed social reform which shall kill the crudities of
Socialism". 1

1. Message to the Weekly Westminster, quoted in the Manchester
Guardian. 14 December 1923*
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Unfortunately, his energies were to be too much involved in the

next year in the continuing war with the Asquithians for control of

the party, so that when the election came, the Liberals were horribly

unprepared, and decimated. In 1924 Lloyd George undid mo3t of the good

he had done himself in 1923. Liberal Reunion and the 1923 election

were achievements that turned rapidly sour.



X.

CHAPTER THREE.

THE FIRST LABOUR GOVERNMENT.

1924.
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The result of the General Election of 1923 threw the conservative half

of Britain into a ferment. "There has been nothing like it", wrote

Jiloyd George, making a rare venture into classicism, "since the horror
« 1

that filled the streets of Rome at the approach of Attila". Suddenly,

through the foolishness of Baldwin, a Socialist Government was an

immediate possibility. It was imperative that the two "constitutional"

parties should somehow combine to save the nation from Bolshevism.

Every sort of arrangement was canvassed. Baldwin should resign, and

the Conservatives, still the largest party in the House of Commons,

should continue to govern, with Liberal support, under Chamberlain,

Balfour or Derby - dropping Protection, of course, from their programme,

in deference to the electorate. Alternatively, Asquith should form

a Liberal Government with Conservative support. Or else a Liberal-

Conservative Coalition could be formed, under any leader who oould be

agreed; it did not matter who, so long as MacDonald was stopped.

Those who had always urged an anti-Labour allianoe - the Beaverbrook and

Rothermere newspapers, Churchill and Birkenhead - now redoubled their

efforts. Other former Coalitionists - Chamberlain and Horne - renewed

their old enthusiasm. Lord Robert Cecil renewed his attempt to make
2

Grey Prime Minister. Younger suggested McKenna. Asquith described

with satisfied amusement the "epidemic of political hysteria" which

manifested itself in his postbag. "i have been in turn, during these

weeks", he said, "cajoled, wheedled, almost caressed, taunted, threatened,

brow-beaten and all but blackmailed to step in as the 'saviour of

society'

The Liberals were placed in a position of apparent power, holding

the balance in Parliament between Conservative and Labour. Sinoe a

1. Daily Chronicle. 5 January 1924.
2. See Cowling, op. cit.. pp. 331-340, for all these reactions.
3. Asquith in the House of Commons, 17 January 1924, H.C. Debs..

Vol. 169, col. 313.
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majority of the electorate had clearly rejected the programmes of both

the other parties, it could be claimed that the Liberals alone, although
■* *

the smallest party, were, by virtue of their opposition to both Socialism

and Protection, the only one to have received a mandate, even if it was

only a negative mandate, to preserve the country from policies it

disliked. It seemed that the Liberals were arbiters of the situation,

able to put either of the other parties into office on their own terms,

or to form themselves a moderate Government which could only be defeated

by an alliance of the extremes, and would probably have Conservative

support. It is still sometimes maintained that Asquith could have

saved the Liberal Party by taking office on this occasion. In fact

he never had the chance, partly because Baldwin remained in office until

defeated in Parliament, by which time most of the panic had died down,

partly because the King was concerned that Labour, as the second party,

must be given its constitutional opportunity to form a Government when

Baldwin resigned, and partly because he himself, from a mixture of

constitutional propriety and (as he thought) party advantage, never

pushed himself forward. This was not indolenoe on Asquith'3 part, for

Lloyd George thoroughly agreed with him, and so did the rest of the party.

Only Churchill among Liberal leaders took seriously the possibility of a

Liberal Government, and he had neither influence nor a 3eat,

Asquith and Lloyd George were agreed from the first that there must

be a Labour Government. "Asquith", Lloyd George told Fisher, Mond and

KoCurdy two days after the eleotion, "is decidedly against forming a

Government", He himself was "all against a coalition"Their reasons

were partly of the highest. "Unless the spirit of the Constitution is

to be violated, [a Labour Government] seems to me to be inevitable",

Lloyd George wrote in the Daily Chronicle. "The Labour Party are

1. Fisher diary, 9 December 1923.
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entitled to fair play from the Constitution which they are expected to
«1

obey." But they also saw advantage to the Liberals in a Labour

Government, though they differed on how it might be gained. Asquith

hoped that office would show up Labour's incompetence and that the

Liberals, having given Labour its chance, could then with a clear

conscience tuna it out and take office themselves in its place. Lloyd

George's deolared hope, on the other hand, was that the Liberals would

"back the Labour Party whole-heartedly ..... and in concert with it ....•

2
reap a full harvest of Radical reform". This, told to C.P. Scott, was

just what Scott wanted to hear, and therefore must be treated with some

caution. There was still a difference between them, however. Asquith,
3

still wary of "the poisonous effect of coalitions", shunned any suggestion

of active Liberal oo-operation with Labour, which Lloyd George thought

was essential. Asquith wanted above all to preserve the party's

independence, so that it should remain untainted by Labour's inevitable

failure. Lloyd George sensed at the outset that if the Liberals put

Labour in office, they should only do so on terms - that only some

formal arrangement could give the Liberals any control over a Government

for whose existence they were responsible. Nevertheless, if he thought

that any benefit could accrue to the Liberals from Labour'3 success,

Lloyd George also must have envisaged turning the Government out at

some opportune moment. An election held at MacDonald's bidding would

obviously be timed to Labour's advantage. Lloyd George's strategy,

therefore, was not so different from Asquith'a. At any rate, when

Asquith expounded his attitude to a party meeting on December 18, Lloyd

George fully endorsed it, telling Scott that he hoped to achieve more oo-

operation as time went on.**"

1. Daily Chroniole. 15 December 1923.
2. Soott diary, 5 January 1924. (Scott papers 50907/50-60; Wilson ed.

p. 450.)
3. J.A, Spender and Cyril Asquith, The Life of Henry Herbert Asquith.

Lord Oxford and Asquith. Volume II, (London 1932), p. 343.
4. Scott diary, 5 January 1924. (Loc. oit.)
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His expectations were, however, gloomy. He liked to dwell on the

possibility of a great radical dawn if the two parties co-operated, but

he had no faith in MacDonald. He realized that the Liberals were likely

to lose out either way. "If Labour succeeds", he told Soott, "they

get all the credit; if it fails, we get the blame for putting them in

power.""'" But he really thought the Liberals had no choice. As he

explained to his daughter Megan: "The Liberals were bound to turn

Baldwin out, and the King was bound to call Ramsay in, and we were all

bound to give him a chance* Nine months later* when all his fears

had been fulfilled, he still defended the decision to put Labour in as

3
the only option; he only regretted that they had not made conditions.

Lloyd George's enthusiasm for a Labour Government in January 1924

is perhaps surprising. He had, after all, been identified for years

with the resistance to socialism, and even since his separation from

the Conservatives had concentrated his fire equally on what he called

reaction and revolution, dwelling in several of his Daily Chronicle

articles on the imminent danger of Labour winning power. As an ardent

individualist - a passionate believer in the virtues of the small

businessman - he was genuinely appalled at the prospect of sooialism.

Yet he realized better than many people the true character of the

Labour leaders. The conservative side of his nature knew that MacDonald

was no threat to free enterprise. The radical side was therefore free

to despise him for being le3S revolutionary than he himself had been.

He was indeed rather jealous of MacDonald.^ He repeated more than once

5
the phrase that Labour had captured the Ark of the Covenant, and once

1. Soott diary, 2 February 1924. (Scott papers 50907/70-73;
Wilson ed. p. 455.)

2. Lloyd George to Megan Lloyd George (who was in India),
4 February 1924, in Morgan (ed.) op. pit., p. 202.

3. Daily Chronicle. 1 November 1924.

4. Partly, it has been suggested, for infringing his patent as the
first "cottage-bred" Prime Minister: see Lucy Masterman,
"Recolleotions of David Lloyd George" in History Today. March and
April 1959.

5. Fisher diary, 19 February 1923J speech to the Scottish Liberal
Club, Edinburgh, 2 March 1923.
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described to Fisher all the things he would do if he were Labour

leader.^" He believed in passion in politics, in religion almost, and

he envied Labour the passion that Liberalism seemed to have lost.

While he abominated Labour theories, therefore, he was confident that

a Labour Government, (and oertainly a minority Labour Government), would

not carry them into practice, and foresaw it implementing Liberal

policies with mixed feelings. On the one hand, it was obviously a

good thing if Labour in office dropped its socialist aspirations and

pursued a path of moderate reform. On the other, it was galling to see

a Government of inexperienced incompetents trying to do the sort of

things he wanted to do himself, but knew he could do much better. Thus,

though he would have welcomed Labour successes in social as he did in

foreign polioy, his more oynical hope was that the public would realize

that it was no use electing a Labour Government to enaot Liberalism,

and would transfer back to the Liberal Party the sort of following he

believed it to have had in 1910, He proceeded, accordingly, to under¬

line the degree of overlap between Liberalism and moderate Labour, and

to give exaggerated support to a Labour Government, so that he could put

MacDonald's probable failure down to timidity and make out that he and

the Liberals alone had the experience and resolution to oarry out

radical reforms.

In his first newspaper article after the election, he deolared

that the Labour Party was "undoubtedly pledged to mischief", but that

the lack of a majority "must necessarily cramp the Glasgow style".

"The only majority in the House is in favour of Liberal principles and

Liberal measures." With Liberal support, however, there was much that
2

a Labour Government could do. In his next artiole he elaborated this.

Labour's socialist solutions, nationalization and the Capital Levy, were

1. Fisher diary, 19 February 1923.

2. Daily Chronicle. 15 December 1923.
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irrelevant. "On all the pressing questions - the foreign situation,

housing, the utilization of credit to provide useful work for the

workless - there is substantial agreement between the parties. On all

these questions, Liberalism would go just as far as Labour." He

declared (forgetting that it had been fought largely on the issue of

Free Trade) that the election had produced a great mandate for change.

He quoted Shelley on the downtrodden millions, and promised that if

MaoLonald took his ohance, the Liberals would see him through. "He has

a chance such as no statesman has ever been given in Britain to straighten

out the social tangle which chokes the well-being, the happiness and the

lives of millions". He would not rise to his chance by "barren

correct!tude".

This artiole, he told Soott, was meant to be incendiary. "If

Labour failed through lack of courage and initiative, Liberalism .....

would share the discredit ..... The danger, to his mind, was not that

Labour would go too fast and too far, but that it would not go fast and

far enough and perish of inanition. It must be prepared to take risks,
2

and Liberalism should back it in a courageous policy. After the

Government was formed, he told Philip Snowden (the Chancellor of the

Exchequer) that it was very conservative,*^ and he wrote to Megan, in

India, an ironic description of the revolution:-

"What changes are taking place. A socialist govt, aotually
in power. But don't get uneasy about your investments or
your antiques. Nothing will be removed or abstracted.
They have come in like a lamb. Will they go out like a lion?
Who knows? For the present 'their tameness is shocking to me*.
They are all engaged in looking as respectable as lather &
blather will make them. They are out to soothe ruffled nerves.
When you return you will find England quite unchanged. Ramsay
is just a fussy Baldwin - & no more." 4

1. Ibid.. 5 January 1924.
2. Soott diary, 5 January 1924. (Soott papers 50907/5)-60j

Wilson ed. p. 45l»)
3. Fisher diary, 25 January 1924#
4. Lloyd George to Megan Lloyd George, 4 February 1924, in Morgan (ed.)

9 P* 202.
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In public, however, he continued to pin extravagant hopes on

MacDonald, and pile praise on the Government, In an article at the

beginning of February entitled "Labour Rule and Tory Misrule", he wrote

that it was "generally recognised that the new Ministers [are], man

for man, much abler than their predecessors", whose departure he

heartily weloomed, attaching Baldwin's pose of upright simplicity:

"The cant of it was nauseating. Even the petrol fumes of the quenched

revolutionary torch will serve our nostrils well by cleansing the air

of the sickening incense burnt ty those departed worshippers of their

own image". There were, he declared, only two able men in Baldwin's

Cabinet, Curzon and Cecil, both of whom he proceeded, for good measure,

to tear to shreds,^" Returning to MacDonald's great opportunity he wrote,

listing all the qualities the Prime Minister most clearly lacked, "If

he has the clearness of vision, the judgment, the tact, the firmness

and the drive to make the best of his own abilities and those of his

2
team, the Ministry will succeed, I dare not predict". This was

Lloyd George at his moat Maohiavellian, He was clearly trying to build

up hopes of MacDonald which he expected to be disappointed, so that he

himself might appear, by contrast, as the real man of vision, judgement

and drive. If, of course, Labour happened to do well, it was important

that the Liberals should have helped rather than hindered, so as to be

able to claim all the credit they could. Either way, since the

1. "Lord Curzon is that type of able man to whom experience never
brings wisdom. In his oase that is due to a morbid and some¬
what puerile vanity which disturbs his judgement and makes him
and the office he for the time being occupies an object of
ridicule «•«*« His courage is soft ooal. It blazes fiercely
for a while, but it burns out quickly, leaving nothing but ashes
and vanishing smoke. M. Poinoare soon found out this weakness,
and with a few well-directed insults sent Lord Curzon sobbing out
of the Conference Room,

Lord Robert Cecil is a man of greater pretensions than any
living politician, but he has always a wonderful control over his
conscience, and can ride it easily in the direotion he desires to
travel for the time being," (Daily Chronicle. 2 February 1924,)

2, Loo, oit.
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Government was going to be liberal rather than socialist, it seemed to

Lloyd George in January that the Liberals must identify with it as

closely as possible, if they were to benefit at all from a situation

which he recognised to be extremely tricky.^" He managed to put a good

face on the Liberal prospects. Asked by Harold Spender in a press

interview if the Liberals would not suffer from Labour's success, he

replied perversely: "Nol We should gain. Labour would help us by

providing for us a newer and simpler situation. England will be

readier for Liberalism once she is relieved of her acute disorders.

For in a state of health England is essentially Liberal. It is
2

Liberalism that England stands for in the world."

Lloyd George's hopes of co-operation with Labour were vain, however.

Not only was Asquith disinclined to give the Government any help, onoe

it was in office, but Labour for its part was determined to receive no

help. Co-operation might have realized more legislative achievement;

but the purpose of the first Labour Government was not legislation, but

the assertion of the party's maturity, fitness to govern, and independence

of the Liberals. Socialism and social reform were the party's long-

term ends, but its immediate goal was the decisive defeat of the

Liberals that would restore the two-party system, with Labour the single

party of the left. The Labour leaders recognized frankly the battle for

survival that was being fought out between the parties, and took it for

granted that any help they got from the Liberals would be insincere and

double-edged. Obviously this was true, in so far as Aaquith and Lloyd

George were thinking of their own party advantage. On the other hand

1. This interpretation of Lloyd George's conduct is oonfirmed by
Frances Stevenson in her memoirs: "It was a minority Government,
and hampered at every turn by this faot. It was fair game for
L.G., who with every pretenoe of keeping them up to the mark, made
life very difficult for them." [Frances Lloyd George, The Years
That Are Past (London 1967), p* 2l6j

2, Westminster Gazette. 8 February 1924.
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many Liberals still regarded Labour with an out-dated air of patronage,

as a rowdy junior partner whom it was their duty to guide and control.

Knowing that they oould not destiny Labour, they had no wish for a fight

to the death, but rather an accommodation by which Labour should not

destroy them but allow them to fight the Tories aide by side. Even Lloyd

George, who was less proprietorial towards Labour than some of the

Asquithians, thought that the Liberals should not oppose Labour in by-

elections in 1924. Henderson was therefore left unopposed at Burnley

in February, when a Liberal might well have kept him out. Labour's only

response, however, was to put up a hopeless candidate at Oxford in June

to ensure the Liberal's defeat by the Tory. The party would not be

patronized.

The relations of Liberal and Labour in Parliament were bad.

Labour Ministers resented their dependence on the Liberals, which the

Liberals thought ungrateful; the more experienced Liberals were impatient

of Labour ineptitude in debate, to which Labour pride replied with studied

insults. The superiority of Asquith, and Masterman's helpful advice,

riled the Labour members, but it was Lloyd George they especially hated.

His attacks were the most damaging, his praise usually ironio, and his

record sinoe the war - particularly his rejection of the Sankey Commission's

Report in 1919 - was held as a betrayal of the workers. Aooording to

Prances Stevenson, "they had a regular habit of howling him down, and

boasted that they would break his authority in the House'*. This

antipathy was strongest at the top. With Snowden, his near-neighbour in

Surrey, Lloyd George had good relations; for Thomas, too, he felt a

Welsh affinity, and a considerable admiration, cheerfully reciprocated;

but Henderson never forgave his humiliation in 1917 (when he had been

forced to resign from the V/ar Cabinet), and MacDonald thoroughly disliked

him. Lloyd George was a threat to MacDonald' s personal position, his

1. Frances Stevenson diaiy, 1 April 1926. (A. J.P. Taylor ed. p. 244.)



127

only rival as a charismatic popular leader, beside whose record in peace

and war he was bound to feel inferior, a standing affront to his vanity.

Hankey one day "took him to talk about his unconcealed hatred of Lloyd

George whom he always belittles", contrasting his attitude with Lloyd

George's magnanimity to MacDonald during the war and privately attributing

it "to jealousy of a muoh bigger man than he".**" Tom Jones, too, noted
2

in 1929 his "hate and fear" of Lloyd George, and recorded that in 1924

he used always to put the photograph of him at Chequers away in a drawer

because "it makes me see red", (not, it might be noted, his favourite

colour).' He also described MacDonald in the House of Commons in 1926

looking "utterly wretched" whenever Lloyd George was speaking.**" There

can be no doubt that the taunts of Lloyd George made MacDonald profoundly

uncomfortable. During the 1924 Government, MaoDonald poured out his

irritation to C.P. Soott, (always the father-confessor). After the

election he complained that "the Liberal fight was dirtier than the Tory",

and declared that "Mr. Lloyd George's gross demagogies vulgarity has also

increased both the number and the value of the reasons Thy we should have

nothing to do with his party".' He repeatedly expressed his preference

for the Tories over the Liberals - stating it as the party's feeling,

but betraying by his vehemence that it was very much his own as well. ^
"He reverted again and again", wrote Scott, "to the dislike and distrust

of the Liberals. He oould get on with the Tories. They differed at

times openly then forgot all about it and shook hands. They were

gentlemen, but the Liberals were cads •*••• The feeling against the

Liberals was general in the party. Social intercourse had almost oeased.

1. Roskill, O£j,j0iJ« 2, p. 374.
2. Jones, op. clt. II, p. 190.
3. Ibia*. p. 181.
4. Ibid.. p. 88.
5. Scott diary, 11 December 1923* (Wilson ed. p. 449,)
6. Ibid.. 6 January 1924, 3 February 1924, 15 July 1924. (Scott

papers 50907/61-7, 87-9, 117-8; Wilson ed. pp. 452-4, 456-8,
459-61.)
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J.H. Thomas was perhaps now the only man who ever asked a Liberal to

tea."'1' The pettiness of MacDonald's complaints against the Liberals,

("The only specific charge he could bring against the Liberals' conduct

in the House was of persistent talking on their front bench",) reflected

the bad temper of Liberal-Labour relations, The fact was that the 1924

Parliament, (or rather the one elected in 1923,) existed only as an

interval of armed truce between General Elections, The two parties

were fighting for possession of the same electoral ground, manoeuvring

for advantage but differing (since Labour attempted no measure of

socialism) on no matter of consequence, and bound to vote together in

the lobbies more often than not. They could do nothing but niggle and

oarp, and wait for an election to which neither greatly looked forward.

It was in this Parliament, too, that the identity of interest

between the Conservatives and Labour in destroying the Liberals first

became clear. There were still Conservatives who thought that the

danger of socialism was paramount, and who wished, if they could not

absorb the Liberals in an allianoe to fight it, to see them survive as

an independent buffer against Labour's advance. But KaoDonald's extreme

moderation reduced their number, and the party, under the guidance of

Baldwin, began to see that responsibility sobered the wild men and that

the restoration of the two-party system, dividing the Liberals up between

the Conservatives and Labour, safely integrated Labour within the

Constitution while leavening it with ex-Liberals who made it still less

revolutionary. To both Conservatives and Labour, the Liberal Party-

appeared as an irrelevance cluttering up the real oontest, and they
2

developed a kind of complicity in clearing it away. The understanding

1. Ibid., 15 July 1924. (loo, cit.)
2, e.g. Leo Amery to Baldwin, 21 December 1923s "I am sure that the

real healthy and natural division of parties in this country is
between constructive Conservatism on the one side ••••« and on the
other hand Labour Socialism Both these views stand for something
real and living for which people can work and fi$it« Meanwhile it is
to the interest of both of us to olear the ground of the Liberal Party,
whioh stands today for nothing more than an organized hypocrisy and
not for any real political faith. We may each hope to get the larger
share of the carcase but meanwhile the great thing is to get the beast
killed and on that we can be agreed." (Baldwin papers DV42 150-5,)



129

between Baldwin and MacDonald that blossomed in 1931 put out its first

shoots in 1924, with Baldwin's determination to ensure MaoDonald's

succession and avoid a new coalition, and is clearly seen in MacDonald's

conversations with Scott. There were good party reasons for hastening

the extinction of the Liberals; but in the minds of both Baldwin and

MacDonald these were augmented by a powerful personal motive, the desire

to extinguish Lloyd George as a rival. Baldwin's Protection election

and MacDonald's refusal of Liberal co-operation were both actions that

appeared to backfire on their own parties. But properly understood as

blows against Lloyd George, they were strikingly successful. The one

destroyed his last hold on the Conservatives, the other prevented him

gaining any hold on Labour. First Lloyd George was detached from his

friends and forced back among the Liberals, where civil war engaged his

energies; then the Liberals were practically annihilated, and Lloyd

George was left isolated at the head, not of a great central grouping,

but of a tiny and divided faction. Had they really concerted their

efforts, Baldwin and MacDonald could not have downed their rival more

effectively. There remained an unspoken (or at least unwritten) alliance

between them for the rest of the decade.

It was through a growing awareness of this complicity, however,

that Lloyd George began to find himself again. In 1922 and 1923 he had

claimed, and appeared to believe, that Britain was threatened by two

extremes, Tory reaction and socialist revolution, to which he offered the

moderate alternative. This was a highly unsatisfactory position, partly

because moderation was not in his nature, and partly because the

diagnosis simply was not true. In 1924, though he sometimes continued

to use the same rhetoric, Lloyd George began to realize that the country

was in reality threatened not by extremism of any sort but by excessive

moderation, and that this moderation was a mortal danger to the Liberal
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Party on which his return to office now depended. Par from

representing extremes, Baldwin and MacDonald were Both firmly anchored

in the middle ground of politios, and resolutely liberal, leaving no

room for a Liberal Party to come between them. The only way for the

Liberals to survive this squeeze was to embrace a new radicalism - to

oreate, since there was so little practical dichotomy between Labour

and Conservative, a new dichotomy between the active, positive middle

party and the two passive, negative middle parties. They had to

transcend the stale dispute between the party of inefficient capitalism

and the socialist party that was not socialist, and find a new working

synthesis that broke the deadlock. The Liberal Party must become the

party of energy and new ideas, to distinguish itself from the other

parties which had quietly adopted all their old ideas and now sat tight,

refusing to act on those that they professed.

The leadership of such a party was a role far more congenial to

Lloyd George than the earlier one of moderate man in the middle. He

had never been strong on ideology, but combined an often ruthless

conservatism with visionary radicalism in bafflingly equal proportions.

What he cared for was the practical use of power. He believed perhaps

too strongly in a powerful executive, but politics was to him the art of

getting things done. (Hence his admiration of the domestic policies

of Hitler, Mussolini and Roosevelt.) He was impatient not only of the

inoompetenoe but also of the lack of ambition of the Governments that

succeeded his own. He pointed with pride to his own legislative record,

from the Board of Trade onwards, and scorned the lack of achievement of

Baldwin, MaoDonald, and even Asquith, who appeared more interested in

the preservation of their parties than in solving the problems of the

country. Perhaps because he had not been to university, he had no

respect for the debating-olub style of politios. The purpose of the

post-war Coalition, and the idea of the Centre Party* as of his 1910

proposals, were above all to promote action over argument. If he

wanted power for himself in the 1920's it was for the same, not
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dishonourable, reason as in 1916 - that he thought the country was

drifting weakly and needed energetic direction* As soon as he grasped

that the difference between himself and Baldwin and MaoDonald was not

ideological, but as muoh temperamental as that between himself and

Asquith, he realized what the tone of his appeal must be* He was the

mam who would get at the root of the nation's troubles, outbid dogma

with common sense, and get things done.

As Lloyd George groped towards this revelation in 1924, however,

two problems posed themselves. One was how to gain control of the

Liberal Party so as to reoast it in this new image, slough off the

Asquithians, and make of it a fit vehicle for his new oampaign* The

other was how to conduct himself towards the Labour Government* Both

solved themselves during the year, as his relations with the Government

and with his own party grew more strained* At the beginning of the year

he may have thought there was a future for the Liberal Party under

Asquith, working alongside Labour. But he soon became equally

impatient of Asquith and of Labour, and resolved to be rid of both*

He therefore worked with the Tories to bring down the Government and force

a General Election, for which the Liberal Party, lacking adequate

financial help from him, was unprepared* The Liberal Party in the

House of Commons was decimated, and deprived of the leadership of Asquith

but was also freed from the burden of supporting MacDonald, and readier

to follow Lloyd George* This is the only possible interpretation of

Lloyd George's behaviour in 1924* His combination with the Tories to

defeat the Government was not an attempt to revive the Coalition, but

a purely temporary alliance to regain the parly's freedom. He now

understood that, to survive, the party must be independent in a sense

and to a degree that Asquith could never have made it, with positive

independent polioies that owed nothing to its rivals, nor muoh to its
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past# Lloyd George still believed in his own destiny. By 1924 the

Liberal Party was the only possible instrument for that destiny. If

he was to save the country from Baldwin and HaoDonald, the party must

be brought to heel. Once he saw his way ahead, Lloyd George rarely

shrank from ruthless means,

♦ » # * *

In the early weeks of the new Government's life, however, Lloyd

George was still uncertain of the way ahead. He was not sure of the

attitude he should adopt either towards the party he had rejoined, or

towards the Government he had helped to install. He kept unusually

quiet, speaking only rarely in the House of Commons - once in the whole

of February, and then on the Treaty of Versailles - and not at all in

the country, Alfred Cope, his chief organizer, thought at this time

that "very little would turn L.G, into a country gentleman, living

quietly in retirement at Churt", But Tom Jones knew better: "I think

that this must be a misjudgement, and that L.G, is just loafing after

the terrific outburst of energy in America and in the General Election.

He was in fact waiting to see how the new Government would shape up in

office before deciding his line on it; having warmly welcomed its

formation, he oould not rush to attack it. He therefore left to his

mainly Asquithian colleagues the burden of supporting, criticizing and

coaxing the Government in the House of Commons. His relations with the

Asquithians were cooling again after the euphoria of the election.

They had accepted his help in the battle for Free Trade without quibbling

over terms. Now they wanted to formalize his position as an ordinary

member of the party, subordinate to Asquith, in order (as he rightly

suspected) to limit his influence and independence within it as far as

1, Jones, op. pit. I, p. 271,
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possible* In particular they expected him to merge his organization

and finances with theirs. Reluctant to do this and feeling no doubt

somewhat weak and isolated within the Parliamentary Party, Lloyd George

lay low and stalled until he was ready to make 3ome positive initiative.^
The question of money was the one which chiefly bedevilled Liberal

affairs after reunion. The Liberal Party after the war was exceedingly

impoverished, and was beginning to feel seriously disadvantaged by

Labour's guaranteed income from the Trade Unions. Lloyd George, on the

other hand, came out of office with a large political war-chest,

generally reckoned at some millions of pounds. The money was subscribed

to the Coalition Liberal Party in office in the same way in which money

was subscribed to the Conservatives and to the Liberals before the war,

through the Chief Whip - the "Patronage Secretary" - very often in the

expectation of social advancement for the donor. This was, and remained,

the traditional means of financing political parties, and if Lloyd

George collected more money by the "sale" of honours than his predecessor's

or successors, his sin was merely that he pushed the system further

than they. The only thing that was unusual about the Lloyd George Fund

was that the money was contributed to a party with only a skeletal

organization, so that the leader - through Trustees whom he appointed

and dismissed - had close personal control over its use. (Lloyd George

did in fact invest it very profitably in the Daily Chronicle, which not

only multiplied the size of the fund, but also gained him a tame

newspaper.) When Lloyd George left office he regarded his fund as a

resource contributed to him personally to advance any political cause -

moat plausibly the defeat of socialism - that he chose. Its existence

was certainly irregular, and Lloyd George might have made the position

as to ownership and control dearer; but it wa3 only one of many

1. See Lloyd George to Megan Lloyd George, 25 March 1924, in Morgan (ed.)
op. cit.. p. 202: "I am lying low - deliberately - but the time
will come Ac, So look out - but not just yet."
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iregularities spawned by the war, the Coalition, and the separation of

Lloyd George from his party. It offended the Liberals* sense of

propriety; but no-one, not even Sir John Simon, ever suggested that it

was illegal.

The Lloyd George Fund was an embarrassment to the Asquithians,

Before reunion, Gladstone denounced it to Scott as the ill-gotten fruit

of corruption which the Liberals could not accept if it were offered them:

the party was better off without such money,Nevertheless, when

reunion came they could not afford to be so high-minded. They needed

Lloyd George's money, and took it for granted that they would get it when

the parties were merged. They certainly thought that Lloyd George had

agreed in November to pool his resouroes. When, after the election,

he seemed in no hurry to do so, they were furious, Gladstone made out

that he did not want Lloyd George's dirty money: "I started with the

hope", he told Maclean, "that we might hit on some idea which was not

repulsive. But it's the old story - no silk purse out of a sow's ear,

L.G,'s oourse has been rotten in conception, and he got to love and rely

on flesh pots. It's a long story of demoralization, and he will never

2
recover from it." Ten weeks later, however, Gladstone had to admit that

he did want the money: "There must be a marriage settlement. The only

thing he oan give us, has got to give, is £. s . d«, and we cannot give

him everything for nothing.""*
This was the point. He oould not give them everything for nothing

either. Apart from his personality, Lloyd George had only his money.

He had no national organisation. The Liberals had an organization,

admittedly run down, but no money to rebuild it. It is debatable which

needed the other more, Hudson wrote to Gladstone in January 1924:

1. Soott diary, 1 July 1923, (Scott papers 50907/17-28; Wilson ed.
pp. 441-2.)

2. Gladstone to Maclean, 30 Fecember 1923. (Gladstone papers
4^474/5L-5»)

3. Ibid.. 12 January 1924. (loo. oit.4647L/64-5.)
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WL.G. needs to join up with us far more than we need to join up with

him"."*" In terms of immediate political survival this may have been

true* But Lloyd George was probably right in thinking that only his

energy, imagination, and money could save the Liberal Party from polite

decay. With all three he could win control of the party, and possibly

revive it to the benefit both of himself and of the oountry. His

money was not only a powerful bargaining counter in the short run; it

was also a limited resource which he intended to save until suoh time

as he could spend it for his own purposes - he would not surrender it

to Gladstone and Hudson, who would use it for purposes, at best of no

interest to him, at worst, hostile to him. He could argue that, despite

reunion, it would be a betrayal of his trust, or even illegal, for him

to hand over to the Asquithians money whioh had been contributed to the

Coalition, But he really reckoned that only by keeping the power to

pay the piper could he ensure himself any ability to oall the party* s tune.

It was blackmail; but the Asquithians themselves were playing an

equally desperate game.

It was an inconvenient fact for them that Lloyd George seemed once

more to be able to work his old charm on Asquith, Lloyd George reported

to his wife a few days after the election: "I came up today for a

chat with Asquith, He was most friendly St helpful. The old bey St I
2

get on well together always when mischief makers are kept out," But

the mischeif makers were aware of this, and were not easily kept out;

they were determined to protect their master, "H.H.A.**, wrote Maclean

to Gladstone at the end of December 1923* "is not Ll.G, proof by any

means We must not leave L.G. alone with H.H.A, any more than we can

„ 3
help". Here was where reunion was poisoned, in the manipulation of

1, Hudson to Gladstone, 17 January 1924. (loo, cit. 464?5/89.)
2, Lloyd George to Dame Margaret Lloyd George, 17 December 1923, in

Morgan (ed.) on, pit., p. 202,
3, Maclean to Gladstone, 29 December 1923. (Gladstone papers

4647V52-3.)
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their ageing leader by his henchmen, zealous to preserve, in his name,

their own influence and jobs, which were threatened by Lloyd George's

succession. It was into the hands, literally, of these men that

Lloyd George was being asked to surrender his wealth; one can understand

his reluotanoe to do so. Also, whatever his conduct towards them in

1924, one may surely reasonably ask, "Which of them, Lloyd George on the

one hand, or Gladstone, Hudson and Maclean on the other, had the wider

interests in view?" Lloyd George may have been personally ambitious;

but he had ambitions also for the party and the country, and these

ambitions offered to both a brighter future than the narrower self-

serving of the Asquithiana.

With Aaquith himself Lloyd George had no quarrel; he retained a

high regard for his old chief, and was genuinely glad to be back on

friendly terms. He would have been happy to restore their old

relationship, by which he was left fairly free to initiate radioal

policy under Asquith's helpful chairmanship. But as a leader in the

country, he thought Asquith "too coldly intellectual" to be able to

revive the party. "The trouble is", he told Tom Jones, "that when you

have a policy ready and Asquith launches it, it will freeze on his lips;

all kindling warmth and hope will die out of it; he will present it

accurately but without sympathy".^- (Baldwin, interestingly, went

further in his estimate of Asquith's inadequacy, thinking him in 1924

"too far gone to be even Master of Balliol".) What Lloyd George

really wanted when he came back to the Liberal Party was, in effect, what

he proposed in 1916: then he was prepared for Asquith to remain Prime

Minister, so long as he oould direct the war; now, though Asquith might

remain leader, he thought that only he could save the party. Suoh an

arrangement was opposed, however, not by Asquith but by his friends who

ran the organization. In order to push the party in the direction he

wanted, Lloyd George had first to wrest oontrol of it from them.

1. Jones, p» 2*78.
2. Ibid., p. 276.
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In Januaiy 1924 Maclean saw Lloyd George three times, but oould
* *

get nothing out of him; not only would he give no money, but he still

insisted on keeping up his separate organization. At this point Lloyd

George had not yet decided how to proceed, In March he seemed to make

up his mind. He wound up his organization "with dramatic suddenness",^"
and started to attack the Government and beat a new Liberal drum. Three

things may have influenced him: the decision of Labour to put up a

oandidate against him in Caernarvon Boroughs for the first time;

realization of the failure of co-operation between Liberals and Labour in

the House of Commons; and the Westminster Abbey by-election. In the

latter Churchill, having failed as a Liberal at Leioester in the General

Election, stood with the tacit support of Baldwin and the open backing of

Balfour, Beaverbrook and several other Conservatives as an anti-Socialist

Independent, losing to the official Conservative by forty-three votes,

Lloyd George watched his old colleague* a fight with interest. When

Churchill sent him a telegram asking "whether you desire to be personally
2

canvassed or whether you feel able to elucidate the problem unaided"

he replied: "Sony have no vote in this exciting and highly significant

contest. Gave you my views when we had our talk on the phone, still of
3

same opinion," That opinion was almost certainly sceptical. He

wrote to Birkenhead before the election, "I hope Winston has not marched

into a morass"and in the Daily Chroniole afterwards he criticized

Churchill for being too defensive, and missing the chanoe of a great
5

radical appeal to raise the condition of the people. He no longer

believed that anti-Socialism was enough; he preferred the pre-war

Winston, What interested him about the eleotion was that the Liberal

1, Maclean to Gladstone, 17 March 1924, (Gladstone papers 4647^83-5.)
2, Churohill to Lloyd George, 17 March 1924. (Lloyd George papers

GA/4/7.)
3, Lloyd George to Churchill, 18 March 1924. (ibid. G/VV8.)
4, Lloyd George to Birkenhead, 11 March 1924. (ibid. &/3/ll/l.)
5, Dally Chronicle. 22 Maroh 1924,
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got less than three hundred votes. This seemed to show that Liberalism

on its present oourse was doomed} it must therefore listen to him.

He pointed out in his article how favourable to the parly the last

election had been, and warned that it could no longer afford to fight

on old issues, but must make a fresh departure, "It cannot rely on

resistance to the quackeries of Toryism and Socialism, It must show

that it has lost none of its instinct for the needs of the people, and

none of its daring in supplying them," He added, believing the

Aaquithian leadership to be too timid in external as in internal affairs

for the taste of the British public: "Arid if it means to win back

England it must also show that it is proud of her greatness, and is

resolved to uphold it against all her detractors and foes," In fighting
1

Labour, the Liberals must not let the Tories scoop the patriotic vote.

It was on this patriotic theme that Lloyd George first attacked the

Labour Government, Early in March he criticized MacDonald's unilateral

reduction of Britain's reparations claim on Germany, declaring "I think

it is about time that someone should stand up for the rights of Great
» 2

Britain", At the end of the month he assailed the Government far more

violently in an "unexpected outburst" whioh seems to have taken

everyone by surprise. As the Annual Register noted, "Mr. George's

speech was deeply resented by Labour members, and he was severely taken

to task by subsequent speakers for his ill-timed display of spleen"

He deplored the Government's weakness in failing to moderate French

demands on Germany while at the same time failing to insist upon its own,

(He was in favour of the cancellation of all war debts; he did not like

France doing better than Britain.) The speech ended with a memorable

jibe at MacDonald' a vagueness

1. Ibid.

2. Speech in the House of Commons, 6 March 1924.
(H,C, Debs. Vol. 170, cols. 1713-17.)

3. Annual Register 1924, p. 33.
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"The Government must tell us what they mean ..... The Frenoh
are entitled to know what we mean. The British people are
entitled to know what we mean, and I should not be a bit
surprised if the Prime Minister would like to know what we
mean." 1

Lloyd George's somewhat jingoistic line on foreign affairs -

repeated on April 9 when the Tory Treaty of Lausanne (with Turkey) came

up for ratification, ("a deplorable Treaty ••••* a Treaty which might
2

have been signed by a vanquished power") - must have appalled a lot of

Liberals - perhaps was meant to. On the question of the party's

relations with Labour, however, he expressed its feeling much better.

Twice in March and April, most Liberals failed to support the Government;

on the first occasion, on the Naval Estimates (when Labour, in defiance

of its pledges to disarm, proposed to lay down five new cruisers as a

source of employment in the docks), the Conservatives came to the rescue;

on the second, on a clause of the Rent Restrictions Bill, the Government

suffered its first defeat on policy, and bitterly blamed the Liberals,

When at a Liberal Party meeting on April 15 Lloyd George voiced the

general indignation at being expected by Labour to troop regularly

through the Government lobby with no pretence of consultation, and

demanded that the party should assert Itself, he was loudly cheered,

and seoonded by Asquith. ^
Over the Easter recess, in Wales, Lloyd George took this oomplaint

to the public. In four days he made three speeches on Liberal-Labour

relations, of which the most important was an Llanfairfechan on April 22.

Liberals were in revolt, he said, "against the humiliating conditions

under whioh the Liberal Party was expected to keep in power a Government

that never concealed its hostility towards that party, and seemed to

regard it as an offence whioh ought to be kicked out of the way". He

1. Speech in the House of Commons, 27 March 1924.
(H.C. Debs.. Vol. 171, ools. 1607-18.)

2, Speech in the House of Commons, 9 April 1924. (ibid., Vol. 172,
cols. 490-503.)
The Times. 16 April 1924.
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recalled the co-operation of 1906-1914, and deplored the presumptuous

ingratitude of Labour in thinking that it could destroy the party to

which it owed everything. He then produced the image whioh was to be

adopted in all subsequent discussion of the problem. "Liberals are

to be the oxen" ("patient oxen" was the phrase remembered) "to drag

the Labour wain over the rough road3 of Parliament for two to three

years, goaded along, and at the end of the journey, when there is no

further use for them, they are to be slaughtered. That is the Labour

idea of co-operation." He went on to attack MaoDonald's extreme

sensitivity to criticism, (he was intoxicated with the "heady wine"

of office), and 3howed how, by refusing Liberal help, the Government

undermined its own efficiency. The two parties needed one another;

together they could be irresistible - divided they were futile. If

Socialism tried to confront Reaction alone, Reaction would win, as it had

everywhere in Europe. He concluded by pleading for more co-operation:-

"It is such folly, it is a tragedy, to spend strength, temper,
zeal, enthusiasm and ardour in fitting those who are willing
to help, instead of combining all energies in a common
endeavour to exterminate the foes of mankind." 1

This rhetoric came easily to Lloyd George, but he can hardly have

expected Labour to listen. His purpose was rather to emphasize the

Liberals' credentials as an alternative party of the left, and put

Labour in the wrong. The predictable Labour reply was given in the

New Leader on May 2:-

"Nothing less resembles an invitation to close and cordial
co-operation than the speeches which Mr. Lloyd George has
delivered, and we incline to read them rather as a prelude
to a coming adventure in opposition than as a rough wooing
designed to knit closer the ties between his party and ours.
In either case they have left us unmoved. We have not
forgotten his abortive arrangements with Lord Beaverbrook on
the eve of the last General Election for the formation of a

oentre group, and it will neither surprise us nor disconcert
us if he should presently try to convert a section of his party
to the tactics of Mr. Churchill. His moves are incalculable,
but even if they should result in making the position of the
Labour Ministry untenable, we should not regret our rejection
of a Liberal-Labour alliance." 2

1. Speech at Llanfairfechan, 22 April 1924. Lloyd George also spoke
on similar lines at Llandudno on 24 April and at Holyhead ofl 25 April.

2. New Leader. 2 May 1924.
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The article went on to assert that Labour was a Socialist party,

and that no electoral pact could bridge the difference of principle that

divided it from the Liberals. On this score, however, Lloyd George was

able to have some fun a few days later, when Snowden introduced the

first Labour Budget which, as he pointed out, was unimpeachably Liberal

and not Socialist at all. "Whilst the Socialist members sneer at

Liberalism as an effete sham, the one success of their Government has

been scored by proposals framed strictly in accordance with the principles

and precedents of Liberal statesmanship.""'" By the end of May, Lloyd

George had so lost patience with the Government that he was prepared to

turn it out on the issue of unemployment, but he was overruled at a

party meeting by Asquith and a majority of the party, unwilling to faoe
2

another election. Thwarted in this, he nevertheless set out to make

himself, despite the Asquithians, the real leader of Liberalism. In

the view, at leasts of the Spectator, he succeeded. "Mr. Asquith", it

commented, "is hardly ever seen these days. And the general impression

is that the Liberal Party will have to make up its mind whether it will

follow Mr. Lloyd George or dle."^
During May and June, Lloyd George made a series of important speeches -

4 5
to the National Liberal Club, to the Party Gonferenoe at Brighton, to

Welsh Liberals at Llandrindod Wells,^ and to an enormous open-air rally
7

at Belle Vue, Manchester' - all dwelling on the necessity for Liberalism

to fight on two fronts opponents who were united in wishing to destroy it.

The country was essentially Liberal, he said, but the party had to refute

the false claims to Liberalism of its rivals, establish its own patent,

1. Daily Chroniole. 10 May 1924.
2. Fisher diary, 29 May 1924.
5* Spectator. 24 May 1924.
4* Speech at the National Liberal Club, London, 12 May 19*4.
5. Speech to the National Liberal Federation at Brighton, 22 May 1924.
6. Speech to the Welsh Liberal Federation at Llandrindod Wells,

14 June 1924.

7. Speech at Belle Vue, Manchester, 28 June 1924, to an audience
estimated at 25,000 - 30,000.
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and recapture its missionary enterprise. Then in a closing speech to

$he Liberal Summer School at Oxford at the beginning of August, he

underlined the final point, declaring that the Liberal Party mu3t choose

either to be a party preparing for government, or a sect dedicated only

to keeping ita doctrine pure. He was for the former. It was no use

having a doctrine if it did not reaoh the people. The party must have

a challenging programme and take its message into every home."*" "Some

digs at Gilbert Murray", he said to H.A.L. Fisher afterwards, "with a

2
twinkle". Indeed the whole speech was a dig at the narrow concept

of academic Liberalism.

As for the challenging programme, he was at last beginning to

formulate it, at least on two questions, coal and land. Back in March

he had appointed the first of his independent policy committees to

investigate the continuing crisis of the coalmines. It wa3 a somewhat

shadowy, indeed anonymous, body, "representative of the different
3

elements in the industry and of the publio life of the country", whose

report, when it was published in July, appeared over the name of Lloyd

George alone. The problem of the mines was basically one of falling

markets and rising costs, causing lower profits and high unemployment.

It was exacerbated, however, by the insensitive handling of the owners,

whose only answer was to reduce wages. The Sankey Report of 1919 Had

recommended nationalization at least of the coal royalties but had never

been implemented - a standing grievance of the miners against Lloyd

George. Now returning to the problem, Lloyd George drew up a scheme

approximating to the 1919 minority report of Sir Arthur Duckham, which

Lloyd George had accepted and offered to the miners at the time, whereby

the minerals would be nationalized and administered by a body of experts

1. Speech to the Liberal Summer School at Oxford, 6 August 1924.
2. Fisher diary, 6 August 1924#
3. Coal and Power. The Report of an Enquiry Presided over by

the Right Hon. D. Lloyd George. P.M.. M.P. . (London 1924) . p. ix.
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to be called the Royalty Commissioners, with the power to enforce the

amalgamation of some pits and the closure of others, (agreed by all

but the owners to be neoessary,) in the interests of the industry as a

whole. There would also be a new industrial relations structure composed

of pit committees, area and district boards and a national mining

council, and a Welfare Fund (lOji of the nationalized royalties) to

improve housing and pit-head facilities. As a programme, thia represen¬

ted the conventional, neutral opinion of the time, very similar to the

proposals of the Samuel Commission in 1926; it was an attempt to find

an effioient middle way between the existing set-up still backed by

the Conservatives and the Socialist-Syndicalist ideas of Labour -

Lloyd George's first attempt to make capitalism work better for the

community, as an alternative to preserving or destroying it completely.

There were also in the same report proposals for the spread of

eleotrioity for whioh purpose, too Commissioners were to be appointed

with the powers of compulsion restored to them which the House of Lords

had removed in 1920. The Report, entitled Coal and Power. wa3

published on July 12, with Asquith's belated blessing. The miners,

however, dismissed it out of hand, demanding nothing less than

Nationalisation, while Emanuel Shinwell, Secretary for the Mines at

the Board of Trade, dismissed it, unhelpfully, as "the biggest joke

ever perpetrated upon the British public".*
Lloyd George's Land Campaign really belongs to 1925# but it had

its origins the year before. The idea of reforming and reviving the

agricultural life of the country had been with him since before the

war, but the campaign of 1912-13 had been embarrassingly interrupted

by the Marconi scandal, and then swamped by the Irish crisis. Almost

from the moment he left office in 1922 he was planning to renew it, and

in 1923 he set up a small committee of enquiry under Sir Robert Hutchison,

1. The Times. 14 July 1924.
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with W.M. Eagar as Secretary. Sagar wrote a report, after which, a3

ne recalled, "L.G. asked me to come wholetime so as to make the

Inquiry 'very big'".1 That was around August 1924# On the 20th of

that month, Lloyd George expounded his ideas to H.A.L. Fisher:-

"The State to take over all land except the freehold of a
cultivating owner. The other owners to be allowed a rent-
charge equal to their net income from the land, a court to
determine whether the charge is just. The existing farmer
to have five year3 in which to prove himself adequate. If
net, to be displaced by the State in favour of someone with
a good farming certificate. Education to be entirely taken
over by the State and to be partly rural - a farm attaohed to
each school. Inspectors to be constantly going round and
advising. The owner of a house not wanted for farming [here
Fisher interposes a bewildered question mark] to be allowed
to keep his house and garden. The parks to be cultivated.
I remind L.G. that Protector Somerset lost his head because
he ploughed up the parks of the nobles. 'Well perhaps that
will happen to me too.' I say England is a very conservative
country. He says *A complete mistake: it's a most
revolutionary oountry, always out for daring ideas in politics.
If I want to know how to treat a field here I ou^it to be able
to send into Guildford and get an agricultural expert out at
onoe. At present I have no-one to go to.* He descants on
the insufficiency of our modern education, I say 75 per cent
of the children in the country have to find their living in
the towns. 'That's what I want to stop. We have to create
a rural population.* As the farmer doesn't like paying for
education the whole thing must be taken over by the State.
At present England is in a very precarious position. If there
was a orash we should come out very badly, with our big restless
urban population." 2

Since his experience in 1917 when the German U-Boat campaign had

nearly starved Britain to defeat, Lloyd George's long-standing desire

to democratize (or bureaucratize) the countryside, abolish the landlord,

and "give the land to the people", had been reinforced by the discovery

that national security, as well as social justice, demanded rural

reform. The village radical and the national leader were thus united

in the land campaign. Both, moreover, were happily combined with

Lloyd George's third, less known, persona, the successful fruit farmer.

After leaving office he devoted muoh of his surplus energy to turning

his estate at Churt into a market garden; he delighted in showing

1. Eagar to Tom Jones, 1 May 1945, (Eagar papers.)
2. Fisher diary, 20 August 1924,
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visitors round his orchards and lunching his policy committees on

wholesome home-grown foodstuffs. Part of his satisfaction lay in

the sheer peasant joy of making things grow; part no doubt refleoted

the need of hi3 nature to see results - he produced raspberries now as

he had once produced munitions. But part of his purpose al3o was

political, to demonstrate what could be done with the land with effort

and imagination: if Churt, he argued, could be almost self-sufficient,

so could Britain. Of all his campaigns, this was the most rooted in

passionate conviction and practical experience. But the very depth of

his personal commitment may have overborne his political judgement, for

he forgot that agriculture was not, in 1924, a burning issue to the

great urbanized majority of Britons.

The first meeting of the Land Committee wa3 held at Churt on

26 August, and comprised Lloyd George, Philip Kerr, Mond, Fisher,

Kasterman, Sutherland, Sinclair and Ellis Davies, plus a number of

agriculturalists. The inclusion of Masterman among a group of other¬

wise staunoh Lloyd Georgians is important. Only a year before he had

been a bitter Asquithian; now he told his wife: "I've fought him as

hard as anyone, but I have to confess, when Lloyd George came back to
2

the party, ideas came baok to the party." In the morning the committee

discussed urban land - how to deal with the slums. "Mond", recorded

Fisher, "thinks that the slum problem in London is not big; it could be

1. Copies of a beautifully produced menu of such a lunoh (for
17 September 1927) survive in the Samuel and Sagar papers.
Marked at the top "All Churt Produce", it reads:

"Beans a la Bron-y-dej Trout; (hot) Roast Loin
of Lamb or Rabbit and Pork Pie, or (cold) Roast Pork,
Roast Duckling, Roast Gosling, Roast Chicken,
Partridge or Brawn, with Potatoes, Marrow, Cabbage or
Salad; Apple Tart, Stewed Plums or Raspberry Fool,
with Cream; Cheese and Butter; Fruit - Greengages,
Yellow Plums, Damsons, Apples, Green Almonds, Pears
and Nuts; Bread - Wholemeal, Standard or White;
Drinks - Cider, Raspberry Wine, Mead, Buttermilk,
Milk, Soda Water or WATER."

2. Masterman, op. cit.. pp. 345-6.
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solved for ten millions". In the afternoon they discussed the rural

question. Fisher describes the procedure

"L.G. asks me and then Mond to formulate views. We make
objections - he replies. Then tea on the verandah. Then
3troll about with the little Welshman [Ellis Davies] who is
very keen on the L.G. policy and thinks we shall sweep the
country with it. Mond very doubtful." 1

Mond remained doubtful. This was the beginning of the end of

his assooiation with Lloyd George. As recently as August 8 it had

appeared to be closer than ever, with Lloyd George helping Sir Alfred

baok to Westminster by speaking for him, most fulsomely, at the by-

election he was fighting in Carmarthen. Mond was most grateful to

him "both for coming here at the end of a tiring session and for the

too kind words you used about me", and was also keen on the idea of a

land campaign. "I am convinced", he wrote, "that the counties are our

best ohanoe at the next election, and that a really good agricultural
2

programme on big lines would help us to sweep them." Ke did not,

however, like Lloyd George's proposals, which he found too socialistic.

The great entrepreneur of I.C.I, (formed in 1926) did not like
3

nationalization, even of land, and said so. Lloyd George was not
h.

pleased, and asked him somekhat sharply for his own proposals. Fran

this point, their relations oooled.

Aside from their disagreement over land, Mond was al3o becoming

disenchanted with Lloyd George's use of his fund, and began to take the

Asquithian side in a battle that was hotting up. At the beginning of

July 1924, Lloyd George changed his position. He admitted that he had

money (though most of it was tied up in the Daily Chronicle). and agreed

in principle to give £100,000 for the General Election (though he refused

1. Fisher diary, 26 August 1924.
2. Mond to Lloyd George, 10 August 1924. (Melchett papers.)
3. Mond to Lloyd George, 25 September 1924. (Lloyd George papers

G/1W8.)
4. Lloyd George to Kond, 29 September 1924. (Melchett papers.)
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to give a written promise). But he complained that the party
£■

organization was rotten, and said that he would give nothing to it

until it was reformed. The local federations, he said, must be self-

supporting. To the possible imminence of an election, and the pressing

need to fix candidates, he was impervious. Hudson reported to

Gladstone that he and Maclean "tried in vain to get L.G. to recognize

that, having disbanded his organization, he had planted on us the care

of his flock, without giving us the food which they required and

expected. He laughed, and said we wore all one flock now, and that it

was our business to feed the entire flook, and not hi3. He had no

party, and was nothing more than a private member.""*"
This meeting was not an agreeable one. Hudson wrote again to

Gladstone a few days later: "As to your resolution 'D — L.G.', I beg

to second. Our 40 minutes talk with him was so poisonous that I took

to my bed with a temperature the next afternoon ..... I feel as feeble

as though I had gone through a severe illness .•••• Such are the
2

consequences, apparently, of being shut up in a small room with a Goat."

Gladstone, writing to Maclean, summed up the position:-

"Last autumn L.G. accepted and adopted unity on the basis of
pooling all resources. He scrapped his organization and
accepted ours without demur or criticism. In money he played
the game at the eleotion. How he oontinues to ride on our
organization but refuses to help it financially, and as to
the General Election he deolines to give any guarantee.
Generally he says that hi3 money may be better applied on
some future occasion. Clearly he looks forward to the
retirement or weakening of Asquith, when with large funds in
his own private hands he will be irresistible."

The time was ripe for an ultimatum to Lloyd George. "The superior

position now is ours and we must attack at once." They should bring

their big guns, Asquith, Grey and Simon, to bear; if Lloyd George still
3did not yield, they must be prepared to break up reunion again. To an

1. Hudson to Gladstone, 1 July 1924. (Gladstone papers 4647fi/ll0-24.)
See also Maolean to Gladstone, 1 July 1924. (ibid. 46474/89-108.)

2. Hudson to Gladstone, 4 July 1924. (ibid. 46475/125.)
3. Gladstone to Maclean, 7 July 1924. (ibid. 4647V101-3.)
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appeal from Asquith in August, however, Lloyd George's reply was

conciliatory but still vague. He denied that there had been any

agreement to pool resources in 1923» but listed the amounts he had

donated at the last election and professed himself anxious to help

again. He still insisted, however, that there must be a reorganization

of the party machine to meet the new electoral situation and the

efficiency of Labour, and proposed a meeting between himself, Asquith,

Maclean and Mond,^
nihen this finally took place on 14 September, Lloyd George's

condition for subscribing the required £100,000 was that Mond should

lead an enquiry into the running of the organization, and that Gladstone
2

should resign from it if fault were found. When Asquith agreed to

these terms, Gladstone felt badly let down, sacrificed to the

"traitorous little Welshman", "I retain all my loyalty to Asquith",

he wrote to Maclean, "but by his slackness he has put me into a

disastrous position I came to Abingdon Street at his request,and

his attitude means that now it is for L,G, to say whether I should stay

or go."3 Mond was no more pleased at the role entrusted to him, telling

Maclean that Lloyd George knew nothing of organization, "He [Mond]

utterly distrusted the card-index organizer, etc. He and I could, in

his words, bring up something together which would be sufficient for

L,G. to subsoribe on. It was ridiculous to pull the organization about

when we were going into action."^ Lloyd George must have suspected

his nominee's disloyally, for six days later he insisted that Mond must

be assisted by a committee, When Mond accordingly appointed three

1. Lloyd George to Asquith, 20 August 1924, (Asquith papers 34/132-153.)
2. Maclean to Gladstone, 14 September 1924. (Gladstone papers

46474/119-21.)
3. Gladstone to Maolean, 26 September 1924. (ibid. 46474/122.)
4. Maclean to Gladstone, 14 September 1924, (Ibid. 46474/119-121.)



149

Aaquithiana to help him, Lloyd George wrote to him sternly, "I do not

think much of your Committee. You seem to have excluded every

independent person who knows anything about our task in the country,

with the exception of Stott.1*"'" Mond's only response to this was to

replace Stott with E.D. Simon, and the committee duly reported that

nothing needed to be done except fix candidates, Gladstone summed up

again: "Three months of invaluable time had been absolutely wasted,
2

L.G, had been too much for us. He had gained his wrecking point",

Lloyd George next took up his stand on the question of candidates.

When Maclean visited him once more on October 4, he saw no reason to

have more than 500. Gladstone's target was 500, "According to the

ABC of the situation", wrote Gladstone, "it would be impossible to make

any effective appeal to the country unless with a full number of

candidates we oould show that our strength was amply sufficient to

return a stable Government with a working majority against both

Conservative and Labour, L.G. appeared to be ignorant of the ABC."^
Maclean suspected that Lloyd George "would be reconciled to our not

doing so well at the forthcoming election"When the Government fell

a few days later, Gladstone hoped to field 425 candidates at the election,

at a cost of £180,000, of whioh he depended on Lloyd George for £100,000:

Lloyd George, however, produced only £50,000, and the party went to the

polls with only 543 standard-bearers. Of these only 42 were elected,
5

"We were defeated", wrote Gladstone, "and the Liberal Parly fell".

Gladstone, writing in 1925, had no doubt that Lloyd George had

wilfully encompassed this result. "L.G. in full possession of the f&ots,

1. Lloyd George to Mond, 29 September 1924. (Kelchett papers.)
2. Gladstone's "Narrative of the 1924 Election", July 1925* (Gladstone

papers 4&»S0/290-322.)
3. Ibid.

4. Maclean to Asquith, 5 Ootober 1924. (Quoted in Gladstone's
"Narrative", loc. cit.)

5. Gladstone "Narrative", (loc. cit.)
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first for one reason, then for another, deliberately blocked our way.

Why was it? There seems to be only one explanation. In his view a

Liberal victory was impossible. A General Election would probably

result in Conservative and Labour forces being about equal. To run

450 or more candidates would be useless. If about 100 Liberals were

returned, they would hold the balance between Conservative and Labour,

and then would be their opportunity, A3 the return of one in three

might be counted on, it would be sufficient to put 300 candidates in

the field and have money for a better opportunity. H.H.A. would

probably lose Paisley and then L.G. is quick enough at action

when he liked.""'"
This explanation of Lloyd George's conduct seems broadly correct}

he oertainly wanted to save his money for a better opportunity, and was

not unhappy to see the Liberal numbers reduoed, though he did not

anticipate the extent of the debacle. It i3 unlikely, however, that
he wanted to hold the balance in Parliament again, at least for the

moment, 1924 had not been a success, and he would prefer a period of

independence in whioh to re-equip the party with new policiel, His

calculations may have run something like this: the party, blamed by

many of its supporters for putting Labour in, was bound to do badly

anyway - at least oould not win; the defeat of Asquith and several

of his colleagues was neoessaiy to clear the way for his own leadership;

there was no point, therefore, his wasting money trying to save them -

rather lis withholding money would demonstrate to the party the more

clearly how much it needed him and how helpless were the Asquithians

alone. It might be said that Lloyd George decided to destroy the parly

in order to save it; but it would be truer to say that he decided to

let it be defeated, without lifting a finger to help, in order that he

might then come in to save the remnant. If a General Election was

1. Ibid.
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necessary, however, to discredit the organization and purge the party

of those elements most hostile to himself, he was not above working to

bring it about - the earlier the better.

On 2 October, Lloyd George wrote to his daughter Megan: "It looks

now as if we were in for another General Election. I have done my best

to precipitate it."3" To this end he worked closely with the Conserva¬

tives, or at least with Churchill who was now back in their ranks, and

there was renewed talk of coalition. How seriously Lloyd George took

thi3, it is hard to say. The idea always attracted him, and Churchill

was able to write optimistically to Balfour in April, after seeing

Lloyd George
"He has greatly altered his point of view, and seems inclined
to lean again towards those National Liberal elements which
he dispersed somewhat precipitately after the last General
Election. I think that if things were stirred and driven in
the right direction, he might well be a buttress of a future
'Conservative and Liberal Union' Administration in which the
colleagues who stood by him in 1922 were influential? 2

But Churchill was always optimistic; Lloyd George gave him little

encouragement. In June he replaced the arch-coalitionist Guest as

Trustee of his Fund;"* in July he balanced his attacks on Labour wiih

a major speech exclusively attacking the Tories;*1" and if his Goal

plan might have been acceptable to some Conservatives, his Land policy

certainly was not. He continued to talk, not of a Liberal-Conservative

coaUMon, but of a Labour-Conservative one: his idea that MacDonald was

about to embrace Protection in exchange for a profit-sharing wages scheme
5

may have been far-fetched, but his sense of the real alliance in politics

was acute. Once he decided, however, that he wanted the Government out,

but failed to persuado the Liberals to defeat it, he naturally sought

an arrangement with the Conservatives.

1* Llcyd George to Megan Lloyd George, 2 October 1924, in Morgan (ed.)
op. cit.. p. 204.

2. Churchill to Balfour, 3 April 1924. (Churchill papers, C2/132.)
3. Hudson to Gladstone, 1 July 1924. (Gladstone papers 46475/110-24.)
4* Speech at Kings Langley, 12 July 1924. (Margot Asquith was also

on the platform.)
5« Fisher diary, 20 August 1924.
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His opportunity came in August with the conclusion by the

Government of two treaties with the Soviet Union. His own record in

Anglo-Soviet relations should have inclined Lloyd George to welcome

this transaction. A3 Prime Minister he had tried, contrary to Soviet

mythology, to withdraw British troops from Russia a3 soon as possible

after the end of the German war; in 1921 he had personally received

Frassin and Kamenev in London, and negotiated a Trade Agreement between

the two countries; he had wanted to extend to the Soviet Union official

recognition at Genoa in 1922, and had warmly applauded when MacDonald

did so almost immediately upon talcing office in 192A. Nevertheless he

strongly opposed MacDonald's treaties.

The purpose of the treaties was to clear up the outstanding

problems of Anglo-Russian relations bequeathed by the Revolution - in

particular the question of compensation for the nationalization by the

Bolsheviks of British-owned property in Russia, and the question of

repayment by the new regime of war-debts contracted by the old. In

1924 the Soviets made a limited admission of liability for these debts,

in return for which the British Government undertook to guarantee a loan

to Russia when half the bond-holders were satisfied. The promise of* a

loan to a Communist regime that continually advertised its intention of

destroying the British Empire created a storm, particularly since

MacDonald himself had declared only two months earlier that such a loan

was inconceivable. The Socialist Government, hitherto tamely liberal,

appeared to be showing its true colours at last, as the ally and harbinger

of Communism; moderate ministers were merely pawns in the hands of their

extremists - an allegation lent some substance by the circumstances of

the treaties' signing: the failure of the negotiations had actually

been announoed when four left-wing backbenchers intervened to secure

agreement. Without descending to such smears, however, there were good
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arguments against the promised loan: if it was not mischievous it was

meaningless, so vague was the undertaking - merely an agreement to make

an agreement. Attacking the commercial treaty in the House of Commons

the moment it was announced Lloyd George dubbed it "a fake ..... a

contract in which the space for every essential figure is left blank".^
And in September he catalogued his objections in full:-

"The security is inadequate ..... there is no control
established over the expenditure of the money inside
Russia ..... the terms are undefined ..... Russian counter¬
claims are not to be settled before the loan is raised .....

we cannot afford to part with our limited surplus of capital
when it is so urgently needed for development at home and
within the Empire, I have also pointed out the difference
between financing British trade with Russia under the
provisions of the Trade Facilities Act, and a direct cash
loan to the Bolshevist Government." 2

Despite all these valid arguments, however, Lloyd George's opposition

was based as much on tactics as on principle. He not only wanted to

carry the Liberal Party with him against the treaties; he wanted to

bring it to the point where it would join with the Tories to defeat

the Government. It was presumably with the purpose of alarming the

Liberals into line that he launched, in the Daily Chronicle on 16 August

a violent attack on Labour, headlined "Lulling the Middle Classes to

Sleep". Over the past seven months of office, he claimed, Labour had

deliberately shown only its moderate face to the public; but it was

only waiting for the moment when it oould dissolve Parliament and win

a snap majority for socialism. "IShen the mask of sweet reason and

moderation will be torn off, and there will appear the stern face of

the relentless enemy which ha3 pursued private enterprise and individual

property for fully a generation and at last tracked it down. Sooialism

is approaching skilfully under cover to the grand attack on the existing

1. Speech in the House of Commons, 6 August 1924, (H.C. Debs..
Vol. 176, cols. 3031-6.)

2. Press Statement, 18 September 1924. This was a recapitulation
of his views expressed earlier, for the benefit of Clynes, who
"does not happen to belong to that effete class of Leaders of
the House who deemed it necessary, in order to understand the
House they led, to listen to its debates on important subjects".
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order of society."^ He cannot himself have believed this blood¬

curdling nonsense, but it helped him to make a common front with

Churchill. Two days after this article was published Churchill wrote

to his wife: "I had a long and very satisfactory talk with L.G. , and

we were closer together politically than we have been since he took

part in putting in the Socialists". They met again a few days later;

Churchill this time reported to Carson that Lloyd George "spoke to me

about the Russian Treaty, hoping that any move from the Unionist

benches will be couched in terms and entrusted to someone not

3
obnoxious to the Liberal view".

If Lloyd George had agreed with Churchill to deliver the Liberal

vote against the Government, he did not have an entirely easy job.

Many Liberals, knowing the state of the party's finances, were afraid

to face the country. Sinclair wrote to Churchill on 23 September:-

"Of course I am delighted that Asquith and Grey have come up
to his support, but a good many of the rank and file seem to
think he has been trying to snatch the lead, and would be
inclined to resort to any expedient to avoid a General ,

Election with which they think that L.G. is threatening them."

Lloyd George nevertheless sucoeeded. At a party meeting on 1 October

Asquith, who had earlier hinted, while condemning the Russian loan,

that a compromise might be possible, rejected the treaties out of hand.

"The determined tone of Mr. Asquith", the Annual Register recorded,

"silenced all opposition", and the party put down a resolution refusing
5

to approve the treaties. The fate of the Government was sealed.

1. Daily Chronicle. 16 August 1924.
2. Churchill to Clementine Churchill, 19 August 1924. (Churchill papers.)
3. Churchill to Carson, 30 August 1924. (Ibid.. C2/134.)
4. Sinclair to Churchill, 23 September 1924. (ibid.)
5. Annual Register. 1924, p. 103. K.A.L. Fisher was at this time,

unfortunately, in America; his usual account of parly meetings
is on this occasion therefore lacking.
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Events which had up to this point been proceeding smoothly

according to Lloyd George's intentions were now, however, thrown out

of his control by the appearance of a red herring - the Campbell case.

J.R. Campbell was the editor of a Communist newspaper against whom the

Government had initiated, and then dropped, a prosecution for inciting

sedition. Once again it looked as if the Government had yielded to

pressure from its left wing, this time in the sensitive area of law

and order. The Conservatives immediately tabled a censure motion.

The Liberals held their hand, and moved an amendment calling merely for

a committee of enquiry. Lloyd George's Conservative friends knew why.

Horne wrote to Churchill: "Lloyd George - whom I have not seen again,

but with whom Austen and others had a talk yesterday - was very amphatio

in his view that it would be a mistake to get to the country before the

discussion of the Russian Treaty had taken place in the House of Commons".*''
MacDonald, however, seeing his Government already certain to be defeated,

chose to bring forward the day; he made the Liberal amendment a

question of confidence on which the Government would stand or fall.

The Tories promptly voted against their own motion and for the amendment,

thus bringing down the Government and catching the Liberals on the hop.

MaoDon&ld pretended to blame Chamberlain and Lloyd George for his
2

defeat; in fact it was he himself and Baldwin who between them

defeated Lloyd George, Lloyd George got his General Election, but not

at the time or on the issue that he wanted. He had hoped to fight on

the Russian Treaties as an example of Labour's crude incompetence in an

area where he could claim a constructive Liberal alternative, (The

Liberals were all for normal relations with Russia, but would put them

on a sound actuarial footing.) There would also be room for other

domestic issues. Once the Russian bogey had been further dramatised

1. Horne to Churchill, 3 October 192A. (Churchill papers C2/l35»)

2. Scott diary, A Karoh 1925» (Scott papers 50907/145-158;
Wilson ed, p. 477*)
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by the Campbell ca3e and the sinister introduction of the forged

Zinoviev Letter, he wa3 forced to fight in a hysterical atmosphere of

anti-Communism, in which the case of radical Liberalism went unheard.

He had intended to emphasize Churchill's liberalism;^" instead

Churchill's anti-socialism swamped him, and he had himself to fight

such a conservative campaign that the Tory candidate in Caernarvon
2

Boroughs actually stood down. Whereas earlier in the year he had

stressed the identity of interest between Liberals and Labour, now he

piotured Liberals and Tories standing together against the foe. "If

Toryism stands alone, fighting the extremists of the Socialist Party,
„ 3

it will not be long before the existing order is overthrown.

It was not the election he had meant to fight, and he tried to

keep up his independent, progressive stance. He mocked at Labour's

failure in the veiy areas in which it had claimed it would succeed -

employment, trade, house-building, disarmament - ("If this is what

Mr. Ramsay MacDonald means by a Labour success, Heaven save this

country from any more Socialist triumphs!") - and contrasted it with

the Liberal's rec rd and plans. "The time has come for Liberalism to

resume the leadership of progress - to lead away the masses from the

chimera of Karl Marx and the nightmares of Lenin, and to carry on the
„L

great task to which Gladstone and Bright dedicated their noble lives."

He spoke of extending insurance, of road-building, of slum-clearance,

of coal, and of the land. But above all, in that eleotion, he had to

speak of Russia; and, once started, he could not resist exaggeration.

Labour, he said at Pembroke Pock, had "flung away a Heaven-given

opening. What for? Not in order to emancipate the land, not in

order to find work for the unemployed, not in order to build houses for

1. Churchill papers, C2/134.
2. For Lloyd George's contacts with Conservative Central Office, see

Churchill to F.S, Jaokson, 12 Ootober 1924. (ibid.. C2/135.)
3. Speech at the Queen's Hall, London, (following Asquith,)

14 October 1924.

4. Ibid.
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the homeless, but in order to commit the taxation of this country to a

gigantic loan to a number of fanatical visionaries who are ruining the

great land of Russia,"Moscow first", he said in Camber-well, "and
2

Camberwell afterwards". This was a grave mistake. The Russian

Treaties alone might have made a good platfora for the Liberals, but

once the wider issue of Communism was raised, the electorate was

polarized. Anti-Sooialists voted Tory to be safe. If Lloyd George

wanted the Liberals to do well - as well as they could with a limited

number of candidates - he would have been better employed quieting down

the hysteria than helping to stir it up. But he did not see what was

happening until afterwards. He 'went into the election, it seems,

reasonably confident - too confident for Frances Stevenson, who wrote

to him on 21 October: "I can't help hoping that they [the Tories] will

not get a clear majority, as I am not so sanguine as you are as to the

position of the Liberal Party if they do, especially if we are only the

third biggest party." His expectation was presumably that the Tories

would win, that Labour would do badly, and that the Liberals would lose

some seats but remain a substantial party. With Labour discredited by

failure in office, the Liberals would then be poised, during five years

of Tory Government, to prove themselves under his leadership the more

effective and imaginative opposition party. In the event the

Conservatives won 415 seats, Labour 152, and the Liberals only 42.

That number still represented three million electors - nearly 20)5 of

the poll. Nevertheless it was going to be a long way baok for a

divided and disillusioned party.

1, Speech in Pembroke Dock, 23 October 1924, (for his son Gwilym).
2, Speech in Canberwell, 27 October 1924, (for T.J. I/Iacnamara).
3, Prances Stevenson to Lloyd George, 21 October 1924. (L.G.-F.L.S.

correspondence.)
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The result of the 1524 Election was a surprise to most observers.

The Tories had expected a majority, but not a massive one; their

independence of the Liberals had seemed far from certain, "The over¬

whelming Liberal disaster1*, wrote Lloyd George, "ought to have

been foreseen";^ but he confessed that he himself had failed to do so.

Liberals tended to feel that they had been unfairly punished, "The

blow intended for Labour", claimed the Nation, "laid the Liberals flat".

But this had only happened because the party had fielded too few

candidates. "The public will not rally to a banner on which the signal
2

of 'Defeat* is inscribed", Blame, therefore, attached to Lloyd George

He, however, resolutely refused to accept it.

Privately he blamed the organization. "It was indeed a smash",

he wrote to Lord Inohcape, "but it was quite inevitable under the

circumstances. Amongst other things we were hopelessly unprepared,

and went into action a disorganized rabble. Unless something is done

the party is doomed to extinction."^ To Maurice Levy in Leicestershire

he wrote that "pigheadedness" on the part of a few influential people

caused the deb&cle there; "different methods" must be applied in future

Publicly, in the Daily Chronicle, he blamed "the present anomalous,

unjust and undemocratic" electoral system, and the triangular situation

in the last Parliament. The Liberals' balancing role had been

impossible. "There was an impression left on the public mind of

vacillation, feebleness and craven fear ..... Liberals in the House of

Commons were unhappy, distracted and distressed by their undignified

role. Liberals in the country were frankly in despair. They had no

idea where they stood ..... It is a wonder that even forty members

1. Daily Chroniole. 1 November 1924.

Nation. 8 November 1924.

3. Lloyd George to Lord Inchcape, 5 November 1924. (Lloyd George
papers G/30/3/34.)

4. Lloyd George to Maurice Levy, 5 November 1924. (Ibid. G/30/3/33.)
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survived such an experience." If this implied a criticism of Asquith

he denied it: the decision to support Labour "was endorsed by four-

fifths of the party at the time. And I certainly fully approved of

it" - on the assumption that Labour would co-operate. "Mr. Asquith

was entitled to assume that would have happened. How could he have

conjectured that the leader of a great party would have behaved like a

jealous, vain, suspicious, ill-tempered actress of the 3econd rank?"

He went on, ho?<ever, to issue a battle cry to the defeated troops,

seeing the hope of revival in the gloom. "What about the future? It

may seem banal now, in the hour of deep disaster, to say so, but,

looking the future straight in the face, I am convinced that it is full

of hope for Liberalism ..... Let Liberalism clarify its message and

renovate its broadcasting machinery, and the future is with it •••••

If Liberalism droops into despair and leaves the inevitable reaction

against Toryism to be reclaimed by the Socialists, then, with the

present electoral system the next Parliament may well see a real

Socialist majority with a destructive intent ruling the land for the

next five years ..... A revived, reorganized, and regenerated Liberalism

alone can save the State. Let us take it in hand ••••• It is a matter

of deep satisfaction no doubt to the individual Liberal to feel that

he belongs to a party which possesses noble principles and a glorious

record, but much work and sacrifice will be required before the party

can hope to apply those principles to the need of the day, and thus

make that record even more glorious."^
Work and sacrifice to revive and regenerate the party: this was

Lloyd George's theme in a string of speeches to Liberals all over the

country in the three months after the election. He spoke to the

Caernarvon Young Liberals in his own constituency at Christmas, and to

London Young Liberals on January 5; to the National Liberal Club on

January 21, to a Party Conference in London on the 29th, and to a Liberal

1. Daily Chronicle. 1 November 1924.
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rally in the Albert Hall next day; also to the Welsh Party Conference

at Newport on February 15. On all these occasions he blithely ignored

recriminations over the eleotion, appealing innocently for unity in the

task whioh lay ahead. At Edinburgh on December 21, he defined the

distinctive quality of Liberalism

"Toryism would confiscate, in the interests of a private
monopoly, the produce of the industry, the toil, the
capital, the risk and the effort of others. Socialism
would also confiscate, in the interests of a State monopoly,
the efforts of the individual. Liberalism stands between
two confiscatory systems for a free opportunity for the
individual to do the best for himself and the nation." 1

The country only tolerated the other parties, he claimed at the Albert

Hall, so long as they denied their own philosophies. "The one thing
2

this country will not stand for from a Tory Government is Toryism."

("If you scratch a Conservative, you find a Fascist.")^ Socialism too

was tyranny. ("It is like the sand of the desert. It gets into your

food, your clothes, your machinery, the very air you breathe. They

are all gritty with regulations, orders, decrees, rules."The country,

essentially, was Liberal, ("Britain is not Tory; Britain is not

Socialist; Britain is not standstill; Britain is not revolutionary;

Britain is sanely progressive.")'' Its Liberalism would return as the

hysteria of the war receded:

"The world year by year is spinning away from that evil
environment and the frensy, carnage, and savagery. The
fimaaient is clearing. The springtime of Liberalism is
at hand, and with due labour we shall reap the harvest
in season." 6

Forgetting, perhaps, that he himself had thrived in time of war,

Lloyd George clearly intended by this flood of oratory to grasp the

effective lead in gathering the Liberal harvest. nevertheless he

stressed his loyalty to Asquith's leadership, and the paramount importance

1. Speech at the Usher Hall, Edinburgh, 21 December 1924.
2. Speech at the Albert Hall, London, 30 January 1925.
3. Speech to London Young Liberals at the National Liberal Club,

5 January 1925.
4. Speech at the Albert Hall, London, 30 January 1925*
5. Speech at the Usher Hall, Edinbury, 21 December 1924.
6. Speech at the Albert Hall, London, 30 January 1925.
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of unity. "I want to do what is in my power to cleanse the atmosphere

of the poisonous fumes of personal rivalry1, he declared, rebuking the

Sunday Express for mischievously "championing ny interests against

certain imaginary grievances"."'' Asquith thanked him for his "manly

and moving declaration", and continued: "Since the happy reunion of

our party more than a year ago, I have never had occasion to doubt the
2

absolute and unqualified loyalty of his invaluable oo-operation".

Realising that, with Asquith's defeat and subsequent acceptance of a

peerage, he was in some practical sense now leader, Lloyd George mad®

unity his watchword and took it upon himself to preach it to the party.

"I spoke plainly to them on factionalism", he wrote to his wife on

January 2;^ he did so frequently. On November 15, in the Chronicle.

he delivered a stern lecture

"No man whose judgement is not olouded by the fumes of personal
rancours can believe it possible to preserve unity on the basis
of the proscription of any section of the party or of any
individual in the party. Unity can only be secured on a
basis of complete equality. It is thoroughly dishonest and
dishonourable to pretend that you accept unity in order to
enjoy its benefits, and then repudiate it the moment it
ceases to suit you. A straightforward man who objeoted to
unity with all that it implied would have protested in
November 1923, and not delayed his protest until sifter two ,

General Elections had been fought with the help of both sections."

This, in the ears of Gladstone and Maclean, was Satan brazenly

rebuking sin. The more Lloyd George managed to beguile Asquith - and
5

he was even having some temporary success with Margot - the more

outraged they were, the more determined themselves to resist him. To

them, recovery must come despite Lloyd George, not through him. "We

have a lot of trouble to get through yet", wrote Maclean, "but he is

1. Speech to the Liberal National Convention at the Kingsway Hall,
London, 29 January 1925*

2. Speech at the Albert Hall, London, 30 January 1925*
3. Lloyd George to Lame Margaret Lloyd George, 2 January 1925, in

Morgan (ed.) op. oit.. p. 205.
4. Daily Chroniole. 15 November 1924.

5. See a flurry of letters from Margot Asquith to Lloyd George between
31 October 1924 and 6 January 1925, (Lloyd George papers,
G/l6/2/3-10); also Lloyd George to Dame Margaret Lloyd George,
19 December 1924, in Morgan (ed.) op, oit.. p. 204.
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immeasurably the greatest obstacle to Liberal progress".^" Somehow,

the Asquithians were clear, they had to bar him from the succession.

Runciman, writing to Gladstone, set out their view:-

nThe personal difficulties are acuter than ever, and can never
be solved so long as L.G. insists on pushing himself as
leader or deputy-leader. In the country we are not strong
enough to float him and he does not seem to know that yet.
Nor will he ever understand how deep and widespread is the
distrust in him, and - if he remains deputy-leader (a new
and anomalous office) - distrust in the Liberal Party. Yet
he has no rival. The Party does not seem to be ready to
contemplate the passing of Mr, Asquith, and when that comes
we are face to face with the crisis - which had far better
be met firmly now. With that crisis over the Party can take g
care of itself and leave its throne in the keeping of the Gods."

Gladstone agreed, showing his desperation for the money he had once

disdained:-

"So long as he pretends to act squarely with the party, but
concurrently operates his Fund and uses hi3 newspapers for
his own stunts - the whole thing utterly alien and repulsive
to Liberal practices - he cannot be accepted. His money was
got in unholy ways, but what earthly right has he got to the
exclusive use of it?" 3

The first battleground for opposing Lloyd George after the election

came over the question of the chairmanship of the Parliamentary Party in

the absence of Asquith. Although until January it was still expected

that Asquith would make yet another oomebaokto the House of Commons, the

position was still of vital importance for the future.^ Lloyd George

was as determined to seoure it as the Asquithians were to prevent him

having it. Their trouble was that, as Runciman admitted, Lloyd George

had no rival. Wedgwood Benn might publicly announce that he oould not
5

accept Lloyd George's leadership; but parties, and even parliamentary

1. Maclean to Cladstone, 30 December 1924. (Gladstone papers 46474^152.)
2. Runciman to Gladstone, 21 November 1924. (ibid. 46477/173-4.)
3. Gladstone to Runciman, 24 November 1924. (Runoiman papers 197.)
4. In January 1925 Asquith accepted a peerage and became the

Earl of Oxford and Asquith. It will he simpler, however, to
continue to refer to him as Asquith.

5. Wedgwood Benn, Letter to the press, 15 November 1924.
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groups, do need a leader. Even Simon was not a credible alternative.

The Asquithian group fell back on the stratagem of proposing that the

Chief V/hip, Godfrey Collins, should act as chairman. But when

Parliament reassembled, and the Liberal members met, on December 2 -

1"a prickly little party meeting", according to fisher - thia was

defeated by 26 votes to 9> Lloyd George was elected chairman by 26 to 7»

The size of the majority reflected the character of the Liberal

members who had survived the election. Post of them had come throu^i

only by arrangement with the Tories - some in the guise of

"Constitutionalists": no more than a handful had won three-cornered

fights. There was no pattern in these pacts. The Conservatives, for

example, left Asquith, Benn and Simon unopposed, while opposing and

beating Sutherland and Macnamara. But those whose anti-sociali3m was

in least doubt fared best, and these inevitably were mainly ex-Coalition

Liberals still loyal to Lloyd George. Where the Asquithians had been

in 1923 the majority of a fairly large party, in 1924 they were the

minority of a small one. Lloyd George was thus left at the head of a

rump of rather dull middle-of-the-road K.P.*3 who still looked up to

him as a national leader, but abominated socialism and wanted nothing

from politics so much as stable government. (Guest and Hilton Young,

for instance, both former Coalition Liberal Chief ¥ihips, announced their

intention of giving general support to Baldwin.) The paradox of the

original split still mocked Lloyd George. "He is nothing if not a

radical", wrote C.P. Scott, "yet circumstances have made him appear as

the leader of the right wing of the party - of the 'bad liberals'. I

put it to him that he had really nothing in common with these people and

that the only course open to him was to lead the Radicals. That i3 what

he want3 to do, but meanwhile his supporters in the party are on the

1. Pi3her diary, 2 December 1524.
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Right and his opponents on the Left. Asquith who is really a Whig

is accepted as a better Liberal than he
£

Lloyd George might write to Scott, "What is wanted is a fusion

of Limehouse into the Liberal Party ..... Manchester Liberalism has
2

•faded away from too much respectability", but he still felt somo

obligation to hi3 least radical supporters. Fisher describes two

meetings, at the house of Edward Grigg, of "Conservative-minded Liberals"

"the right wing of the party",which Lloyd George attendedj and

Hudson wrote to Gladstone in exasperation of a party leaders* meeting

on November 5 s-

"The whole effort, (and, I should 3ay, a pre-arranged effort),
on the part of L.G. and co. was to impress us with the vital
importance of not allowing any of our 41 Lib. M.P.s to drift
away (via W. Churchill) to Toryism. Their susceptibilities
alone were emphasized. They must be kept sweet. In short (-

they were to be allowed to set the pace which we must adopt."

Grigg and his friends, however, (who called themselves "Liberal

Imperialists" - an odd revival of a label associated before 1914- with

Grey and Asquith,) did not 3hare Hudson's impression of their influence.

Grigg wrote in May 1924- of Lloyd George's "very unhappy trend to the
g

Left", and in May 1925 of "the tendency of the Liberal Party in the
-j

House to conform to the need" of the Asquithians. Later the same

month, despairing of his efforts to turn Lloyd George back to

Coalitionism, he accepted the Governorship of Kenya, writing bitterly

to Lloyd George that his new post would be preferable "to sitting beside

Runciman in the House and feeling tied up with horrible blighters like

him who loathe the Empire. Liberal Imperialism is the creed of the

1. Scott diazy, 29 November 1924. (Scott papers, 50907/126-132,
Wilson ed. p. 472.)

2. Lloyd George to Scott, 10 November 1924. (Lloyd George papers,
G/17/n/ll.)

3. Fisher diary, 3 December 1924.
4. Ibid.. 8 December 1924.

5. Hudson to Gladstone, 5 November 1924. (Gladstone papers 46475/145*
6. Grigg to Sir Abe Bailey, 22 May 1924. (Grigg papers.)
7. Grigg to F.E. Guest, 1 May 1925. (ibid.)
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future, but we shall get no further with it till our sour little

colleagues, the fee Frees, have gone the way of all Wee Frees

throughout Europe and been swallowed by the Socialists. Their one

idea at present is to stiletto you.""*" Lloyd George cannot greatly

have regretted Grigg' s departure, since he was certainly trying to free

himself, as tactfully as possible, from dependence upon his more

embarrassingly right-wing supporters. He knew that to defeat his

enemies and appeal to the neutral bulk of the Liberal Party, he had to

shake off some of his old friends, and he was endeavouring to do 30.

Nevertheless, the Asquithians remained convinced of his commitment to

Coalitionism.

Their response to this situation was to set up, within the

Parliamentary Party, an anti-Lloyd George "cave'* of nine M.P.'s , calling

themselves the "Radical Group", under the chairmanship of Runciman.

That a thorough-going Gladstonian businessman like Runciman could style

himself, in opposition to Lloyd George, a radical, illustrates the

confusion into which the Liberal Party had fallen. Runoiman used the

word "radical" to mean, not a proponent of advanced social policies, but

simply a Liberal who was "not embarrassed by compromise in any direction,
2

right or left" - in other words one who had been elected without

Conservative support and was ready to oppose the Government, Only

Runciman himself, Frank Briant and Percy Harris, however, passed the

first teat; the other members of the "Radical Group", for one local

reason or another, had not had Tory opponents. Nor, though it was true

that several of Lloyd George's supporters in the House tended to vote

regularly with the Government, was this the test by which the "radicals"

were distinguished from the others. The "Radical Group" comprised,

quite simply, those who had opposed Lloyd George's chairmanship.

1. Grigg to Lloyd George, 27 May 1925# (Lloyd George papers G/8/ll/6).
(it is perhaps worth noting that the leading "Wee Frees" ended up
not in the Socialist but in the Conservative Party, along with
Grigg himself.)

2. Sir Charles Mallet, Mr. Lloyd George: A Study. (London 1930), p. 26?.
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Runciman and Wedgwood Benn had nothing else in common. The division

Yfas entirely personal. Maclean admitted to C.P. Scott that Lloyd

George "had done very good work in the House during the short autumn

session", but he still held that "as a leader of the parly he was

hopeless ..... His followers in the House were the worst kind of

Liberals, and the formation of the Radical Group to keep them up to

the mark was essential". Lloyd George, thought Maclean, "was a dead

weight which the parly had got to carry ..... there he was and he could

not be got rid of". To Scott's suggestion that the party might one day

have to accept him a3 it3 leader, and that "a Lloyd George in admitted

command might be a somewhat different Lloyd George to the scheming

politician we have now to do with", Maclean "would not even listen".

He still fondly hoped that Asquith would assert himself: "There was a

splendid opportunity now for Asquith if only he would grasp it and

throw himself with fervour into the conflict a3 Gladstone did when he

was ten years older".1 How little his disciples kneYY their Asqpiith:

fervour was Lloyd George's style, never his.

Even Lloyd George's fervour, however, was a little dampened in the

sprung of 1925» On February 21, speaking at Walsall, he was taken ill;

it was some days before he could be moved from Birmingham to Churt. He

returned to London only on 17 March for a meeting of the Liberal Land

Committee. The following week he made two important speeches in the

House of Commons. In the first, on March 24, he attacked the Geneva

Protocol in terms - "a military convention to sustain the status quo ....

2
a booby trap for Britain baited with arbitration" - which outraged

the Morning Post, but earned the back-handed commendation of The Times

"Seeing that Mr. Lloyd George no longer holds a position
of any particular responsibility, it may have been not
altogether a disadvantage that he should have brought

1. Scott diary, 13 January 1925. (Scott papers, 50907/135-140;
Wilson ed., p. 473.)

2. Speech in the House of Commons, 24 March 1924. (H.G, Debs.,
Vol. 182, cols. 328-338.)



167

into the open 3ome of the views which a good many people
are expressing in private. His remark that the Protocol
was a 'booby-trap' for Great Britain was by no means an
inaccurate version of public opinion," 1

Two days later, on March 26, Lloyd George returned to domestic

problems and gave another warning that unemployment must be taken

seriously; it indicated a fault in the very struoture of British

industry which would not be cured by a simple up-turn of trade, as

official optimism hoped. He felt very flattered that subsequent

Governments had merely repeated the Coalition's palliatives, but the

situation now called for something more: the oountry must cease to rely

so heavily on manufacturing and exports - it must develop its own

resources, beoome more self-sufficient. The answerlay in the land.

This solution may appear anachronistic; but his diagnosis was correct.

He derided equally the failure in practice of the theorist Sidney Webb

to tackle the problem in the last administration, and the sentimental
2

pieties - "Give peace in our time, 0 Lord" - of Baldwin in the present

one, "It is no use simply saying 'Little children, love one another',

if one set of children can get nearly all the toffee and the others
3

have very little. If Baldwin wanted peace he mu3t work for it. This

speech, too, won the surprising commendation of The Timea:-

"Then rose Mr. Lloyd George and made the wilderness of
platitudes blossom like the rose in a speech whole-heartedly
applauded in all quarters of the House, He was witty ,

without being irrelevant, and sensible without being dull."

He made two more speeohes in the House, on Reparations and on

Agriculture, at the beginning of April; but on April 9 he left with

1. The Times. 25 March 1925.

2. Baldwin in the House of Commons, 6 March 1925* (il.C. Debs..
Vol. 181, col. 8LI.)

3. Speech in the House of Commons, 26 March 1925* (Ibid..
Vol. 182, cols. 716-26.)

4. The Times. 27 March 1925.
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his wife and son Gwilym on a convalescent cruise to Madiera, He

usually hated such cruises, but wrote to Frances Stevenson on this

occasion that he still felt very +ired: "This voyage was a necessity","''
He was away for eighteen days, returning just in time for Churchill*s

first Budget,

* $ * * *

Churchill* s appointment as Chancellor of the Exchequer was the

mo3t astonishing feature of Baldwin's second Cabinet, Churchill had

been moving back towards the Tory Party ever since the end of the war,

driven by the threat of Socialism, Many Tories, however, were unwilling

to receive the turncoat back; he was still the same old Winston, a

rash irresponsible adventurer, brilliant perhaps but unreliable, blamed

for the wartime failures of Antwerp and the Dardanelles, tarred by

association with Lloyd George; furthermore a passionate Free Trader,

Baldwin had no reason to admire him - an orator, a Coalitionist, a

"dynamic force". Yet Baldwin quickly recognized "the advantage of
2

getting Winston over"• He looked benevolently on the Westminster Abbey

by-election in the spring of 1924, but probably less so on Churchill's

contacts with Lloyd George before the General Election, The old

Coalition might be dead, but its spectre lingered on, Baldwin already-

had Austen Chamberlain and Birkenhead reconciled to hi3 leadership, as

Foreign Secretary and Secretary of State for India respectively; but

Lloyd George and Churchill together were 3tili a formidable pair.

Baldwin must have felt that he needed to give Churchill not just a job

but an important job, to counteract Lloyd George and bind him to himself.

He thought of offering him the India Office or the Admiralty; but when

Neville Chamberlain surprisingly declined the Treasury, preferring to

1, Lloyd George to Frances Stevenson, from Madeira, (undated),
(L.G.-F.L.S. correspondence.)

2, Austen Chamberlain to Birkenhead, 26 February 1924,
(Austen Chamberlain papers, 35/110.)
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return to Health, and suggested Churchill for that post instead,

Baldwin jumped at the idea. "Having decided to bring him into the

Cabinet", he told Ton Jones, Mto give him the Chancellorship would be

bound to remove any possible personal grievance. It would be up to
1

him to be loyal, if he is capable of loyalty." Davidson thought the

appointment was "genius". "You have hamstrung him", he wrote to
2

Baldwin, "so that his hairy heels are paralysed".

The appointment of a distrusted new recruit to the second job in

the Government - and of a Free Trader to the Treasury in a Cabinet

supposedly protectionist - was an extraordinary one by any normal

standard. Kuch of the Tory Party was appalled. Austen Chamberlain

was annoyed that Home had been passed over. Like his plunge into

protection the previous year, thi3 move of Baldwin's makes sense only

as a calculated blow against Lloyd George. Whother in fact Lloyd

George had any hope of working with Churokill in 1925 does not matter;

Baldwin acted to thwart the possibility. As one of hi3 former

aoilsagues wrote in 1951:-

"Ahe one dominant motive all through with him was fear of
Lloyd George and his influence. It was fear of L.G. fs
influence, combined with Winston's, over Austen and F.B.
that led him to the amazing offer of the Exchequer to
Winston. Later cm it was largely to keep out Winston
and L.G. that he consented to the no leas disastrous
coalition with Ramsay HaoDonald." 5

Baldwin, in fact, succeeded in buying Churchill'a loyalty for only

about four years. For the present Churchill pledged it gratefully,

telling Baldwin, "You have done more for ae than Lloyd George ever did".^
But he did not omit, in the hour of his triumph, to write - perhaps a

little apologetically - to his old chief, thanking him for his

congratulations:-

1. Jone3, op. clt.. I, p. 305.
2. Davidson to Baldwin, 6 November 1924. (Baldwin papers D.A./42/252.)
3. "A Conservative ox-Cabinet Minister" to Tom Jones, 12 November 1951#

in Jones, A Diary with Letters. 1931-1950. (Oxford 1954), p. xxxii.
4. Jones, Whitehall Diary. I, p. 303.
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"What an extraordinary thing Life is! I had not the
slightest expectation, and fully prepared myself to
return here having refused someunattractive post.
We must meet soon. I shall claim your advice - I am
sure you will give it me - on lota of things. We
have a great opportunity, if we know how to use it.
Your many friends in this Cabinet will never forget the
fearful days through which you led us to 3afety, and I
shall never forget our many years of oomradeship." 1

Lloyd George*8 initial reaction to Churchill's 1925 Budget was the

customer" congratulation, couched in perhaps unusually personal terms -

it was the product of "an ingenious, resourceful, and exceedingly
2

audacious mind". As to its content, however, he became increasingly

oritical as the Finance Bill went through. He welcomed the extension

of the 1911 Insurance Act, but regretted the extra burden it imposed on

industry, whioh in present conditions needed help from the Government,

not further burdens. He opposed as typioal Tory measures the reduction

of Super-Tax and the imposition of duties on imported silk - the first

displayed "peculiar tenderness for huge wealth",^ the second the thin

end of a wedge of tariffs; both demonstrated Churchill's defection from

his former faith. On the major issue of the Budget, however, the return

of Britain to the international Gold Standard at the pre-war rate, Lloyd

George hesitated. On 8 May he thought it was a gamble,^" but not till

10 July, following Mond and Keynes, did he come out in open critioism of

what he now called "this deed of egregrious recklessness by the Chancellor
5

of the Exchequer". By this time he was developing a full-soale attack

on the Government's mishandling of the economy on every front, and the

return to gold figured henceforward prominently among its crimes.

1. Churchill to Lloyd George, 8 November 1924. (Lloyd George papers
G/vVlO.)

2. Speech in the House of Commons, 28 April 1925* (H.ff. Debs..
Vol. 183, cols. 93-5«)

3. Speech in the House of Commons, 25 May 1925, (ibid..
Vol. 184, cols. 1023-36.)

4. Speech at a National Liberal Club lunch, 8 May 1925.
5. Speech to the Eastern Counties liberal Federation, Wisbech,

10 July 1925.
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In Lloyd George's view the country faced a crisis of which high

unemployment was only the clearest indicator. The Government had not

created it - though Baldwin's settlement of the American debt in 1923,

and now Churchill's unrealistic tying of the currency to tire dollar,

had helped to deepen it; the cause lay in the failure of British

exports, which had recovered since the war only three-quarters of their

pre-war level. What he blamed the Government for was its inaction, its

failure to grasp the situation or realize that anything was wrong.

Industry - coal was only the most pressing case - needed to be helped and

encouraged to reorganize itself and modernize its equipment - by rates

relief, by credits, by the building of roads and the spread of

electricity. Roads, electricity, house-building - all could give work

to the unemployed; so could the land. All his pet themes melded in

together, for a revival of the land would not only provide work but

would also reduce the import bill; better housing would reduce the

seriousness of unemployment. Lloyd George had not at thi3 stage got

his idea3 as well worked out as three years later. But he knew that

something must be done. The Government's failure of imagination

shocked him. His exasperation broke out during one unemployment debate

in Kay. "Honestly", he exclaimed, "if I had been there another three

years I should have learnt something new. I am sick of this slavish

adhesion to the Coalition policy.""'"
During the summer he launched a great assault on Baldwin's

2
"Government of slosh" - aimless, complacent, stupid and incompetent.

"The men who ought to be awake", he said, "are slumbering, and in their

dreams they babble incoherencies about goodwill ..... There has never

been a more pitiful exhibition than that made by the Prime Minister in

1. Speech in the House of Commons, 14 May 1925. (H.C, Debs..
Vol. 183, cols. 2102-9.) '

2. Speech at an 80 Clut/l920 Club dinner in his honour, 2 July 1925#
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the debate on unemployment". 'Then the old issue of naval expenditure

recurred, he scorned it as irrelevant; the real threat to Britain was

not military but commercial. "It is no use sweeping the vast expanses

of the Pacific Ocean in order to see whether you can somehow or other

find dangers to guard against. The danger is yawning in front of U3,

and the Government are marching into it, scanning the horizon with
2

telescope glued to one eye, and the other closed." Similarly, Communism

was a bogus enemy, at least from the quarter from which the Government

expected it. He too feared revolution, but not from Moscow. "The

greatest danger from Communism is that we should mismanage our affairs

and that we will end in bankruptcy. I am not afraid of Communist

orators or leaflets; I am not even afraid of the Russian subsidies to

them; but I am afraid of suoh a muddle of our affairs that the working-
3

classes in despair will take anything." The future of democracy, "which

Lloyd George always thought precarious, rested on good government

redressing social evils. "We cannot stop the flood of revolution with

an embankment of half-baked flummery.

One particular event in the summer of 1925 served to concentrate

Lloyd George'3 charge that Government incompetence could lead to

Communism. This was the crisis in the coal mines in July - deadlock

between the owners and the men over wages and hours, the T.U.C.

threatening a General Strike. Baldwin managed to avert a strike by the

well-tried formula of a Royal Commission (to be chaired by Sir Hebert

Samuel), backed by a newer device, a nine-month subsidy to keep the

industry running till Samuel reported. Baldwin's purpose was frankly

to buy time, to postpone the showdown with the T.U.C* until the

1. Speech to the Eastern Counties Liberal Federation, Wisbech,
10 July 1925.

2. Speech in the House of Commons, 2° July 1925. (il.C. Peb3..
Vol. 187, cols. 471-80.)

5. Speech at Nairn, 10 October 1925#
4. Speech at Stockport, 12 September 1925.
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Government's plans to meet a General Strike were ready. Lloyd George

deplored his weakness. In the first place, the Government had

endangered democracy by surrendering to the threat of sectional force;

in the second, it had shirked the real problem of the industry - once

again it had failed to act. The subsidy represented nationalization

of the worst sort - the Government footing the bill while exercising no

control. The Royal Commission, moreover, while expensively wasting

another year, could only repeat the Liberal recommendations of the year

before: nationalization of the royalties, reorganization, amalgamation,

modernization and pit-head baths. "Events will now compel [the Govern¬

ment]", wrote Lloyd George, "to legislate along those lines, and if they
1

have not the courage to do so, Britain may well glide into revolution •

This was moderate and constructive criticism. In the House of

Commons, however, Lloyd George threw moderation to the winds in a savage

denunciation of the Government's surrender. "The Government were afraid

of facing cold 3teel", he declared. "It really is no use [the Home

Secretary] barking at the Red Flag every time it cracks in the wind,

whilst his chief in engaged in humbly gilding the flag staff It is

very sad to see the Chanoellor of the Exchequer assisting in that operation.

He was very eager to fight the Reds on the Volga. I am very sorry to

see him running away from them on the Thames, and leaving his purse

behind." "At the last election", Lloyd George went on derisively,

"Hon. Members opposite were fighting very gallantly against the flaming

apostles of Zinovieff and beating them badly. Tonight they are being

herded into the Red lobby. The hand that directs them will be the hand

of the Patronage Secretary but the voice that compels them is the

voice of Mr. Cook [A.J. Cook, the miners' Communist leader]." Lloyd

George ended by throwing back at Churchill a famous speech of his father's:

1. Sunday Hews. 9 August 1925*
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"You call yourselves a Government. Vfoom do you govern?""'" This was

an outburst which he would regret next year, when Baldwin's appetite

for "cold steel" was greater than his own.

Tom Jones was present for this speech - "all very mischievous I

felt" - and recorded its reception by the House: "The back-benche3 of

the Labour Party did everything possible to rattle L.G. during the

delivery of his speech and it was rather pathetic to witness his

solitariness in the House, for one knew that even the few Liberals who

sat around him would throw him over if they dared." Jones also

recorded Baldwin*3 displeasure: "'L.G.*3 speech was poisonous and Winston

will deal with it. Fortunately no-one listens to him*. I agreed

about the poison but 3aid that there were many in the country who would
2

be influenced by the speech,"

* * * n *

The coal crisis temporarily settled, Parliament went into recess.

Lloyd George went immediately to Pwllheli for the Eisteddfod - an annual

engagement in his calendar. He took a poor view, however, of Baldwin

also going off on holiday without deciding the members of the Royal

Commission. "Other times, other men", he wrote to Frances Stevenson.

"I cannot imagine myself going off to Aix and leaving such a question in
'2

the hand3 of Lane-Fox [Secretary for the Mines]." Staying in Criccieth

with his family, Lloyd George wrote frequently to Frances. In one of

these letters of August 1925 he confronted at greater length the problem

of Mr. Baldwin:-

"Baldwin still baffles me. He must have a good deal of ability,
and a certain recklessness which wears the aspect of courage.
But he certainly lacks judgement, industry, drive, initiative,
resourcefulness and no man can lead the nation out of its great

1. Speech in the House of Commons, 6 August 1925. (H.G, Debs..
Vol. 187, cols. 1604-13.)

2. Jones, op. cit. I, p. 328.
3» Lloyd George to Frances Stevenson, August 1925* (L.G.-F.L.S.

correspondence.)
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trouble who lack3 these qualities. He is either a very
great man with a purpose beyond the plumbing of ordinary
mind3 - or he is a bloody fool. He ha3 some of the
attributes of the imposter - nay many. He has an abnormal
conceit which persuades himself and therefore others that
he is superior in essential to those who surround or preceded
him. If he pulls it off then he will be put on a pedestal
by countless worshippers and it might take long before he is
found out. If the times were ordinary then he might succeed.
But they are not. All depends on events. If trade recovers
and the mines once more pay anu the railways - and unemployment
goes down - then all the Tories and many others will say -
•What a far-seeing man Baldwin was when tided over our temporary
difficulties with a subsidy and avoided a revolution. Now we
are in smooth waters. All hail to the great Captdin and all hell
to those who denounced and mocked at him.*

But if things don't improve and the subsidy continues and it
lands us in trouble with the railwaytaen - then he will be regarded
universally as the most ridiculous FM the country has ever endured
and everybody will wonder why everybody else was taken in by such
a figure of fun. Meanwhile let us 'wait and enjqy ourselves'.*

Lloyd George continued in the same letter to outline his own strategy

and hopes for the immediate future

"I am afraid that in ray case, a part of this enjoyment will take
the form of a strenuous land campaign. 'Whatever happens we
must strengthen our grip on the rural districts and capture a
few of the towns where Liberalism is still a force. My aim
would be a minimum of 100 Liberals in the next Parliament and
if Toryism breaks down then the not altogether remote possibility
of the non-Socialist Elector turning to Liberalism as he did
towards Toryism at the last election. This might include a
group of thoughtful and progressive Tories who will be disgusted
by the way their party has muddled the greatest opportunity
since 1874-." 1

Lloyd George's Committee of Enquiry into the use and ownership of

land had been gathering momentum for two years past. It was, like the

Coal and Power Committee, a atriotly anonymous body: "the advice and

assistance of experts", it was stated, "can only be given to an inquiry
2

by a political party on condition that name3 are not published". Lloyd

George told Scott that it comprised three landlords, three farmers, three

labourers and three academics;^ sociologists, economists, lawyers, and

a banker were al30 said to be included.*1" But judging from a list in the

1. Ibid.

2« The Times. 9 October 1925.

3. Scott diary, 1 July 1925. (Scott papers 50907/159-166;
Wilson ed., p. 481.)

4-. The Times. 9 October 1925.
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papers of W.M. Eagar, the Secretary and real author of the Report, it

also contained a high proportion of past and iiresent Liberal M.P.'s,^
These represented no-one but themselves, but they were drawn from every

section of the party, including the Radical Group; they were very far

from being all Lloyd George's yes-men. By July 1925 the report was

nearing completion. Lloyd George "could talk of nothing but his Land
2

scheme", and rumbles of unrest were already reaching Asquith from some
3

sections of his party in anticipation of its proposals. These -were

eventually published in two volumes, one on rural, one on urban land -

The Land and the Nation (known as the "Green Book") on 9 October,

Towns and the Land (the "Brown Book") on 24 November. Before this,

however, Lloyd George had formally launched the policy at a great rally

at Killerton Park, Devon, on 17 September.

1. Of the eighteen members of the Rural Committee listed by Eagar,
three were M.P.'s in 1925 - Lloyd George himself, Sir Archibald
Sinclair and Ellis Davie3; while five more - Francis Acland,
Ernest Brown, Charles Masterman, Ramsay Kuir and Margaret
Wintringham - had been M.P.' s in 1924. Of these, Sinolair and
Acland (owner of Killerton Park) were landlords; Muir and, at a
pinch, Kasterman were academics; Davies was a lawyer; Lloyd
George himself might be called lawyer, landlord and fanner.
George Nicholls had been an M.P. from 1906 to 1910, was a member
of the Agricultural Wages Board and of the small Commission on
Agriculture set up by Bonar Law in 1923* Of the others, only
A.P. McDougal and Ernest Parke, both farmers, are in Who's Who;
the obscurity of the remainder makes it possible that they were
indeed labourers.

The smaller Urban Committee was similarly composed, with several
of the same politicians, plus E.D. Simon (ex-M.P., ex-Lord Mayor
of Manchester, a noted housing expert), T.J. Kacnamara (Lloyd
George'3 former Minister of Labour), and ,f,revelyan Thomson (a
member of the anti-Lloyd George Radical Group). (Eagar papers.)
Cir William Sutherland is not mentioned by Eagar, but appears to
have served on both Committees. He ahd Ellis Davies had been
involved in Lloyd George's pre-war Land Campaign.

2. Soott diary, 1 July 1925* (Soott papers 50907/159-166;
Wilson ed., p. 481.)

3. Asquith papers, 13V'l99-279.
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It was a remarkable oratorical performance. He spoke for an hour

and a half to a crowd of 25,000 standing in steady rain without, it

was 3aid, losing a single person.'1' He left for the publication of the

report the details of the plan, but gave, without rhetoric, a thorough

presentation of the case for drastic reform. Starting from the premise

(denied next day by The Times but generally admitted) that British

agriculture was lagging, both in the production of food and in the

employment of men, by comparison with that of Holland, Germany and

Denmark, he found the reason in the inability, due to high taxation,

of the private landlord to fulfil his former duties. Gone, for the

most part, was the old Lloyd George of 1912, damning the !andlord as an

evil in himself; now he was merely obsolete and inefficient - "no longer

a real working partner''. Like the coal owners, he did not pull his

weight; agriculture was undercapitalized; only the State could fill the

gap. Since all land, legally, was ultimately vested in the Crown, the

State had only to "resume" possession, as it did for building roads and

cemeteries. "If it is right that the State 3hould resume its authority

over the land for the purpose of burying the dead, it is 3urely also

right that it should exercise its ownership where it is necessary it

should do so to feed the living". He went on; "It i3 proposed that

it should do so not in order to cultivate the land itself - that would be

nationalization - but for the purpose of giving the necessary

security to the cultivator of the soil that, if and so long as he

cultivates it, he and his children shall reap the full harvest of their

own labour and enterprise."

Lloyd George did not elaborate at Killerton on how the State would

exercise control; he simply asserted that the good farmer would be

helped, the bad evicted. But he listed a number of functions of land

management - drainage, afforestation, reclamation - which could be

Nation. 26 September 1925*
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adequately undertaken only by the State. The prospect of employment

that such works held out brought him back to the social necessity of

land reform. Not only did the land offer work - "The best exchange

for the workle3s is an exchange of the green doors of the Labour bureau

for the green fields of Britain"; is offered social ballast in the

ooming storm. The man with his own land to work had no interest in

revolution."This i3 not the time to add one torch to the flame of

discontent in this land. I 3peak with solemnity, watching what is

going on in the industrial areas. For heaven's sake, do not let us

drive the farm labourer into the ranks of those in rebellion against

society." From this low warning note he rose to his peroration, drawing

as always upon the priceless (though tarnished) memory of his wartime

fame. "I appeal that these proposals 3hould be examined, and, if found

to be wise, adopted and carried out in that spirit of high and fearless

patriotism and resolution which lifted thi3 nation to such heights of
2

endeavour and success but seven years ago."

The response to Lloyd George's speech was predictable. Labour and

Conservative papers and leaders derided the plan or ignored it, while

Liberals welcomed it with caution, fearing controversy. The Ennn^mia^.

(broadly Liberal, though not yet Lloyd Georgian), illustrates both

reactions, qualifying its own praise of the proposals while criticizing

Baldwin's "complacence" in underestimating them:-

1. This was one of Lloyd George's favourite notions, so much so that
the Green Book was prefaced by a motto drawn from the Be Re Rustics
of Cato:~

"It is from the tillers of the soil that spring the best
citizens, the staunchest soldiersj and theirs are the
enduring rewards which are most grateful and least
envied. Such as devote themselves to that pursuit are
least of all men given to evil counsels."

{Or, as Lloyd George paraphrased it: "Allotment holders are not
the men who interest themselves in Communist conspiracies. They
have something far better to do." [Speech in the House of Commons,
19 February 1925. (H.C. Bebs.. Vol. 180, ool. 1377. )]J

2. Speech at Killerton Park, Devon, 17 September 1925.
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"Following for once the lead of Mr. Ramsay KacDonald, he assumed
that Mr. Lloyd George's land campaign has been stillborn.
Indeed, in one of those picturesque but mixed metaphors that
seem to spring to the minds of politicians when they think of
Mr. Llcyd George, he described the policy as having 'fallen as
flat as a cold linseed poultice'. It may be soj but we are
by no means certain The Report is a veiy forceful and
serious political document, written with full knowledge of the
arguments in favour of the present system, \vhich it meets
temperately and with careful analysis ..... While it contains
some traces of a propaganda document, it makes a veiy 3trong
case for a drastio agricultural policy ..••• Mr. Lloyd George's
proposals cannot be ignored or brushed aside." 1

It was generally conceded by those who read it that the "Green Book"

wa3 an impressive production. It ran to 57C pages, half of which set

out the problem, with detailed and comparative statistics on the existing

system of land tenure and the productivity of agriculture, concluding

that the inefficiency of the one undermined the other. The second hulf

proposed solutions, beginning with the crucial statement on page 2$$:

"On and from an appointed date the State shall be deemed to
have resumed possession of all land in the United Kingdom
which at that date is used for or capable of use for the
production of foodstuffs, timber or other natural products." 2

The Report then went on to expound in detail its proposed new system of

"Cultivating Tenure". The kernel of the system was that the cultivator

of every farm should hold his land, and be responsible himself for all

equipment, improvements, etc., as if it were his own, as the tenant of

a new County Agricultural Authority (part nominated, part elected,

according to a complicated franchise). The former landlords, if they

did not farm the land themselves, would be cojfipensated by an annuity to

the full agricultural value (not the amenity value) of their property, to

be assessed by temporary Land Commissioners and a Land Court. The sitting

tenant would in most cases be oonfirmed in his tenure under the new

dispensation, and would enjoy complete security under the County Authority

so long as he cultivated his land efficiently. His heirs would have the

first option of retaining the tenancy after him. The agr5 cultural

1. Economist. 10 October 1925.

2. The Land and the Nation; Rural Report of the Liberal Land
Committee. 1923-25. (London 1925). p. 299.
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labourer would be guaranteed by the Authority a living wage, a cottage

not tied to a particular farm, a garden (where possible) and at least

half an aore of land of his own, and the opportunity to obtain a small¬

holding or a family farm. The Authority would also have the functions

of pr-oviding credit for its tenants and of fostering, in its own area,

co-operation, marketing and amenities - in every way assisting the

revival of rural life. The system should largely pay for itself,

partly through the rent paid by the Cultivating Tenants, and partly

through the sale (by a County Land Office) of land not required for

agricultural purposes.

The controversial part of this scheme was, naturally, the takeover

of the land by the State, However sound the foregoing analysis, many

Liberals, following Mond, threw up their hands at this conclusion, cried

"Socialism", and denounoed the plan, Lloyd George, as at Killerton,

insistently denied the oharge. As Eagar wrote in the South Wale3 News

in 1926, "Liberals are not frightened by facile allegations of socialism.

Every step which the oommunity has taken in modern times to assert its

responsibility in political, social or industrial affairs has been so

denounced".The essential difference was that the State would take over

only the raw material - the soil - not the actual farming of it, nor the

profits. It was exactly analogous to nationalizing the coal royalties

but not the mines. The purpose was to free private enterprise from the

stranglehold of landlords, not to abolish it. In theory the farmer

(the good farmer, anyway) would enjoy all the advantages of owning his

own land without the risk of actually doing soj similarly the community

would reap the benefit of free enterprise while controlling its defects

and injustices. In this as in all his post-war programmes, Lloyd George

was attempting a working synthesis of socialism with capitalism. In

practice, however, it seemed likely that the scheme would involve the

1. Cutting, undated, in the Eagar papers.



drawbacks of nationalization at least as muck as the gains. More

difficult to rebut than the simple charge of socialism was the charge

that agriculture would be suffocated by bureaucracy, by which enterprise

would only be restrained. To make security of tenure dependent upon

the continuing approval of the local Authority was scarcely to make it

absolute, even if the Authority's decisions inspired confidence. But,

as Ihe Times asked, "Who is to judge whether Blackacre or "Whiteacre is

well or ill cultivated?" Lloyd George might think it a nice idea that

he ahould be able to "send into Guildford and get an agricultural expert

out at once", but many others found the prospect of an army of qualified

rural civil servants both improbable and appalling. Agriculture was not

economics; "experts" to tell experienced farmers what to do could not be

conjured out of colleges at the passing of an Act. Even if they could,
2

Runciman objected, "You cannot farm by Committee". The proposed County

Authorities, moreover, would consist in some of the larger counties of

over a hundred members - more like a Parliament than a Committee.

Opposition did not come entirely from outraged landowners; the whole

scheme seemed to many people, both within the Liberal Party and beyond,

at odds with the very spirit of rural life whioh Lloyd George was trying

to revive.

And yet the policy won considerable support, not least from Asquith,

and was eventually adopted as Liberal policy, not unchanged certainly, but

only modified. The story of that battle, however, is complicated by the

simultaneous furore whioh Lloyd George's land campaign aroused inside the

Liberal Party, not simply on its merits but over the methods by which he

pressed it on the parly, and the re-awakened question of finance.

Early in 1925, as part of a reorganization of the party machinery

following the 1524 Election, the new (but still Asquithian) Administrative

Committee launched what was intended to be a dramatic appeal to raise in

The Times. 18 September 1925.

2. Speech at Devizes, 21 November 1925*
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the constituencies £1,000,000 for the Liberal cause. The "Million

Fund" appeal, however, failed badly. Vivian Phillipps, its director,

blamed its failure on people's knowledge of the Lloyd George Fund: why

should they give large sums to the party when one of its leaders had a

political fund of his own which he refused to contribute? Lloyd George

himself was once more playing cat and mouse with the Asquithians,

appearing to offer money, then denying it and making a contribution

conditional on the party's accepting his land policy or at least summoning

a conference to discuss it. With one exouse after another - it was not

his money to give away; it was all tied up in newspapers; he had

already given away too much - he remained reluctant to give anything to

his Liberal opponents. In this he received support not only from his

Liberal friends, as he related to Franoes Stevenson a few days after the

Eisteddfod in August 1925:-

"J.H. Thomas has proved a deli^tful gueat. I have really
enjoyed his visit ..... I had a chat about our internal
affairs in the Liberal Party. I told him they wanted ny
funds. 'Ufhat do you advise, J.H., shall I give them the
money?' I said. His answer wa3 characteristic. 'Yes, if
you are a bloody lunatic.1

Frances replied, stiffening his resistance further:-

"I am tremendously amused with his remark about your funds,
and as you know I entirely agree with him. They have
misused what money they had, and cannot raise any more, so
what on earth is the use of your giving them more, which will
only go the same futile way? You may be quite sure that if
there is aay special bit of organizing to be done, or any
propaganda, you will have to do it yourself, and pay for it
too. You are far too trustful of them even now, even of
Vivian Phillipps, who is a nice fool and nothing more. The
Old Man counts for nothing, and if he is decent about things
it doesn't carry any weight. If you are not careful that
section of the party is going to be like an old man of the
sea about your neck. That is what I am afraid of ..... " 2

Lloyd George had a better use for his fund than giving it to

Phillipps. In October he launched an independent propaganda body called

the "Land and Nation League", with himself as President, to campaign for

1. Lloyd George to Frances Stevenson, August 1925. (L.G.-F.L.S,
correspondence,)

2. Franoes Stevenson to Lloyd George, August 1925. (Ibid.)
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Cultivating Tenure up and down the country. He told C.P. Scott that

"he intended to put his whole strength into the movement and he had

money enough to oarry it on at full blast for 4 or 5 years. There would

be meetings in every town and village in England and he was starting

at once."* The League appears to have received £240,000 from Lloyd

George's fund over the next few years. This expenditure did not please

the Asquithi&ns, both because they wanted the money themselves and

because most of them disliked the policy. Asquith himself was

cautiously favourable - "the only man in the party", said Lloyd George,
2

"who had seemed to grasp the full magnitude of the matter* » but he

objected to Lloyd George's manner of propagating it before it was in any

way official pclioy. Lloyd George wrote to him on 19 November,

reporting the campaign's gathering momentum, and stressing its consistency

with historic Liberal practice."^ Asquith replied firmly: he had shown

himself personally "not ..... unsympathetic" to the "Green Book" proposals,

but they did arouse the strongest disagreement. A Convention had been

called for February', at Lloyd George's request, to discuss these

differences and ha/tmer out a policy. The Land and Nation League , by-

trying to prejudge the issue and force the "Green Bock" on the party,

threatened to exacerbate divisions and make agreement harder to achieve.

"As the Leader of the Party, I feel it ray duty, with all good will, to

deprecate anything that would damp down or dissipate, still more anything
I

that would divide, our united energies."

This was too tactful for Phillipps who drafted, with Simon, another

letter which Aaquith did not send deploring raore specifically Lloyd George's

1. Scott diary, 13 November 1925. (Scott papers 50907/171-182;
Wil3on ed., p. 483*)

2. Ibid.

3. Lloyd George to Asquith, 19 November 1925. (Asquith papers,
134/199-279.)

4. Asquith to Lloyd George, 21 November 1925.
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1
financial blackmail of the party. A few days earlier, in fact,

Phillipps had determined, probably without Asquith* s approval, to bring

the matter into the open. At Hull on 20 November he publioly denounced

Lloyd George's conduct, without making any great impact. His henohmen

were still hamstrung by Asquith's continuing appeasement; as Maolean

remarked with feeling on Asquith's death: "No political leader in our

2
history possessed so great a genius for forgiveness." On the same

day (17 Leeember) that Liberal leaders were discussing a "surgical
3

operation" to remove Lloyd George, Gladstone reported to Hudson:

"Apparently A. has come to terms with L.G. "'+ A month later he

elaborated on the situation, telling Hudson of a small luncheon attended

by himself, Grey, Maclean, and two or three others candidly working for

an issue on which to break finally with Lloyd George;-

"But some of us doubt whether our leader will toe the mark.
Having declared that there must be unity and that there is?
and having embraced L.G. in public his position is very
awkward. And if he refuses to send a sufficiently strong
letter, what then? ..... It has been bad enough wrestling
with Georgian intrigues without the support of the leader
for whom we were working. But if the leader refuses to
part company with L.G. then hunks of fat will hurtle freely
into the fire." 5

Finance, however, was still the problem if the Asquithians were

going to break free, or even retain control of the existing party,

Phillipps wrote appealing to the wealthy Runciman:-

"If we can't raise the money somehow, L.G. will in a few
months step in and take control of the machine as we shall
close up for lack of funds ••••• We want one or two friends
to start us with big donations of £50,000 - .025,000 so that,
without any further rantacket with L.G., we can go straight
ahead and keep the Liberal Party a clean machine which white
men and women will be proud to belong to." 6

1. Phillipps to Asquith, 25 November 1925. (Ibid.)
2. The Times. 15 February 1928.
3. Memorandum on a private meeting of 98 Asquithians at the

Hotel Victoria, London, 17 Lecember 1925. (Gladstone papers
4647^177-9.)

4. Gladstone to Hudson, 17 December 1925. (Ibid.. 46475/176.)
5. Gladstone to Hudson, 14 January 1926. (Ibid.. 46475/180.)
6. Phillipps to Runciman, 14 December 1925. (Runoiman papers 201.)
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Runoiman himself, meanwhile, had his own plan for an independent

Radical Group fund to be raised secretly in opposition to Lloyd George;-

"To have the £50,000 in hard cash would make George sit up.
To let him know we were seeking to obtain it would not impress
him much and only lead him to marshall his whole army of
subterranean resources against us •••••

Purity of funds and their freedom from personal control is a
point which should be rubbed in at Swansea [Runciman's
constituency] from now on, and the impression created that -
if it becomes necessary to go for Algy bald-headed - the oause
of this is largely Algy's refusal to recognise democratic
control of party funds," 1

Margot Asquith, too, ever independent of her husband, abandoning

her earlier attempt to charm Lloyd George, joined in enthusiastically

with Runciman*s idea, urging him somewhat incoherently in January 1926

to take the lead:-

"L.G. is gambling on his own vitality & his money. He thinks
he is quite indispensable to the Lib, party, & says so himself

Nothing will make L.G, believe that we can get enough
money to build an independent edifice that will do for him, &
if we do not look out his gamble will oome off. Blaming this
man & that etc, is no good. We must get together apart from
individuals. It is a question of statesmanship - foresight.
We don't want Programmes, we want candidates to fill every
seat & money to do it. We want the Press properly informed
and guided. You can play a big part. You can't get rid
of L.G. but you can build up round him a big edifice without
a rude word of keen young candidates too poor to stand till
we can pay for them, which would eclipse L.G. & his men." 2

All these plots and counter-plots did not (Phillipp3' outburst apart)

disturb the flow of surface civility. In December Runciman drew from

Lloyd George a cordial letter of thanks for defending him against seme

smear in the House of Commons.' And on the crucial question of the

land, Lloyd George was admitting compromise. Two Asquithian former

M.P.'s, Haroourt Johnstone and A.L. Hobhouse, worked out on behalf of

the Liberal Candidates Association a modified form of the "Green Book*

policy to set before the February Convention. The major change from the

1. Note by Runciman's secretary, L.G.M. Gall, 26 October 1925. (Ibid.)
2. Margot Asquith to Runoiman, 11 December 1925. (ibid., 204.)
3. Lloyd George to Runciman, 11 December 1925* (Ibid.. 201.)
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original plan was to remove the principle, on which Lloyd George had

previously insisted, of universality in its application. The County

Agricultural Authority stood, with many of its functions untouched,

but it would now take over land only as it became vacant, and not always

then: the simultaneous nationalization of all arable land on an

appointed day was written out. Furthermore, Cultivating Tenure would

be only one form of land holding among many. "Land should be held

•under a variety of tenures to meet different local conditions."'''
The drastic and revolutionary character of the original proposals which

had alienated so many Liberals was replaced by the modest hope of a more

gradual take-over. Perhaps surprisingly, at a meeting chaired by

Pringle on 8 December, Lloyd G-eorge accepted the new proposals. Having

done so, however, he thought that he had made a great concession, and

still regarded the purpose of the Convention as merely to rubber-stamp

the amended policy. He made great play, in several speeches, with

his own readiness to compromise for the sake of unity. "But if they

go on fighting in spite of that", he Y/arned, "then I go back to the

'Green Book'".^
It is possible that Lloyd George thought the Convention would

still throw out the modified proposals or so dilute them further that

he could ignore the decision and go back to his ovm policy. "I shall

certainly go on with my campaign", he wrote to C.P. Scott, "whatever
3

happens". But there are indications that, having caught the national
4

ear, he was not unhappy to back down on the more extreme proposals.

When the Land Convention met, (at the Kingsway Hall on 17-19 February

1926), he was anxious to prevent further serious amendment. "It

would be fatal", he declared on the opening day, "to wash out all the

vitality of Liberalism. Agreement achieved in that way would be

1, Liberal Magazine. January 1926.
2, Speech to the Welsh Liberal Federation at Cardiff, 23 January 1926.
3. Lloyd George to Scott, 10 February 1926. (Lloyd George papers

G/17/11/19.)
4. W.K. iiagar, "Note on the Liberal Land Convention", January 1964*

(Eagar papers); Thomson, op. cit.. p. 385.
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disastrous to Liberalism. It is no use taking the vitamins out of

food, and therefore, while we must do our best to reach agreement, we

must do so without sacrificing the vitality, the energy, the efficiency,

the appeal and the inspiration of our policy."^ Nevertheless he won

praise from the Liberal Magazine for his "unvarying attitude of reason

2
and conciliation", and seemed genuinely concerned, not just to get his

policy approved, but to get real agreement on it in the party. The

Convention was in fact a great success, (a "triumph", wrote Lloyd George

to his wife,despite the famous incident of Ilore-fleli3ha slapping

Pringle' 3 face. The Economist reported: "The progress of the

Conference was marked by increasing goodwi.ll and concluded in an

atmosphere of more or less general agreement", which result, it

continued, "must have been as satisfactory to its promoters as it was

evidently surprising to its critics".^ Asquith was certainly pleased.

He wrote to Ilunciman:-

"I think we may fairly regard the Conference of this week as
a success. Some of the most questionable features in the
original proposals have disappeared. I am especially glad
to see that gradualitv and elasticity, which I urged when
they first came before us, have now been introduced." 5

Asquith, in fact, deserves much credit for the Land Convention, his

last successful exercise in Liberal leadership. Never allo?dng his

acolytes to rush him into outright criticism, but always giving Lloyd

George qualified encouragement, he succeeded in getting the "Green Book"

stripped of its "most questionable features" without unpleasantness,

modified in keeping with his own more moderate temper, and officially

adopted as the still distinctive policy the party needed. More than

1. Speech to the Liberal Land Convention at the Kingsway Hall, London,
17 February 1926.

2. Liberal Magazine. March 1926.
3. Lloyd George to Dame Margaret Lloyd George, 19 February 1926, in

Morgan (ed.) op. cit.. p. 206.
Economist. 27 February 1926.

5. Asquith to Runciman, 20 February 1926. (Runciman papers 204.)
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anything else in the post-war period, Asquith's handling of Lloyd

George in this controversy recalls his pre-war political touch. Had

he always been able thus to resist his friends, the old partnership of

1910, with Lloyd George the initiating firebrand and Asquith smoothing

the obstacles in his way, might possibly have been revived} certainly

the 3plit need not have been perpetuated.

# * * *

As well as the revised "Green Book", the Land Convention also

approved, almost unchanged, the less controversial "Brown Book" policy

on urban land. Lloyd George rather regretted that this wa3 so often

overlooked. He dwelt almost as much in his own speeches on the evils

of what he called the "land monopoly", the scandal of the slums, and

"the thumbscrew of the leasehold system","*" as he did on agricultural

revival. To him the two were opposite sides of the 3ame coin: bad

conditions in the town were one reason why he wanted to reform the

country. Urban squalor produced misery and unrest, ju3t as the rural

life bred happiness and social harmony. He wanted to give towns¬

people acoess to the land, not just through allotments (though he

considered those important), but through garden suburbs, arterial roads,

and better public transport. The municipality must be enabled to buy

land to carry out these things; speculators should not be allowed to

hoard and profit by it. But the taxing of site values, to take for

the community values which the community itself had created, had long

been Liberal policy. The "Brown Book" thoroughly restated and

elaborated the case, but proposed nothing with whioh any Liberal

disagreed. It therefore made veiy little splash, was easily endorsed,

has never been refuted, and remains a Liberal policy to this day.

1. Speech to the West London Liberal Counoil at the Haymarket, London,
17 December 1925»
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The essential principle of site value taxation was that \alue

created by Caesar should be rendered to Caesar; or as the "Brown Book"

put it, "Persons relinquishing their tenure of land should be entitled

to recover a value they have created, but not a value created independently

of then by the community".^" Land suddenly made valuable by the building

of a road should not yield a large unearned profit to the owner; the

profit should go to the municipality and help to pay for the road.

"When the municipality compul3orily purchased land, the cwner should be

compensated according to the value of the property to him, not at an

inflated price created by the municipality itself. Rates would be

levied according to the basic value of the site; improvements on the

site made by the owner himself would not be taxed; but a "betterment

levy" would be raised on increased value independently created. V*lth

the money thu3 raised, the municipality would be enabled to build roads,

schools, he using, and allotments. (This was to be an important motor in

Lloyd G-eorge's later unemployment policy.) With new powers of purchase,

it would be able to undertake schemes cf modern town planning. The

leasehold system should also be reformed, to reduce the power of the land¬

lord and increase the security of the tenant. It is remarkable to

notice the extent to which these questions - of rents and rates, of land

use and misuse, of the right to make private profit out of public

planning - are still the stuff of politics today, and argued in much the

same terms. For all the Liberals' unanimity in 1926, the argument has

not been won in fifty years.

* * * * *

The success of the Liberal Land Convention in averting a serious

split was marred by the defection to the Conservatives of Sir Alfred

Kond. Hilton Young went with him, but it was Mond'3 departure that

1. Town3 and the Land: Urban Report of the Liberal Land Committee:
1923-25. (London 1925). summarized in the Liberal Magazine.
December 1925.
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attracted attention and created bitterness. The fact that he did not

wait for the Convention before resigning underlines the impression that

it was not land policy alone which drove him over, but a personal quarrel

with Lloyd George. In a speech in 1929 he recalled: "I had got to a

point when I could no longer stand belonging to a party which had a leader

who had lost all political conscience, except a burning dosire somehow

to climb back into office". (Hilton Young, by contrast, assured Lloyd

George of his continued admiration for him: "Indeed I think I admire

most now, when I least agree".) Lloyd George certainly thought the

land policy "only an excuse" for Mond's defection, "The real reason

is his conviction that the Liberal Party offers poor prospects for

ambitious men" - an allegation justified by Mond's immediate petitioning

of Baldwin for a peerage.^ He dismissed his old colleague with the 3ort

of savage raoial remark he could never resist: "Like another notorious
„ L.

member of his race, he has gone to his own place".

Lloyd George did not regret Mond's going, Clifford Sharp, Editor'

of the New Statesman, wrote to him the week before, urging him to drive

Mond out:-

"I cannot think of any step better calculated to clarify and
consolidate j^our position. It 3eems to rae almost a
providential opportunity of killing several birds with one
stone.

1. It would kill Mond, for one thing - who is of muoh
less than no use to you.

2. It would make it clear that you mean seriously to
fight, and thus make you a positively unique
figure in the dead politics of 1925-6.

1. Speech at Liverpool, 14 March 1929»
2. Young to Lloyd George, 24 February 1926. (Kennet papers 78/11.)
3. Mond to Baldwin, May 1926. (Baldwin papers, L2/l6l/l62-171.)

Mond claimed that a peerage had already been promised him; Baldwin
replied that he must wait - the Government could not afford a by-
election during the Coal Strike. Mond actually had to wait two years.

4. Melchett papers. Lloyd George, brought up on the Bible, was very
conscious of Jewishness. Although many of this best friends were
Jews, (notably Lord Reading,) and he was a fervent pro-Zionist, he
could never mention a Jew, whether in praise or blame, without
referring to his race and therefore often sounding anti-Semitic.
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3. It would rid you of the last traces of the Coalition
tar-brush.

4» It would force the party in the House to recognize
you as the only man they've got who even looks like
a leader.

5. It would make the Labour people understand that you
are 'left-wing* and mean business." 1

Lloyd George cannot have been unsympathetic to these promptings.

Even while the land controversy was going on, and former Coalitionists

were leaving him for being too socialistic, the Asquithians continued

to claim that he was wedded to the Tories* On 1 February, Benn

divided the Parliamentary Party against his chairmanship (winning only

seven votes), on the old argument that he was too compromised by his

past and too indebted to Guest, Hilton Young, and even Mond to fight

the Tories. At the same time they blamed him for the loss of people

they had hitherto called "bad Liberals". "So the little Welsher has

cost us (or lost us) Alfred Mond!" wrote Hudson to Maclean. "Nor are
O

the entries on the debit side of that particular a/c yet ended."

Earlier, the previous August, they had been highly excited when Lloyd

George had entertained J.L. Garvin, Editor of the Observer^at Churt,

along with Martin Conway, Tory M.P. for the English Universities, and
3

Philip Kerr. Hudson wrote to Gladstone, and Maolean told Scott, that

Lloyd George was once more scheming for a Centre Party. "He was at his

old game of intrigue with the Tories ..... Garvin had told Sir Robert

Hudson", said Maclean, "that Lloyd George had approached him on the

subject, representing that the Baldwin Government was a failure, that

Labour was divided and incapable of governing, that the Liberal was in

much the same oase and that the only means of forming a strong Government

to face the social danger was by a coalition of the moderate elements in

1. Sharp to Lloyd George, 19 January 1926. (Lloyd George papers,
G/3VV3.)

2. Hudson to Maclean, 27 January 1926. (Gladstone papers 46475/183.)
3. Hudson to Gladstone, 14 September 1925. (Ibid., 46475/170•)
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the Liberal and Conservative parties. Would Garvin support this

scheme? After a long consultation, Garvin consented."''"
#

Much of this gossip was true. Both Garvin and Conway did want

Lloyd George to lead some sort of National Government against the power

2
of the Trade Unions. (This was only weeks after Lloyd George's jibe

that the Government was "afraid of facing cold steel" in the coal dispute.)

Moreover Lloyd George appears to have written first to Garvin, deploring

the Government* s surrender, seeing a great national crisis of gradual

decline, and requesting a "real chat" with "one of the few men of vision
3

in this land". Garvin replied that without a positive reconstruction

policy, 1926 could be "our 1789"The meeting took place on 28 August.

Lloyd George wrote to his wife the day before: "Tonight I go down to

Surrey with Philip Kerr, J.L. Garvin (l) & Martin Conway. The latter

wanted to see me. He says there is a real revolt against Baldwin* s

latest surrender. They want me to lead it." But he concluded, "I am

in no hurry to get mixed up with that gang again".**
There is no reason to think that he was. In the same letter he

said that he was very busy with the land campaign, which scarcely

endeared him to Conservatives (though Garvin was prepared to swallow it,

hoping only that the "crusade" would be "so managed a3 not to prejudice

L.G.'s national position on prior matters certain to dominate"). If he

were close to any Tory it was usually Churchill; but Churchill felt no

sympathy with him just now, writing to Kond when he came over, "It is

1. Scott diary, 19 October 1925. (Scott papers 50903/1^7-70* Wilson
ed., p. 482.)

2. Conway to Lloyd George, 20 August 1925# (Lloyd George papers G/30/V32.)
3. Lloyd George to Garvin, 19 August 1925. (ibid.. G/8/5/l.)
4. Garvin to Lloyd George, 20 August 1925. (ibid.. G/8/5/2.)
5. Lloyd George to Dame Margaret Lloyd George, 27 August 1925, in

Morgan (rd.) op. cit.. p. 206.
6. Garvin t ranees Stevenson, 23 September 1925.

(Lloyd George papers G/8/5/5.)
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perfectly certain that L.G-. will move steadily to the Left", and wel¬

coming Mond's assistance "in our fight against what L.G. used to call

•the common foe'"The Garvin-Conway plan foundered, like so many

others; Lloyd George must have been uncompromising. Garvin wrote to

him sadly in January 1926:-

"You have more friends in that various combination the
Conservative/Unionist Party than in the Labour Party.
Why refuse those friends like me the ghost of a chance
to help you?" 2

There was as much gossip of Lloyd George joining Labour as the

Tories. Snowden*s commendation of the land policy in February 1926,^
and Thomas's stay at Criccieth the previous August lent it fuel, and an

Edinburgh correspondent told Lloyd George in November that William Graham

was favourable to some arrangement.Beatrice Webb considered the

possibility in her diary:-

"We might see a new party spring up out of the remnants of
the Parliamentary Labour Party and dwindling liberalism.
That is what Lloyd George and Thomas are busy engineering.
But they won't succeed - no-one trusts them - 'Taffy was a
Welshman, Taffy was a thief'5

In reality, at the turn of 1925-6, Lloyd George was most prooooupled

with pressing his land scheme on the Liberal Party. He was indeed moving

left, but he was trying to take the Liberal Party with him, realising that

to survive it had to present a radical but non-sooialist alternative.

Hi3 future lay more certainly in that party than that of some of the

Asquithians - Simon and Runciman for two. What he realized in 1924* and

they did not until 1931 j was that old-style Liberalism was now Conser¬

vatism. They criticized his land plan for being inconsistent with old

1. Churchill to Mond, 29 January 1926. (Melchett papers.)
2. Garvin to Lloyd George, 16 January 1926. (Lloyd George papers

G/8/5/9.)
3. Snowden in the House of Commons, 4 February 1926. (H.C. Debs..

Vol. 191, cols. 371-4.)
4. Duncan Macnicol to Lloyd George, 27 November 1925. (Lloyd George

papers G/30/hj53.)
5. B. Webb diary, 17 August 1925. [M. Cole (ed.) Beatrice Webb's

Diaries, 1924-32. (London 1956), p. 69.]
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Liberalism. In fact it proved his Liberalism. The Liberal Party had

become, by force of circumstance, a middle party. A man who could

thiiiic up, spontaneously, empirically, such a synthesis of capitalist and

socialist philosophy, acceptable to neither Conservatives nor Socialists,

as was contained in the "Green Book" and later the "Yellow Book",

belonged only in a middle party. Naturally he looked at different

times to left and right. But he could never move to either of the other

parties; temperamentally•he had to stay in the middle, and therefore he

had to give the middle party a new and positive, radical policy and

philoeophy, and try to attract creative moderates from the other parties.

This confused observers, and enraged both those who wanted to see two-

party domination totally restored and those who wanted Liberalism to

stand still upon it3 past. They could not understand Lloyd George's

leftward move except as a move towards the Labour Party. In fact he

made no effort to court Labour, as a party, least of all to join it.
1

He remained sufficiently self-confident to hope to win over to himself -

back to himself, one might say - the mass of non-socialist Labour voters.

And on parts of a Parliamentary Labour Party seriously lacking leadership

he began in 1926 to exercise a surprising pull.

As recently as August 1925 the Yorkshire Observer had noted the

persistent Labour habit of shouting Lloyd George down:-

"One of these days the Labour back-benchers will progress beyond
the tu-quoque style of argument, and Mr. LJoyd George and
certain other Members of Parliament for whom they hold an
inexplicable antipathy will obtain that type of uninterrupted
hearing invariably enjoyed by the Labour leaders." 2

1. His self-confidence shines through his letters to Frances Stevenson
in August 1925. For instance this "significant little story.
Sales of picture postcards of my old home in Llarystynuhy have
flagged in recent years. This year there has been such a demand
that they cannot keep up with it. But I am in no hurcy. I like
more and more my present irresponsible position." He was sure that
the tide would turn for him again. (L.G.- F.L.S. correspondence.)

2. Yorkshire Observer. 7 August 1925.
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Now, in the spring of 1926, it seemed the day had come. The occasion

was Churchill's Economy Bill, reducing the Government's contribution to

Health and Unemployment Insurance. Lloyd George led the Labour and

Liberal attack. On April 1, Frances Stevenson resumed her diary,

neglected since 1922s-

"D. made a great success in the House yesterday, on the
Eoonomy Bill, in relation to raiding of Insurance Fund.
He was in tremendous form - spoke three times, each time
with great effect. The papers today are full of it.
They say it ?fas his old form of back-bencher days. He
himself says he felt that he was in the same vein as when
he was fighting the Education Act [of 1902], Today, for
the first time, the Labour benches cheered when he got up -
very significant. Labour & Liberal benches have been
entirely united in this Debate. Also very significant.

"The most amazing thing about D. since he went out of Office
is his gradual conquest of Labour. At first they had a
regular system of howling him down, and boasted that they
would break his authority in the House. Once he sat down
without finishing his speech (though nobody guessed it) the
opposition was so overwhelming & the interruptions so
intolerable. But gradually the interruptions became less
frequent, & their attitude more friendly, as they saw that
he was really the same D. and prepared to fight for the
underdog. Lately there have been many friendly passages
between the two sets of Benches. When D. took the corner
seat next to the Labour benches I said at the time that it
was a very dangerous seat from the point of view of Labour -
that he was in far too close contact with them for them to
be able to avoid infectioni Now he speaks almost as Leader
of the Opposition, with the Labour & Liberal benches around
him, the former hanging on his words and loud in their praises.
The other day after a similar performance, Kirkwood and Jack
Jones said in the Lobby that he was the real leader of the
Labour Party. Yesterday Ramsay took no part in the Debate
at all." 1

The papers were full of Lloyd George. The Sunday Times on April Kt

for instances-

"He exhausted all his Parliamentary ingenuity and fertility
of metaphor and invective in his attacks on the Bill, and
the Labour Party listened enraptured. Mr. Thomas seconded
his efforts, thou^i at a considerable distance behind .....
One could almost see the Labour Party holding out its hands
to him in invitation, so ful.1 of admiration were they of a
skill and rhetorical force which must have been new to most
of them. They know well enough that none of them can draw
the bow like that, and they showed it in their faces.

"The writing on the wall is growing plainer every day
Mr. Lloyd George will be the actual though not the titular

1. Frances Stevenson diary, 1 April 1926. (A.J.P. Taylor ed., p. 2L4-5*)
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leader of the Labour Party in the House before this
Parliament has ended. After the election - well that
depends upon results." 1

The Econony Bill debate continued throughout April, through

several all-night sittings, (giving, said Lloyd George, "a new

interpretation [to] the old phrase about coming like a thief in the
2

night"). Neville Chamberlain, for the Government, "seemed", according
3

to the Annual Register, "unnecessarily dictatorial and insulting*,

while Lloyd George, denouncing the Bill as "a direct attack on one class",^
5

continued to "delimit the Labour benches. "Mr. Lloyd George",

commented the Sunday Express, "has returned to the Parliamentary battle¬

field in the spirit of his youth. He has been taking part in the

hand-to-hand fight of committees - a rare thing for a Privy Councillor

on the Opposition benches."^
It was by taking the lead, rather than by formally seeking it, that

Lloyd George proceeded in this Parliament. While other papers speculated

on his plans, the Nation surely knew him bost when it wrote, on April 10:-

"He probably has no exact plan. He feels rather than thinks.
But his feeling is increasingly towards some kind of
arrangement o * alliance with Labour, and there is nothing in
the make of his mind against it - rather the contrary. Would
Labour have him? Well, Labour might have to have him
No Labour man can put a case like Mr, Lloyd George once he has
made up his mind, and is no longer embarrassed by tactics.
He cannot and will not make a sudden move into the Labour Party.
But he can show them what he is worth as an ally, as he
emphatically did in the Eoonomy Bill debate." 7

In so far as Lloyd George was thinking of an alliance, however, he

was intending to negotiate it from strength - not as a politically homeless

individual seeking office, but as a Liberal and as the leader of

1. Sunday Times. 4 April 1926.
2. Speech in the House of Commons, 22 April 1926. (H.C. Debs..

Vol. 194, cols. 1435-45.)
3. Annual Register 1926, pp. 40-41.
4. Speech in the House of Commons, 22 April 1926. (H.C. Lebs.. loc oit.)
5. Annual Re/aster 1926, loc. cit.
6. Sunday Express. 11 April 1926.
7. Nation. 10 April 1926.
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rejuvenated Liberalism. This he made clear in a major speech in his

constituency in January 1926 in which he considered his party's proper

purpose in the coming years and the possibility of holding the balance

of power in the House of Commons.

He started from the assertion that "a repetition of 1924 is

inconceivable". It was "a bad political blunder", he now acknowledged,

"to put a Socialist Government in power, without conditions, without any

understanding as to what they meant to do with power when they got it,

without stipulating for consultation from time to time aa to the policy

or proposals for which we, as a party, were being held responsible".

Properly exploited, he still believed that the balance of power offered

to Liberals "a unique opportunity ..... of influencing the conduct of

affairs in this country in the right direction". He clearly envisaged

an alliance with one or other party, but nor a pre-arranged one.

"It is not wisdom for Liberalism at this moment to negotiate alliances

with another party. Prudence dictates that it should make a powerful

position for itself in the country with a view to securing a large

representation in the next Parliament. This, I feel sure, it can do

by sustained and united effort on the right lines, When that is

achieved, then it can decide to co-operate with any body of men who will

undertake to carry through the programme it approves. Co-operation

does not imply amalgamation; least of all doe3 it pre-suppose absorption.

It may not involve co-operation in forming a Government, but merely in

constituting a parliamentary majority that will govern this country on

lines which must be agreed upon as a condition of support."

The success of this policy was assured by two comforting

considerations. First he bade his listeners "bear in mind the important

historical truth that in such a combination a minority which does not

wi3h to share office has always the greatest say in policy". He wa«



198

presumably thinking of the Irish Party and the Liberals before the war.

Secondly, he declared, "Continental experience has proved that there is

a rigid limit to the growth ox Socialism beyond which it cannot spread".

Three-party politics, he implied, were here to stay, and the Liberals

had only to regain their third of the vote to hold the pivotal position.

"It is our duty as Liberals to go on winning support for Liberal

principles and Liberal ideals and Liberal methods of applying those

principles and ideals. We have three or four years in which to reach

ana teach the nation. The more support we shall have won at the end

of that time the greater influence shall we possess in decided action.

Our support might then be the determining factor in the situation, and

may mould the course of events. The foolish calculation made on the

disappearance of Liberalism will then have been demonstrably falsified.

It will become increasingly apparent to the most demented of the critics

of Liberalism that the party is not going to perish, and that, on the

contrary, it will count more at the coming election than at any time

since 1910."

He concluded by stressing once more the need for really positive

policies but denied, more unusually, that the party must necessarily

aim to implement its policies itself. "Our business is to create a

public opinion that will force some parly or other to legislate on these

lines. It is wonderful what has been accomplished already [by "Coal and

Power"]. It will take longer before the Liberal recommendations on land

receive the 3ame measure of acceptance, but I have no doubt that in the

long run in substance they will be adopted by one parly or the other and

enshrined among the laws of this country ..... We have already forced the

land question to the very forefront of discussion."^"
This speech indicates 3ome uncertainty in Lloyd George's mind as to

whether the Liberal Party should still be a party of office or merely one

1. Speech to the Caernarvon Boroughs Liberal Association, 20 January 1926.
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of ideas. He seemed, both here and in a letter to C.P. Scott,"'" half

ready to admit the latter. The question was arousing some small debate

within the party. At a lunch to marie hi3 retirement from the House of

Commons on March 11, (his partisanship '.Tearing thin, he was returning

to the academic life from which Lloyd George had called him,) H.A.L. Fisher

had favoured the pressure group alternative. Sir William Sutherland,

for one, immediately expressed his disagreement to Lloyd G-eorge: "What

it means is that the Liberal Party cannot market or sell its goods.

It can only make them."^ The danger, Sutherland did not say but, a3 an

old dispenser of Prime Ministerial patronage, must have 3oen, was that

without the lure of office the party would disintegrate altogether.

That Lloyd Geo.ge should appear to overlook this factor in the spring of

1926, appealing to altruism rather than to ambition, was odd, since it

was precisely at this moment, according to W.M. liagar, that hi3 ovm

"thirst for power returned"."1" Personal ambition was held by Eagar, as

by most contemporaries, to explain Lloyd George's conduct during the

General Strike in May - conduct which, since it caused hi3 final breach

with Asquith whilv accidentally raising him to the Liberal leadership,

requires separate examination.

1. Lloyd George to Scott, 10 February 1926. (Lloyd George papers G/l7/ll/l9.)®
2. Fisher to Hilton Young, 22 February 1926. (Kennet papers 78/9*)
3. Sutherland to Llond George, 14 March 1926. (Lloyd George paper's

G/13/7/2.)
4. W.M, Sagar, "Note on the Liberal Land Convention, February 1926.",

written in January 1964. (Kagar papers.)
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Lloyd George*s pose of studied moderation during the General Strike

is one of those things, like the premiere of an Ibsen play, whioh

aroused in contemporaries a degree of shock and outrage incomprehensible

fifty years later. For taking a conciliatory line on the strike,

(in common with the Archbishop of Canterbury), he was accused by the

defenders of the Constitution, who seriously believed themselves

besieged, of personal opportunism tantamount almost to treason. To

critioise the Government, as Lloyd George did, at a time of national

emergenoy, was held to be unpatriotic, despite his specific insistence

that the Government must nevertheless be supported; criticism of the

strikers that stopped short of outright condemnation was taken by

oolleagues (so-called) and opponents alike to indicate complicity

with Labour. In the war-charged atmosphere that prevailed in

Government circles during the strike, Lloyd George's plea for a

negotiated settlement was received with the same sort of fury that

had met Lord Lansdowne's efforts for peace in 1917* Some reason for

this anger can be found, however, in the contrast between his line on

the strike in May 1926 and his fiery attitude the previous July.

Then he had mocked the Government for being "afraid of facing

cold steel" and "running away from the Reds". In January 1926 he

was still attacking the Government's "deplorable weakness" in letting

the country be held to ransom by the unions.1 Now, in May, it was

the Government whioh refused to negotiate with the unions under

threat and Lloyd George who attacked their stubborn lack of flexibility.

The inconsistency seemed glaring. When it was remembered that in

July he was meeting Garvin and Martin Conway, while now the talk wa3

all of his joining Labour, unprincipled opportunism seemed proven;

1. Sunday News, 10 January 1926.
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he had heen caught tailoring his politioal opinions to the demands

of shifting personal expediency - reacting like a Tory when seeking

a Tory alliance, now playing up to Labour. On the surface the

charge appears incontestable. Frances Stevenson records that

Lloyd George did see an opportunity in the General Strike, and

confirms his deliberate courting of the Left. "D. is pursuing a

definite policy, and the strike has helped him in forwarding it",

she wrote on Kay 15. "D's idea is to go definitely towards the Left,

and gradually to oo-ordinate and consolidate all the progressive

forces in the country, against the Conservative and reactionary

forces. Thus he will eventually get all sane Labour as well as

Liberalism behind him".1
This was an ambitious but not a dishonourable aim, however.

There is no evidence that he hoped to jump directly into power through

the strike, as was alleged, profiting from the deadlock to emerge as

arbiter; rather he expeoted short term unpopularity. Nor was it a

new aim. For all his occasional outbursts in the opposite sense,

Lloyd George had been moving steadily leftward since leaving office.

He had not seriously sought a Tory alliance in 1925* His "cold

steel" speech was a somewhat extravagant, instinotive response to

what he saw as culpable weakness on the part of Baldwin - correctly,

since the Government was in fact caught unprepared by a crisis which

had been brewing for years. But in the same way, paradoxically, he

was entitled to attack the Government's rigidity in 1926 when it was

prepared and could have afforded magnanimity. The "cold steel"

speeoh may be ranked with his Bristol speech of December 1918 as one

in which his rhetoric overpowered his better judgement. On the

1. Frances Stevenson diary, 15 May 1926. (A.J.P. Taylor ed. pp.245-6).
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other hand it was very characteristic of his personality. Above

all things Lloyd George despised weakness and deplored surrender.

At the same time, he wa3 always looking for compromise. The most

consistent theme in his oareer may be this search for creative,

authoritative compromise - compromise from strength. Again and

again, from the struggle over the Parliament Act in 1910 to the

Second World War, this purpose shines through. On neither oooasion

did he, or would he have considered, surrender; but on both he sought

a negotiated compromise. Faced himself with a miners* strike in

1919, he had not thrown in the Government's hand but had offered a

middle way out; challenged by the Irish gunmen in 1920, he had

talked tou$i and sent in the Black and Tans - while negotiating

equally toughly for a compromise; again in 1938 he would bitterly

condemn the Kunioh agreement while holding sane moire honourable

settlement to be imperative. He had a highly dialectical cast of

mind, whioh liked to see a balance of foroes. He attacked the

Baldwin Government in 1925 for letting the unions humble it, then he

attacked it inl926 for grinding the unions in the dust. A strong

but just Government would have kept the see-saw level. His

apparently inconsistent utterances of 1925-26, therefore, have in

fact a perfect internal consistency. Those who accused Lloyd George,

in 1926 and at other times throughout his life, of opportunistic

lack of principle, simply failed to understand their man.

On the narrower issue of the coal crisis Lloyd George's

consistency was clear for all to see. From the time when, a3 Prime

Minister, he had supported Sir Arthur Duokham's minority report in

1919, he had always urged a compromise solution for the mines,

neither total nationalisation nor laissez-faire. He had published

his proposals for the industry in 1924 in Coal and Power , and held

to the view that the Government would have to implement them in the end.
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H© therefore condemned the appointment of the Samuel Commission as

a waste of time, and Baldwin's subsidy to tide the coalmines over its

deliberations as a waste of money that merely aggravated the problem.

"Our trade was hoisted up in July with a golden suspender under the

name of subsidy. Now that is going to be out down, and trade will

come down with a bump, and that will not settle it. The difficulty

will still be there".1 With a bit of forethought and prevision the

Government could have had proposals ready to reform the industry before

July 1925; when it still was not prepared to implement Samuel in 1926

he had no patience with it. He supported the miners' refusal to

aocept wage cuts without corresponding compulsion of the owners to

reform. Nevertheless he opposed the General Strike, and said so

repeatedly; he still regarded it as an attempt to hold the nation to

ransom, but did not this time regard it as a revolutionary threat.

"It has nothing to do with Zinoviev or Bolshevism", he declared at

Cambridge on May 1. "It is an honest trade dispute where the parties
2

have been unable to come to an agreement". As he said after the

strike, at Llandudno on May 26, "However much I disapprove of this

weapon, I could not work myself to a pitch of righteous anger against

men who, however mistakenly, however unwisely, however wrongly, were

acting from no selfish or destructive impulse, but were risking their

own livelihood to help their comrades in a desperate plight".^
Before the strike started he gave his support to the Government

in an exemplary manner: "Apart altogether from the merits of the

dispute, every citizen will feel it is his duty to support the

Government of today in the maintenance of order, and in the

1. Speech at Bridlington, 23 April 1926.
2. Speech at Cambridge, 1 May 1926.
3. Speech at Llandudno, 26 May 1926.
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organizing and facilitating of the essential services of the nation.

The oountry must come first, always and all the time".1 But he

blamed the Government for letting the crisis arise, drawing a

parallel with the outbreak of the war - "desultory and dilatory

diplomatic interchanges, leisurly negotiations never touching the

real issues, and then the parties hurling ultimatums at each other,

and actually engaging the struggle before they had ever come to real

grips with the issues that divided them" • He blamed the Government

for breaking off negotiations on May 3, suspecting them (rightly) of

wanting a confrontation to defeat the miners and to show off the

emergency machinery which Davidson had been oiling for the past nine

months. "It is no answer [to the coal dispute] to have a melodramatio

party of under-secretaries ready to distribute the morning milk from
2

Hyde Park with the forces of the Grown behind the cans". He

continued to demand more attention to the real problem and less to

the secondary question of the strike.

This was the precise opposite of the official view, shared by

most of the Liberal leadership, that the General Strike was a major

constitutional crisis which must be settled before the coal question

could even be considered. While Baldwin and Churchill demanded that

the strike must be oailed off, Asquith and Grey firmly supported them

in messages to the British Gazette (Churchill's militant Government

newspaper, roundly condemned by Lloyd George), anc5 Simon pronounoed

the strike to be illegal. Thou$i Asquith, speaking in the House of

Lords on Kay A, tried to be conciliatory, on this essential point he

stuck. It was Lloyd George, however, on May 10, who dramatized the

difference by refusing to attend the Liberal Shadow Cabinet, writing

1. Speeoh at Cambridge, 1 May 1926.
2. Ibid.
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to the Chief Whip, Godfrey Collins, that he could not support the

Government's "precipitate, unwarrantable and mischievous" action.

"I ..... cannot see my way to join in declarations which condemn the

General Strike while refraining from criticism of the Government,

who are equally, if not more, responsible j and I oertainly think

that if we support the Government in an absolute refusal to

negotiate until the General Strike is called off, the struggle may

be a prolonged one and the damage to the nation may well be

irreparable". He added, pointedly, "I prefer the liberal policy

of trusting to conciliation rather than to force".1
It was an odd decision, to abstain from his party's oounsels

when he disagreed with it, but it does not appear, despite his

solemn language, that he had any thought of serious consequences.

Lucy Masteraan, who, with her husband, saw him on the morning of the

meeting, remembers him saying something like, "I'm not coming.

I'd better not. In my present moid there'd only be a row" - giving
2

no indication that he thought his presence would be missed. Nor

did Maclean, writing to Gladstone the following day, seem to attaoh

great importance to his absence: he had hoped that Lloyd George's

letter meant that "he was in full cry to join Labour", but was

disappointed to hear that he had just asked Asquith to speak with

him shortly at Caernarvon.^ Asquith himself merely remarked that

Lloyd George "was in the sulks and had oast in his lot for the

1. Lloyd George to Collins, 10 May 1926 (Lloyd George papers &/5/1/9).

2. Masterman, on.pit.. p.361.

3. Maclean to Gladstone, 11 May 1926, (Gladstone papers 4647V%-5).
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moment with the clericals (a hopeless lot) He is already,

being a creature of uncertain temperament, suffering from cold

feet."^ Gradually, however, the Asquithiansssensed an opportunity,

enoouraged by lurid reports of a newspaper article on the strike

which Lloyd George had published in America.

This article, of all the hundreds which he wrote throughout

these years, aroused the greatest uproar, not a whit abated when the

full tezt appeared at the end of the strike. Sir George Younger

expressed the Tory reaction when he wrote to Edward Grigs In Kenya

at the end of May: "Bad enough as his speeches were and his most

uncertain attitude, this was nothing compared with his grave offence
2

in writing as he did to the American Press". Reading the article

today, it is hard to understand the fuss. Its pioture of the

people of London walking to work in unaccustomed Mostly silence was

somewhat imaginative: Lloyd George's favourite reading was cheap

thrillers ("shilling shockers"),^ and his descriptive writing tended

to reflect this taste. Its appreciation of the danger to British

trade in a lengthy stoppage, on the other hand, was far from

irresponsible and not particularly pessimistic. Admitting the

deadlock between Government and T.U.C., Lloyd George expected neither

to climb down very quickly, but expected Parliament, "a great stand¬

by in times like this" to "take a hand" and find a formula for

settlement before the situation grew too serious. "The Government

will not openly and avowedly recede from its position of no negotiation

till the strike is over. Nevertheless, negotiations will take place

with the full knowledge and approval of the Government." (Except

that it was Samuel operating as an individual, rather than Parliament,

1. Asquith to Mrs. Harrisson, 11 May 1926, quoted in Jenkins
p.514-.

2. Younger to Grlgg, 27 May 1926 (Grigg papers),
3. Frances Lloyd George, op.pit, p.201.
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who acted as mediator, this prediction was not essentially incorrect).
»

"There is", he pointed out finally in defiance of the Government line,

"no revolutionary purpose animating the union leaders who are now in

charge." (He knew his Jimmy Thomas). "The whole influence of the

strike leaders will be exerted in the interests of law and order.

Let us trust that a settlement will be reached whilst calm and

restraint are being maintained on both sides. There are grave risks

in the whole situation. I put my faith on British coolness and on the

British Parliament."1
Amid the howls of condemnation which this seemingly patriotic

pieoe provoked, the Manchester Guardian'a comment deserves a mention.

Lloyd George's article, it wrote, "is just such an artiole as any

sensible and moderately-minded man might have written.......• Its

weakness lies in its forecast, Mr. Lloyd George possesses no more

2
than the rest of us the gift of prophecy."

In the week following the end of the strike (on May 12),

Asquithian fury with Lloyd George began to crystallize, as they

realized the weapon he had offered them. On May 18, after "a very

private confabulation" of the faithful, Hudson reported to Gladstone:
3

"H.H.A. far more indignant at L.G.'s behaviour than I have ever seen."

It was agreed that the Liberal Party must take the chance to free

itself of Lloyd George, and that Asquith should write to him, clearly

putting him in the wrong. On May 20, accordingly, Asquith did so, in

no uncertain tenns. He minimized the difference between them on the

strike, stressing his own criticism of the Government, but dismissed

as "wholly inadequate" Lloyd George's reasons for not attending the

Shadow Cabinet, and concluded: "Your refusal to do so I find

1. Article published in various Amerioan newspapers, 9 May 1926.
(Reprinted in the Westminster Gazette. Morning Post and
elsewhere, 21 May 1926).

2. Manchester Guardian, 21 May 1926.
3. Hudson to Gladstone, 18 May 1926. (Gladstone papers 46475/194).
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impossible to reoonoile with vay conception Of the obligations of

political comradeship." He added a stern rebuke for the "desponding

though highly-coloured picture of our national straits" which

Lloyd George had "thought it right to contribute to the American press."1
Asquith's friends were delisted by this letter, and much

relieved. "At last I really think the break has come", wrote

Maclean to Gladstone. "I never thought he would come right up to it,
2

but he has." Phillipps, too, "confessed" to Gladstone, "I did not
3

expeot such a deliverance from him as he has produced." Gladstone

received the good news and passed it back to Hudson. "The call

cannot stop rolling now as it seems that H.H.A. is at last alive to

the Georgian situation. Grey's absence shows that the feeling does

not depend on him."^"
If the Asquithians had thought, however, that Lloyd George only

wanted an excuse to leave the party, they were wrong. Prances Stevenson

recorded Lloyd George's reception of the letter, and her own:-

"Last night D. dined with me ..... He was a little late,
and came in very excitedly, so that I could see something
had happened. He said to me: 'I have been expelled from
the Party.' And handed me Oxford's letter to read. I
read it and remarked that it was clearly a letter intended
for D.'s resignation. It was a shock to both of us, and
I don't think we discussed it very connectedly, or at
least definitively, but rather speculated as to the
influence which had led up to it. In brief it was obvious
that the Old Gang thought D.'a luck and popularity were
down as a result of the strike, and that this was a time to get
rid of him. Dirty work. The Asquith women are of course at
the bottom of it. My chief concern last night was to get D.
into a calm frame of mind. It was a blow for him —- rather
a cruel one. It faced him with a crisis the like of which
he had not quite experienced before. He has now before him
a fight for his political life."5

Lloyd George turned, as so often, to C.P. Scott for advioe.

He wrote briefly to Asquith asking for two or three days to reply to

1. Asquith to Lloyd George, 20 May 1926. (Ibid. 46478/32-35)•
2. Maclean to Gladstone, 20 May 1926. (Ibid. 46474/189-90).
3. Phillipps to Gladstone, 20 May 1926. (ibid. 2,6475/281).
4. Gladstone to Hudson, 21 May 1926. (Ibid. 46475/196).
5. Franoes Stevenson diary, 21 May 1926. (A.J, P. Taylor ed. p.2246).
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1
his "unprecedented letter", and left for Manchester, on his way to

Wales. The draft reply which he took to Scott was "written with

considerable acerbity." Scott in his own words, "cut out everything
2

provocative and left it full of mildness and dignity." ("C.P. blue

pencilled Lloyd George", aooording to his son, "with almost as little

regard for his feelings as he would have shown to a leader writer

on trial").^ Lloyd George, however, "accepted the revision with

complete good humour" and often joked about it later. Scott

considered this revision "perhaps the most serviceable thing I ever

did for Lloyd George.

He was ri^it to do so, for Lloyd George's bowdlerised reply,

published alongside Asquith'a letter on May 26, suooeeded by its

mildness in putting Asquith in the wrong. Lloyd George's original

letter to Collins on May 9 was not published until later, so that the

impression wan created that Asquith had picked the quarrel entirely

without provocation. (Or, as Lloyd George put it in a speech a few

days later: "I was walking peacefully along my path when suddenly I

was assailed by an angry bull of exoommunioation"). Lloyd George

denied having deliberately provoked dissension, asserted on the

contrary that he had not deviated from the line on the strike agreed

by the Liberal Shadow Cabinet on May 3, but that Asquith and Grey, by

their messages to the British Gazette, had done so. The damage having

been done, however, he had stayed away from the Shadow Cabinet to

avoid a split, and merely sent his opinion. Maybe, he admitted in

1. Lloyd George to Asquith, 21 May 1926, published in The Times,
26 Kay 1926.

2. Scott diary, undated, 1927? (Scott papers 50907/187-8;
Wilson ed. pp.486-7).

3. E.T. Scott to J.L. Hammond, undated, 1932? in Wilson (ed.)
op.pit, p.487*

4-. Scott diary, undated, 1927? (loc.oit.)
5. Speech at luncheon at the Reform Club, Manchester, 5 June 1926.
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retrospect, he should have gone; "but seeing that amongst those who

condemn my action are men who habitually disregard your invitation,

nQT failure to attend on this occasion hardly justified so provocative

a document as you have addressed to one of your colleagues. It is

within your knowledge that thi3 was not the first occasion on which

deoisions have been taken on matters of serious importance to the

party without my having had any previous opportunity of expressing my

opinion on the subject." After a brief defence of his American

article, he closed by asking innocently: "If there is to be another

schism in the party, one would like to know what it is about." He

denied any difference on policy, and offered to meet his colleagues

to dear up the misunderstanding.1
Lloyd George returned from Wales the next day, "outwardly very

cheerful and determined", according to Prances, but inwardly trembling

with excitement, keyed up to the highest pitoh - higher than I can

remember - and deep down hurt, almost like a child unjustly punished,
2

at the treatment he has received." He did not have to wait long to

be told what the schism was about. On June 2, the twelve Aaquithian

members of the Shadow Cabinet, (Grey, Simon, Runciman, Lincolnshire,

Buckmaster, Buxton, Maclean, Cowdray, Phillipps, Howard, Pringle and

Collins - only three of them, it might be noted, M.P.s), wrote an

open letter to their leader supporting his anathema on Lloyd George

more frankly than ever before. They recounted his past sins,

declared their suspicion that he was still, in the General Strike,

scheming for a new coalition, and concluded: "We have done our best

in the interests of Liberalism to work with Mr. Lloyd George in the

1. Lloyd George to Asquith, 24 May 1926, published in The Times
26 May 1926. (Several draft versions are in the Lloyd George
papers, 9/l6/l/11-12).

2. Prances Stevenson diary, 30 May 1926, (A.J.P. Taylor ed. p.247).



211

councils of the party, but we cannot feel surprised at your feeling

that confidential relations are impossible with one whose instability

destroys confidence.

On the same day Asquith himself returned to the attack with an

indirect reply to Lloyd George's soft answer, addressed to Collins,

justifying his action in the face of mounting press hostility. He

again laid great stress on Lloyd George's absence from the Shadow

Cabinet, whioh he insisted was equivalent to resignation from a real

Cabinet. "There is no question here of 'excommunication' or

'ostracism' ...... Mr. Lloyd George, in the exercise of his own

judgement and for reasons of whioh I am the last to question the

gravity, chose to separate himself, in the most formal manner, from our

deliberations in a moment of great emergency. He was not driven out;

he refused to come in." Confident in the support of his immediate

circle, Asquith threw himself on the verdict of the party: "I will not

continue to hold the leadership for a day unless I am satisfied that I

retain in full measure the oonfidenoe of the party" - a pledge that
2

rebounded against him very quickly.

Liberal disapproval of Asquith's action was first voiced in the

press. Of the Liberal papers, the Chronicle was naturally pro-Lloyd George,

the Westminster Gazette as naturally Asquithian; but the less partisan

Daily News and the weekly Nation were critical of his high-handedness -

the Nation rather to its own surprise: "Who would have believed that

in a controversy between these two statesmen, Mr. Lloyd George would be

triumphantly and unmistakeably in the right? Yet so it is.

Lord Oxford, for the first time in his long and honourable career, has

shown himself to be entirely out of touch with Liberal opinion." The

1. Orey, Simon, eto. to Asquith, published in The Times. 2 June 1926.
2. Asquith to Collins, 1 June 1926, (ibid.)
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paper went on to praise Lloyd George's brave and liberal posture in the

strike, which might very easily have dragged on. "Sooner or later

negotiations - yes, negotiations without surrender - would have been

imperative to save us from utter ruin. A miracle saved the Government,

and now oovers with reflected glory the Government's war-time friends.

Must we Liberals then face the incredible and assume that Lord Oxford has

himself surrendered to the janissaries of his bodyguard, who have only

one argument for Mr. Lloyd George - the noose and the sack?""*"
The Manchester Guardian produced the most ringing endorsement of

Lloyd George, exposing, not for the first time, the absurdity of

ostracizing him:-

"Mr. Lloyd George is too big a force, too commanding a personality
to be disposed of by any aiiy censures or votes of no confidence.
He is what he is, and for good or ill he will so remain. It is
vain to talk of getting rid of him. So long a3 he is alive and
well he will remain by far the greatest driving and constructive
force in the oountiy. It would be about as reasonable to talk
of his getting rid of the Liberal Party as of the Liberal Party
getting rid of him. There have been times when he has made
grave, even desperate mistakes. He ha3 made no mistake now.
Had his policy been followed there would have been no general
strike. Had Mr. Baldwin's policy been followed there would have
been no general strike. Mr. Baldwin was at the last moment
over-ruled in his own Cabinet by his own Die-Hards.2 After the
strike had been thus forced on, Mr. George was for going back
to the point at which the needless and almost criminal breach had
taken place. Lord Oxford was for going forward and for reaping
all the consequences of the revolt of the Tory Die-Hards.
Which of the two men will history approve? Which of the two
most truly represented the dictates not merely of Liberal principle
but of moderation, humanity and good sense?" 3

It was the New Statesman, finally, which underlined the

Asquithians' miscalculation: "They appear ...... to have seized the

worst possible occasion for a breach, namely, an issue upon which

Mr. Lloyd George is bound to be supported by a vast majority of the

rank and file of the party. If he is driven out he will split the

1. Nation. 29 May 1926.
2. This was a widely-held myth at the time, though not strictly true.

3. Manchester Guardian. 2 June 1926.



213

parly, but he will split it very much to his own advantage,"1 In June

this was shown to be true. Liberal Associations up and down the country

refused to condemn Lloyd George, At the Manchester Reform Club on

June 5 he had a great reception, as he rebutted furiously the slurs upon

his Liberalism and ridiculed the attempt to drive him out, "It is a

serious thing to split the Liberal Parly on whether I am a more attractive

colleague than Mr, Prlngle. Why am I not? It is ny instability. Now

that is an old charge that has always been brought against any man who

is alive. It is only the stiok-in-the-muds that are stable." Gladstone,

he claimed, was equally unstable - pausing at the mention of the G.O.M.

to claim for himself sole credit for putting through Home Rule. "If they

mean to drum a man out of the Liberal Parly", he continued, "beoause he

has erred on the side of conciliation with millions of British workmen in

2
a great dispute, on that proposition I fight right through to the end."

The institutions of the party rallied to him. On June 8 the Parliamentary

Party (by a majority of 20 - 10), on June 11 the Liberal Candidates

Association, and on June 17 the party Conference at Weston-super-Mare

passed resolutions not directly critioal of Asquith (who had been taken

ill) but pointedly demanding unity upon "a vigorous and constructive

policy of social and industrial reform."'* The Asquithian putsch had

failed - indeed backfired, since Asquith resigned the parly leadership as

soom as he was fit.

Margot Asquith had at first an honourable explanation of their

failure. "The difficulty in this oase", she wrote to Runciman, "was

the rank and file of bewildered Liberals who have sweated for their party

and who, as Grey said, do not know L.G. and the sort of rotter he is,

and for whom a gigantic smash means death. It is not pro-LGism but

1. New Statesman. 29 May 1926.
2, Speech at luncheon at the Reform Club, Manchester, 5 June 1926.
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but anti-Split."1 Three months later, however, a third-hand story gives

a more telling picture of the Asquiths' error. The source is

Winifred Coombe Tennant, a friend of Lloyd George, who had been staying

at Balfour's country house in Scotland when Margot also came to stay.

"Lord Balfour told me last night", she reported to Lloyd George,
("striotly confidential of oourse, as Margot and I are both
guests here on a familiar footing"), "that she [Margot] had
been quite oandid to him and admitted 'they* (i.e. Asquith and
herself) had made a dreadful mistake over the whole business.
She said 'we were entirely misled - certain prominent rich
Liberals came to Herbert and said, "We shall not give a shilling
to the liberal Fund until you have got rid of Lloyd George."
Then we were told that people were saying the same thing all
over the country. The people who told us this were people in
a position to know - Herbert believed them, and when the
General Strike came to an end, he said "This is the opportunity
for getting rid of L.G." Whereupon he wrote the disastrous
letter. We soon found out that we'd been completely hoodwinked
and that L.G. had a very big following in the parly - but it was
then too late. Herbert is miserable over the whole business.
Nobody can say what exactly personal magnetism is - but L.G.
has got it. He'll always be able to sway the mob - it may be
all put on, but it's done - and supremely well done at that!
Thus Lord Balfour repeated Margot*s conversation. What a light
it throws on Asquith's completely spineless opportunism.!"2

Gossip this may be, but it zings true, both in Asquith's

realization of his error and in Margot* s attempt to shift the blame.

Now she oursed her husband's bad advisers; in fact, though they had

willed the breaoh ever since reunion, and were far from holding Asquith

back, it seems that Asquith himself, having resisted them steadily for

years, took the fatal decision largely on his own initiative.^ Having

taken so much from Lloyd George, his ageing patience snapped suddenly

in 1926; but he acted impetuously, badly misjudged his moment, and

achieved the opposite of his purpose. Having striven all along to

match Lloyd George's radicalism, and affirm his independence of the

Tories, he had now appeared to rush to Baldwin's side at the moment of

truth, leaving Lloyd George every advantage in a fight for the Liberal

1. Margot Asquith to Runciman, 13 June 1926. (Runciman papers 204).
2. Winifred Coombe Tennant to Lloyd George, 30 September 1926.

(Lloyd George papers, G /3l/l/39)•
II

3. See Spender and Asquith, op.oit. pp. 361-8.
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orown. No longer could the Asquithians protest that Lloyd George's

parliamentary support derived from men who regularly voted with the

Government. That misleading paradox was overtaken by the clearly

demonstrated fact that the parly at large, which the Asquithiana had

always counted as their own, now preferred Lloyd George's line to

Asquith's, judging it both more independent and more Liberal. It was

perhaps fortunate for Asquith that illness came to cover his retirement,

for his legitimacy - based on the Gladstonian succession and his pre-war

premiership - was shattered. Lloyd George wa3 confirmed as the rightful

leader and expression of post-war Liberalism. He came into his

inheritance at last through the Ironic hara-kiri of his rival.

It is possible that Lloyd George intended this result, certain

that he saw it as a possibility as soon as Asquith took the offensive.

Frances Stevenson wrote at the height of the crisis: "He will not

resign. His tactics are perfect. He is giving them a long rope with

whioh to hang themselves ...... It is quite likely that D. will eventually

succeed in driving them out of the party."1 Around the same time, he

himself was writing to Franoes:-

"Asquith has as usual been badly advised and when he listens
to these poor creatures he has a weakness for gathering around
him he generally makes a fool of himself, ...... In spite of
great gifts he is a silly old man drunk with hidden conceit.
He believes any fool who exaggerates his power and influence.
Anyhow he has oommitted a bad miscalculation this time and
committed it at least a fortnight too late to give it a chance.
The Liberal Press has been first rate. Did you see the
Daily News article and the letters in Yfestminster Gazette today?
They are already 'beat'. Dirty dogs and bitches."2

His appreciation of the possibility of gaining his ends in the

Liberal Party through the strike makes it improbable that Lloyd George

was simultaneously trying to join the Labour Party. Yet the rumour

was widely canvassed in June 1926, and exhumed by the Morning Post, in

1. Frances Stevenson diary, 30 May 1926 (A.J.P. Taylor ed. pp.247-8).
2. Lloyd George to Frances Stevenson, May 1926. (L.G.-F.L.S. correspondence).
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H.P. for Peebles and South Midlothian, Joseph Westwood, who claimed in

his constituency on 27 May that, a few weeks earlier, "Labour Members

of the House of Commons were invited to give their views on the question

of Mr, Lloyd George definitely associating himself with their party."1
Pringle and Haroourt Johnstone, for the Asquithians, pounced on this

story and publicized it, adding that a meeting between Lloyd George
2

and "three of the principal leaders of the Labour Party," had been held

at Snowden*s house on J May. Snowden put out an explicit denial,^
however, and Lloyd George produced an alibi, so that at the Liberal

Candidates Association meeting on June 11 Johnstone was obliged to

withdraw his allegation. Nevertheless the Morning Post reporter in 1929

found several Labour people ready to believe or confirm the main story.

"Soundings", admitted J.H.Hayes, a Whip at the time, "were undoubtedly

being made." "Oh", Ellen Wilkinson is reported to have said, "you

mean the approach through the Snowdens"The indefatigable Mr. Peaker

elicited several more such nuggets of highly ciroumstantial, not to say

third-hand, evidenoe from other Labour personalities, on which his

editor contrived to plaoe the most damaging interpretation. But there

is nothing to convict Lloyd George of disloyalty to Liberalism. As the

Socialist New Leader sensibly concluded: "One rank and file (Labour)
5

member put the question to another. That is all that happened."

Jealous as he was of his independence and his fund, it is inconceivable

that Lloyd George would have bargained both away to Labour, on any terms.

The idea was an Asquithian canard designed to justify their leader's

blunder. "The foolish story", Lloyd George wrote scornfully to

1. Davidson papers. Quoted in R.R.James, Memoirs of a Conservative, p.260
2. H. Johnstone to the Wiltshire Times, 3 June 1926. (Lloyd George papers

G/10/ll/l).
3. Snowden to Lloyd George, 10 June 1926 (ibid. &/18/7/2).
4. Davidson papers. Some of thi3 material is quoted in R.R. James,

op.oit. pp. 260-1.

5* New Leader. 4 June 1926.
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Sir Robert Hutchison, "is hardly worth contradicting." He went on to

define his philosophy

"I am not a Socialist, but a Liberal. I believe that the
elimination of private enterprise and individual incentive
will be a disaster to the well-being of the country. I have
only advooated public ownership where private enterprise has
conspicuously broken down or proved itself to be inadequate to
public needs. There are oases in which men of all parties
would concur in the application of that principle."!

Lloyd George wanted to co-operate with Labour, and was in touoh

with Snowden (his near-neighbour both in Chelsea and at Churt) on the

subject. But he wanted to co-operate as a Liberal, on his own terms.

Tom Clarke, taking over the editorship of the Daily News on the night

of Asquith's resignation of the leadership in October, met Lloyd George

for the first time. "I got the impression", he recorded, "that he

badly wanted to be leader of a united Liberal Party. I asked him

about Labour - 'No. A Liberal I was born, and a Liberal I die. I
Tt 2

will not join Labour'" His answer was always the same. It was a

Labour fantasy to think that the rogue elephant might be harnessed to

their party, to lend it his energies while safely subordinated to its

disciplines. The fantasy was gaining ground, however, in 1926. The

Press kept on pushing it, and Beatrioe Webb now wrote of the idea more

favourably than in 1925»-

"Supposing L.G. were to go on the stump advocating the policy of
a living wage obtained by state control of capitalist enterprise,
and supposing he were incidentally to come over to the Labour
Party, what would happen then? Philip Snowden would certainly
welcome him, and he might get a following not only among Liberal
and non-political electors, sick of the Government, but also
within the Labour movement itself. And he could not be excluded
if he chose to start a local Labour Party in his own constituency
and appear at the Labour Party Conference as its representative.
Some time in 1919 Sidney wrote an article for the New Kepublio.
suggesting such a possible deveopment of L.G.*3 career, a
suggestion whioh caused its author to be denounoed by ardent
Labour men and even to be frowned on by the Front Benoh men. It
may still come true, and it will not be the left-wing Trade

1. Lloyd George to Sir Robert Hutchison, 3 June 1926,
(Lloyd George papers, G/10/9/2).

2. Tom Clarke, My Lloyd George Diary. (London 1939), P«23.
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Unionists who will object - to them L.G. may seem preferable
to MacDonald, Thomas or even Henderson, as the exponent of
a forward, perhaps of a demagogic, policy. He has also a
money-chest: he might bring over brains."1

Muoh as the brains were needed in the Labour Party, however, their

importation via Lloyd George continued to be frowned on by * the Front

Bench men'. There were those in the party like the Webbs,

Joseph Westwood, and other dissatisfied M.P,'a who were prepared

to welcome the rediscovered radicalism of Lloyd George as a contrait
2

to the posing of MacDonald. But for the orthodox majority,

Lloyd George had for too long figured in the party's demonology to

be rehabilitated now, whatever he said or did. The official line

found fierce but typical expression in the Daily Herald on

June 1, 1926:-

"In spite of his record ...... there are people who fancy
that the Labour Party would accept as an ally this
discredited down and out political adventurer. It is
suggested that those who represent the workers might
give a place in their counsels to the man who has a
ohestful of millionaires' money presented to him so that
he should defend their interests if ever he got into
power again.

Such suggestions, 3uoh surmise, show how little
Labour is understood by politicians and newspaper writers
attached to the old Parties. Labour stands for something
quite different from political expediency. To make an
alliance with an unrepentent power-hungry Lloyd George
even if it brought momentary increase of votes would be
treachery to our faith. He would split Labour as he

1. B. Webb diary, 31 May 1926. (M. Cole ed. p.101).

2. Andrew Maclaren, for instance, the ex-M.P. for Bur3lem, told
Peaker in 1929: "I wish you fellows instead of trying to
bust up Lloyd George would try to bust up Ramsay MacDonald
...... Why does he hang on the coat-tail of Mosley? ...... Why
have our people all got the 'gaffer mentality'? They are all
afraid of Ramsay and Ramsay is just the same subservient
fellow to Mosley as the rest are to him." (Davidson papers).
Lloyd George at least was oertainly never subservient to anyone.
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has split Liberalism. The only place left for him is the
political scrap-heap. He and Lord Oxford must bicker with
each other."1

This was the dootrine that, repeated three years later would damn

the second Labour Government to futility.

During the summer of 1926, both the miners' strike which had

precipitated the events of May, and the Liberal Party crisis which had

resulted, remained unresolved. Deserted by their brothers of the

T.U.C., the miners fought on alone until November, until forced finally

to accept defeat and make regional settlements for longer hours and

lower pay. The Government, though affecting to want a national settlement,

refused to coerce the owners and allowed the Samuel Report to be abandoned.

Lloyd George's exasperation knew no bounds. He kept on pleading in the

House of Commons that the Government implement its own commitments (on

re-organization and amalgamation), attacking its tenderness towards the

owners and Churohill's constantly shifting ground. He toured his looal

coalfields in North Wales in August, defended the miners' leader, A.J. Cook,

and was acclaimed in turn by Cook as the miners* champion when he

denounced as "the meanest document ever penned by a Minister of the British

Crown" a letter from Baldwin intended to prevent American relief for the
2

strikers' families. He regarded the prolongation of the strike as an

unmitigated disaster due entirely to Government weakness^and its eventual

oollapse as a triumph for nobody.^
The Liberal situation hung fire for four months while Asquith was

unwell; although rebuffed, it was not yet certain that he would resign.

1. Daily Herald. 1 ^une 1926.
2. Sunday News. 22 August 1926.
3. Speeches in the House of Commons, 23 June, 26 July, 4 August, 31 August,

27 September and 25 October 1926. (H.C. Debs.. Vol.196, cols.429-35J
Vol.198, cols.1720-34, 3090; Vol.199, cols.198-212, 292-303, 574^84).

Speeches at Lewes, 2 October; Barnstaple, 16 October and
Lincoln, 20 November 1§26.
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His supporters continued to organize their resistance to Lloyd George

with military thoroughness. The following plan of campaign was

circulated by Harold Storey to the Asquithian loyalists:-

"The danger is that George's money and separate organization will

be used for the peaoeful penetration of the party throughout the

oountry ...... In order to preserve Liberalism as an independent influence

the L.G. plan must be defeated, and it can be defeated if the activities

of the official HQ of the party are sustained on a big enough scale.

It is the contention of this memorandum that we can prevent L.G. from

capturing the party if we ourselves occupy the ground."

The need wan for more money and better organization. A new independent

fund should be raised, and the Executive of the National Liberal Federation,

at present "a safe and sound body", must be prevented from falling into

"undesirable hands". Subscribers to the fund must be assured that neither

Asquith nor Grey would ever again oo-operate with Lloyd George.

"If these conditions * finanoial, personal, and political - are

fulfilled, we can save Liberalism as the Party of Free Trade, Progress

and Liberty.

On the other hand, if matters are allowed to drift, Liberalism will

be swamped by Lloyd Georgism.

Our suocess lies, not in a frontal attack on George, (whose mere

presence in the Party nobody can prohibit) but in occupying the ground in

such force, with such activity, and with such praotioal means of helping

Liberal work, that there will be no gap left for him to fill."1
Brave words. But nothing could in fact stop Lloyd George ocoupying

the ground. Whether Asquith resigned or not, there was a vacuum in the

Liberal leadership into which he immediately stepped. He set out his

view of the opportunity which the latest schism had created in a long

1. Storey to Runciman and others, 8 July 1926, (Runoiman papers 204).
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Sunday newspaper article on June 13* He began with a somewhat

mischievous comparison of the Liberal split with that caused in the

American Republican Party by Theodore Roosevelt - denying, transparently,

any personal comparison with himself:-

"There was something about him [Roosevelt] which frightened the

timid and the conventional and the men who in their walks, never stray

from the well-trodden and dusty paths of party platitudes. The

commonplace thought him violent, the pedantic thought him unprincipled,

the correct thought him undignified, the kind of 3tern party men that

treat the party headquarters as if they were the temple of their faith

thought him simply wicked. But the common people heard him gladly,

and they thronged to greet him and to listen to his speeches."

He then turned to develop his main theme - the chance of a new unity

that the Liberal Party now had open to it. The civil war, he admitted,

"has broken out again all along the line. But this time the forces

arranged on both sides will be different. Many of the old Coalition

Liberals disliked ay attitude on the strike, and are far from enthusiastic

about my land policy. On the other hand, the more advanced members of

the party who were largely opposed to me during the Coalition period

have given sealous support to the proposals for economic reconstruction

which I have put forward in recent years. The quarrel, if it continues,

will develop on lines of policy and not personality. That will be all

the better for Liberalism".

The "official gang", Lloyd George alleged, had held Liberalism back

by failing to offer anything new after the war. "The forces that are

now rallying to my side", he went on, by oontrast, "contain the most

thoughtful personalities in the party - men who have fretted for years

over the lost opportunity of Liberalism. They comprise some of the

ablest political thinkers in the country today. They not unnaturally

believe that the failure of the General Strike presents the Liberal Party



222

with another chanoe, and whilst they have great respect for Lord Oxford,

they are not altogether sorry to see others, who are responsible for

the fact that the party missed its greatest opportunity, talcing a step

whioh leaves advanced Liberalism free for the first time to fashion its

course and to undertake its responsibilities.

The split has opened a new vision and started a new era in British

politics. Liberalism may soon again take the lead in the march of

.,1progress."

The fruit of this new departure waa to be the "Yellow Book".

Britain's Industrial Future was not published until 1928, but the

committee which produced it - comprising precisely those "able thinkers"

and "thou^itful personalities" of whom Lloyd George had written - waa set

up in this summer of 1926, in the aftermath of the General Strike.

"This weekend", Lloyd George wrote to his wife in September, "I have
2

14 professors at Churt". Meanwhile, in several necessarily more

general speeohes, Lloyd George was defining once again his conception of

the meaning and purpose of Liberalism, distinguishing it both from

Toryism and Socialism and from Asquithian Whiggery.

At the Oxford University Liberal Club, on June 15, he painted a

remarkable picture of the rights to whioh every man, woman, and ohild in

the country was entitled, in return only for their labour and respect

for the law - adequate food, clothing, air, shelter, light, education

and leisure. The country, if its wealth were properly managed, could

afford to guarantee this minimpm to all. The Liberal Party was

oonoerned with freedom: there was no freedom where people lived in

slums.^ Similarly, he declared to the Welsh Liberal Conference at Rhyl,

1. Sunday News. 13 June 1926.
2. Lloyd George to Dame Margaret Lloyd George, 22 September 1926, in

Morgan (ed.) op.oit. p.207.
3. Speech to the Oxford University Liberal Club, 15 June 1926.
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there was no freedom where people were bound to economic conditions

incompatible with the civilized rights of man, "There is something

fundamentally wrong with our economic Systran. It is based upon

injustice and it cannot last".^" He still placed great stress on the

land plan, which he was confident some Government must eventually

implement, and foreshadowed the Industrial Report. The possession of

definite policies was the essential condition of Liberal recovery. A

political faith, he reminded the Liberal Summer School in July, oould

only be the foundation of action; it was not a substitute for it.

(Another dig, he might have said, at the Asquiiftians).

"If we had been as ready in 1924 with definite ooncrete proposals

as we are today, we could have gone to the Labour Party and said, 'Here

are our proposals with regard to land, electricity and the mines, and

the condition of our support is that you 3hould deal with them*. We

should now have been in the third year of carrying out a great programme

of social reform instead of being in the horrible muddle we are in at

the present moment.
2

Are we going to get another chance? I think we are."

At this moment of apparent triumph and optimism, however,

Lloyd George himself felt his energy flagging - a reaction, possibly,

to his sucoess. He tended to succumb to minor illnesses after passing

crises: he had done so in February after the Land Convention; now in

mid-July he went down briefly with neuralgia. From Wales he wrote to

Frances Stevenson: "My article today is the dullest I ever wrote. It

took a whole morning. My brain is heavy. All the aprightllnesa is

1. Speech to the Welsh National Liberal Federation at Rhyl, 9 July 1926.

2. Speech to the Liberal Summer School at Oxford, 30 July 1926.
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out of it ...... I must make am effort to prepare my speeches. The

fisz is out of me these days."

He certainly had 3peeohes to prepare: he cancelled no engagements.

In the month of July 1926 (for part of which he was on holiday), he made

three major political speeohes in the country, two long speeches in the

House of Commons (one on agriculture and one on coal) and numerous

shorter interventions, as well as three of his quasi-religious,

non-political addresses - to a Wesleyan Conference at York; to the

World Christian Endeavour Movement at the Crystal Palace, (a sermon

entitled "The Youth of the World for Peace and Goodwill"); and, for
2

Beaverbrook, to an assembly of Canadian teachers at Stornoway House.

Beaverbrook wa3 just now feeling friendly towards Lloyd George.

He wrote to him at the end of the month:-

"Your last two attacks in the House of Commons have been very
damaging. For the first time since their colossal majority
rolled in, I have found ministers treating you with the just
respeot I have always felt for you, as an opponent - if with
less than the sympathy and enthusiasm with which you have always
inspired me when I have been marching behind you .*•••• My
opinion is that the tide of affairs has definitely turned.
Soon my devoted friendship for you will be challenged by a
growing host of admirers, and [here Beaverbrook neatly conoludes
his encomium with a twist of irony] I shall be crowded out by
Lord Riddell"-[Lloyd George's former, but now estranged,
confidant.5

For his part, however, Lloyd George was feeling somewhat less

well-disposed towards Beaverbroak, at least in his capacity as

1. Lloyd George to Frances Stevenson, July 1926. (L.G.-F.L.S. corres¬
pondence). The article referred to was probably one entitled
"Clear Up the Coal Muddle!" - not his first on that subject.

2. Public speech at Rhyl, 9 July 1926; speech to the Welsh National
Liberal Federation at Rhyl, 10 July 1926; speech to the Liberal
Summer School at Oxford, 30 July 1926.

Speeohes in the House of Commons, 16 and 26 July 1926,
(H.C.Debs.Vol.198. cols.794-805, 1720-34).

Addresses to Wesleyan Conference at York, 14 July 1926; to
the World Christian Endeavour Movement at the Crystal Palace, London,
20 July 1926; and to Canadian teachers at Stornoway House, London,
22 July 1926.

3. Beaverbrook to Lloyd George, 28 July 1926. (Lloyd George papers,
<3/3/6/10).
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proprietor of the Daily Express. He counted strongly on his newspapers

to propagate his policies, and in the summer of 1926 he felt they were

failing him. "I am up in town", he wrote to his wife in September,

"trying to put a little spunk into the Chronicle and Sunday News.

Since I saw the Express had passed us in circulation I have been most

uneasy & I have been at it hard trying to put things right."1 His old

colleague McCurdy, Chairman of the Board, he thought "lazy & flabby",
2

and he wrote him a stinging rebuke. His son Cwilym, too, was

"indolent". Dame Margaret must have defended him, for Lloyd George

soon oomplained more bitterly: Gwilym had given him no help and done no

work on either the Land Campaign, the Chronicle, or the Candidates'

Committee, all the while drawing a large salary. What was more his

family seems at this moment to have been making trouble over Frances.

"I must tell you", he wrote, "how deeply pained I am to learn that you

and Megan have turned against me". Private and public tribulations

momentarily combined in an unoharaoteristio outburst of tired petulance -

it sounds more like Ramsay MacDonald than Lloyd George: "I have been

for some time sick of public life. I work hard - very very hard - &

get nothing but kicks. I have been contemplating clearing out and

writing my book in retirement. I propose on Thursday [at Caernarvon]

to tell them to find another candidate ...... I am an old man. I mean

3
henceforth to enjoy the leisure which is my due."

But he was not serious: he did not enjoy leisure, Caernarvon

Boroughs Liberal Association did not need another candidate for nineteen

1. Lloyd George to Dame Margaret Lloyd George, 22 September 1926,
in Morgan (ed.) op.oit. p.206-7.

2. Lloyd George to KcCurdy, 19 September 1926. (Lloyd George papers
&/13/3/54).

3. Lloyd George to Dame Margaret Lloyd George, October 1926.
(L.G.-F.L.S. correspondence). Lloyd George spoke to his
constituents at Caernarvon on 28 Ootober 1926, The presence of
this letter among the Frances Stevenson correspondence may mean
that it was never sent.
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years. Politics was his life, and he was still fighting the

Asquithians tooth and nail. In September there had been a by-election

in North Cumberland. He wrote to Frances in August; "The Liberal

candidate is R.D. Holt - almost the most implacable of my opponents.

I am not clear what line to take for he might get in. He came within

200 in 1923." Later he reported: "I am working the Cumberland election.

Holt must not get in. We must defeat him at all costs. If we do -

then Donald Maclean & the rest will be scared for their lives. They

will realise we can take a sufficient number of votes from their

constituencies to keep them out."1
What does this mean? Did Lloyd George work secretly with either

the Tories or Labour in Cumberland to defeat the Liberal? He must have

been exceedingly discreet - contributing, perhaps, to the local Tory-

fund - for no suspicion of such sabotage was ever attached to him by the

Asquithians, who could have made most damaging capital from it. On the

other hand, if the intention was to scare Maclean and company with his

power, discretion was out of place. It is difficult to believe, in

reality, that Lloyd George did anything at all. The result of the

election was very much as might have been predicted - a Government

majority reduced but not seriously shaken. Holt did well to hold his

General Election vote, but the Tory abstentions were not enough to put
2

him in; Labour slightly increased its poll but still trailed well behind.

1. Lloyd George to Frances Stevenson, August 1926. (ibid.)
2. 1924 Howard (Con.) 10,536 1926 Graham (Con.) 8,867

Holt (Lib.) 6,821 Holt (Lib.) 6,871
Burke (Lab.) 2,125 Mclntyre (Lab.) 2.793

Majority 3,765 Majority 1,996
Figures for this and other by-elections are taken from The Times.
See also Chris Cook and John Ramsden (ed.) By-Election3 in British
Politics (London 1973).
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Lloyd George did not speak in Cumberland, but neither did any other

leading Liberal - neither Grey, nor Runciman, nor Simon. His only

identifiable intervention in the campaign was to affirm, at Oxford on

September 11, that the land policy agreed in February could not be

further diluted - a direct contradiction of Holt (a Manchester Liberal

of a very old sohool - a shipowner whose fortune depended on Free Trade),

who had been playing it down as needing more discussion. Lloyd George

was undoubtedly willing Holt to lose - his letter to Frances demonstrates

the strength of his concern; but it can only have been a wishful

exaggeration of his active part in the campaign* a mixture of frustration

and bravado.

The Liberal interregnum came to an end in October. Asquith

formally resigned the leadership which he had lost effectively in June.

His wife had then told Runeiman that he would go at once,1 but during

the weeks of his illness and convalescence he had presumably been under

pressure from his friends to stay. At the end of September, however,

he reviewed the situation and made up his mind. "The alternatives",

he wrote to Hargot, "are to lead a squalid faction fight against Ll.G.

in which he would have all the sinews of war; or to accept his money

and patch up a hollow and humiliating alliance. I am quite resolved

to do neither, so I shall 'faire mes paqueta' for which I have ample
2

justification on other grounds, age, etc." This admission that age

was not the real ground is notable.

To his closest colleagues Asquith sent a "secret" memorandum,

(later published), in which he rehearsed the history of the Liberal split

since 1918, dismissed reunion as "a fiction, if not a farce", and blamed

1. Hargot Asquith to Runciman, 13 June 1926. (Runoiman papers 204).
2. Asquith to Margot Asquith, September 1926. (Quoted in Spender &

Asquith, op.oit. Vol.11, p.369).
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Lloyd George for blackmailing the party with his private fund, contrasting

the near-bankruptcy of the official organization with the wealth of

Lloyd Georgia maohine. The latter, "well supplied with material

resources, is being enlarged in every direction and has been recruited

at its Headquarters quite recently by an influx of skilled wire-pullers

and propagandists* Under such conditions," he conducted, "to talk of

Liberal unity a3 a thing whioh either has been, or has any fair prospect

of being, achieved, seems to me to be an abuse of language." Having

thus enjoined hi3 lieutenants to continue the fight, he reaffirmed,

rather self-righteously, his attitude to the events of May, calling in

the honourable record of his whole oareer to guarantee the motive of his

final blunder. Then, mentioning his age and failing health, he

announced his resignation."*"
He made his deoision public scone days later, on October 14, and on

the 15th addressed an emotional farewell meeting at Greenock, (Collins*

constituency). Here again he implioitly criticized Lloyd George in a

passage defending his 1924 decision to put the Labour Government into

power.

"It gave the country under safeguarding conditions a foretaste of

what Labour in office really meant, and it in no way compromised the

freedom of the Liberal Party - as it would have done if, as I see is now

suggested, we had as a preliminary oondition entered into any bargain with

them upon matters of policy. A great politioal party whioh is not for

the time being in a majority should never allow itself to succomb to the

temptation to degenerate into a bargaining counter. Independence is

essential to self-respect, and, whatever it may cost you for the moment,

it is the only way in the long run of securing the respect of the country."

He returned to this theme in his final words, voicing sentiments

which Lloyd George in another context might have eohoed, but which here

1. Memorandum circulated by Asquith to his colleagues, 5 October 1926.
(Gladstone papers 46478/46-50).
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had a particular meaning, "The new problems which confront us

are not outside the ambit of the old faith. Keep that faith; cany

on the torch which we, who have done our best to keep it alight, hand

over to your custody. Resist all the allurements of short outs and

compromises. Look neither to the right nor to the left, but keep

strai^it on."1
With that characteristic parting shot, Asquith bowed out of

Liberal politics, and left the stage to Lloyd George, He had little

opportunity of sniping from the wings. He was very soon ill again,

and in sixteen months he was dead.

Thus ended the greatest political duel since that of Gladstone and

Disraeli, Theirs, however, was the formal and open opposition of the

leaders of rival parties. Asquith and Lloyd George fought a cloak

and dagger battle for the leadership of the same party - a far more

bitter and less edifying dispute, and sadder too, for the waste that it

involved. As oolleagues before the war, they had worked supremely well

and constructively together, each balancing the other's qualities, with

Lloyd George probably the heir apparent but in no way grasping for

succession. The war made them rivals and equals, exalting all

Lloyd George's qualities while devaluing Asquith's. Asquith resented

the faot, the manner, and the consequences of his supersession, and his

friends and family nursed his sense of grievance. Lloyd George was

careless of the split until too late. When he came back into the

Liberal Party, with all the prestige and paraphernalia of an ex-Prime

Minister, and rather more, there simply was not room for both of them.

Surrounded as they were by rival oourts of loyal partisans, there were

1. Speech at Greenock, 15 October 1926,
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no terms on which they could recreate their former partnership.

Asquith was getting old - less flexible, less skilful, and less

tolerant than in 1910; Lloyd George's sense of power was enhanced, his

energy unimpaired. Asquith was no longer sure enough of hi3 own

ascendanoy to give Lloyd George a free rein; Lloyd George took it;

Asquith felt threatened and personally affronted. Financially, Asquith

had reason for complaint; but politically he was losing all along. He

offered nothing but his past: Lloyd George appeared to have a future.

Asquith oould not win. He retained the leadership far too long - from

pride, perhaps, and from loyalty to his friends who could not face his

going - until retirement was embarassingly forced by failure. A sad

ending: a sad duel altogether, beoause unnecessary and destructive.

Together, between 1916 and 1926, Asquith and Lloyd George destroyed the

Liberal Party, and with it the chance of non-Socialist radicalism

between the wars. Alone, however, had he won control of the party

three years earlier, Lloyd George's creativity could just have saved it.

The same cannot possibly be said of Asquith. The old man should have

retired very much sooner.



CHAPTER SIX

LLOYD GEORGE AS LIBERAL LEADER, I
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"Lord Oxford's resignation", declared the Annual Register for 1926,

"left the Liberal Party completely derelict. No successor was found

to fill his place, and the 'Shadow Cabinet* ceased to exist.""'*
Strictly speaking it was true that Lloyd George did not become Liberal

leader. The party worked on the old principle whereby the leadership

in opposition was shared between the two Houses of Parliament:

Lloyd George was only chairman of the Liberal Party in the House of

Commons, and his opponents were very careful to deny him the title

"leader". But he was not himself particularly bothered about the

chairmanship, and 3eem3 to have been several times inclined to give it
2

up, to ooncentrate on the larger questions of policy. Whatever his

formal position, the reality of his leadership was indisputable. As

for the 'Shadow Cabinet' - most of Asquith's colleagues had publicly

refused "confidential relations" with Lloyd George. By appointing no

formally-constituted body, Lloyd George was able to consult his own

supporters, without explicitly exoluding the Asquithians, leaving the

door open for such as Simon to come in when he felt ready. He oarried

out, in fact, only a very minor purge. Collins was replaced as Chief

Whip by Sir Robert Hutchisonj then in January 1927 Fhlllipps was forced

out of the chairmanship of the party organization as a oondition of

Lloyd George* s help for five hundred candidates at the General Election.

This deal was agreed, by seventeen votes to eight, by the Administrative
3

Committee on January 19. Lloyd George sold his controlling interest

in the Daily Chronlole to fulfil hi3 side:*1" the price was a "neutral"

1. Annual Register. 1926. p.115.
2. Frances Stevenson Diary, 3 Februazy 1927. (A.J.P. Taylor, ed. p.249)
3* The Times. 20 January 1927; Wilson op.cit. pp.337-9*
4. Lloyd George's friend Reading became Chairman of the Board, however,

and it remained a Lloyd Georgian paper.
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chairman to replace Phillipps. By great good fortune Sir Herbert Samuel

had recently returned to Britain loaded with honours after five years

governing Palestine, his prestige now further increased by his chairmanship

of the 1925-26 Coal Commission and his successful mediation in the General

Strike; as an old Asquithian who had missed the recent squabbles, he

fitted the party's requirement perfectly. Lloyd George accepted him,

and he was unanimously appointed in February 1927*

The sacrifice of Phillipps to financial need, however, had been too

much for the Asquithian Die-Hards. R.D, Holt, the defeated candidate at

Cumberland, tided to "prevent this insidious deal from going through".

"I told them last time", he wrote to Runciman, "that we ought not to

touch the money - it is the price of dishonour and will bring a curse to

whoever handles it".1 At a dinner pointedly given in Phillipps' honour

in December, Grey publicly repeated that he would have no dealings with
2

Lloyd George. These efforts failed in their purpose, however.

Ronald Walker expressed the majority Administrative Committee view,

insisting that he was just as "honourable" as Runciman. "It is a possible

line to refuse Lloyd George's money. It seems to me an impossible one to

suggest that he hands it over to a committee run by a man who says he will

have no confidential dealings with him If we take his money, a

3
neutral chairman seems a reasonable request to me".

Defeated, the Asquithians voluntarily withdrew from various

administrative posts - Hudson from the Liberal Central Association, of

which he had been Secretary since 1893, Grey and Violet Bonham-Carter,

among others, from the Million Fund Committee - and formed a new body

called the Liberal Counoil, with Grey, that great figurehead, as its

1. Holt to Runciman, 23 November 1926. (Runciman papers 204).
2. Speech at a Liberal dinner in London, 13 December 1926.
3. Walker to Runoiman, 28 December 1926 and earlier the same month.

(Runciman papers 204).
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inevitable President, The Council was not a new party; it3 founders

did not even consider it a source of division in the old party. Rather,

believing themselves to be the guardians of true Liberalism, they saw it

as a guarantor of Liberal unity: its purpose was to enable people to

remain in the Liberal Party who would otherwise have left it, so that

after the aberration represented by Lloyd George had passed, the parly

could return to the path of truth. Having failed to save the body of

the party, they determined instead to save its soul.

The idea wa3 mooted by Gladstone in December, "L.G.'s time is

comparatively short", he told Maclean, "but the idea of Liberal unity

will persist ,,•••• Whatever course we deoide to take it is of the first

importance to safeguard the idea of the unity of Liberalism. In policy

there is no change and no disagreements as there were with the Liberal

Unionists and, in a modified sense, with Liberal Imperialism.^" Our

action is based on the personal record of L.G, and his corrupting methods.

Accordingly we should avoid everything that tends to schism between us

and the party in the country which, in trying circumstances, accepts what

we refuse." The new body, he concluded, must be "an organisation in and

of the Liberal Perty, with a private fund of which the less said the

better. In its constitution it must have a principle which excludes the
2

bought men."

Runoiman, making similar proposals in November, called for action by

the twelve just men who had signed the letter of loyalty to Asqpith on

June 2. Liberals in the country "who detest corruption have

looked to the twelve signatories as men on whom they can rely to keep

1. The Liberal Unionists were those Liberals who followed Joseph Chamberlain
into the Conservative Party rather than accept Irish Home Rule, after
1886. Liberal Imperialism was -the anti-Campbell-Bannerman faction
led by Asquith, Grey, and Haldane between 1900 and 1905*

2. Gladstone to Maclean 15 December 1926. (Gladstone papers 4647^192-4) •
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Liberalism clean. I urge that the public should be told that we exist,

are vigilant and can be relied on to give a lead when necessaiy and to

assist Liberal candidates and Federations by speaking at their meetings.

The Liberal world is entitled to know that Lord Oxford's retirement has

not wiped us out and that we exist as a force. Nothing short of this

will stop the flight to L.G. and his Fund."1
The formation of the Liberal Council came too late for that; but

it is pertinent to ask what sort of foroe it represented. The members

always claimed that it was highly radioal; but this simply was not so.

The most advanced of the Asquithians, Wedgwood Berrn, chose this moment
2

to defect to Labour. The polioies which the Liberal Council proclaimed

were the old standbys of its members' youth - Free Trade and "economy",

the cutting down of Government expenditure. "Peace, Retrenchment and

Reform" was still the watchword: "peace" now meant support for the

League of Nations, but "reform" comprised little mors than the taxing of

site values, still a relevant policy, but a very old one. The depth of

their conservatism was indicated by Gladstone, refusing Samuel's request

that he return to active politics;-

"The programme, I confess, does not attract me. Land oomes from
the stookpot in a new dress but carries no inspiration. Coal
and Power is not a political question at all. In my view, apart
from Free Trade and the League of Nations, there are two questions
which in sheer Liberalism stand out first and foremost, drastic
retrenchment founded on policy and lioensing not founded on
fanaticism. They are not only the most urgent questions, but in
strategy and tactics both of them give the vantage ground against
Labour as well as against Conservatism."3

The nomination of licensing reform as the most pressing social need,

and the dismissal of industrial questions from the realm of politics

1. Runciman, "A Secret Note on the Plight of the Liberal Party",
1 November 1926. (Runciman papers 204).

2. See Wedgwood Benn to The Times. 4 February 1927.
3. Gladstone to Samuel, 30 April 192?. (Samuel papers A 155/VI/60).
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altogether contrast staggeringly with Lloyd George's vision of darkest

England awaiting light and liberty, and national wealth being harnessed

for social ends. But though it was a demonstrable falsehood for the

Liberal Council to claim that it had no serious quarrel with Lloyd George

over policy, the pretence served to emphasize that their opposition to

his leadership was purely personal. Lord Cowdray expressed the Council's

purpose with utter candours "L.G. does not change", he wrote to

J,A. Spender. "It will be better for the country that the Liberals

should not return to power than that the Party should be represented by

a Lloyd George Government." He went on to demonstrate a common Asquithian

view of the importance of the Liberal Party: "The Party has to remain in

existenoe, and in time it will recover its influenoe ...... Without our

Party politics will degenerate into those who have against those who have

not.""'' One might have thought the policies of Lloyd George more likely

to blur that line -than those of the Liberal Council, but this did not

strike Lord Cowdray, frozen in a doubtfully radical attitude of long ago.

Not only did the Asquithians retain this faith in their party's right to

rale; they also believed firmly in their own natural right to rule the

party. They regarded it, as Lloyd George had said years before, as a

2
family oonoern in which they held all the shares. "All the wei^vt and

quality of Liberalism is with us," wrote the historian Sir Charles Mallet,

(who in 1930 would publish a character assassination of Lloyd George),

"It can, and it ought, to be made to prevail,"'* They easily convinced

themselves that Lloyd George had no innate capacity at all. "Were it

not for that d-~—d fund," wrote Maclean, "He would be politically of no

1. Cowdray to Spender, 20 December 1926. (Gladstone papers 46478/57)•
2. Scott diary, 9 August 1917- (Trevor Wilson ed. p.298). See above, p.81.

3. Mallet to Runclman, 22 October 1926. (Runciman papers 204).
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account, and the Party would he in fine fettle."1 All was triokery

and corruption: "They will pay or paok the N*L.F. or any form of

Convention ...... How can you argue with the fatuous vanities of these

long-haired political neurotics? The game is to hound us out as recreant

Whigs at the crack of the whip of this — — — I But he won't
2

succeed. Murder in politics will out, as in ordinary crime."

The establishment of the Liberal Council helped to save the Asquithians'

self-respect. It had no other effect. Once again, as in June 1926, they

showed themselves wholly out of tune with the party faithful they claimed

to represent. As Br. Joseph Hunter, one of Lloyd George's election

agents, wrote to Prances Stevenson from Dumfries, "They will be surprised

to find how slender is their hold on public affection."^ At the time of

Grey*3 irreconcileable speeoh in December, Lloyd George had been away on

a Christmas cruise; but he received reports of its reception.

Major Fred Stem, for instance, to whom Lloyd George had been complaining
L

just a month before about attacks on him in the Westminster Gazette, now

wrote: "The Grey dinner has done much harm; the old Liberals are

disgusted to think their old Brigade are so conservative, and you can

imagine the feelings of the young Liberals. A properly elected Convention
5

would sweep them out of existence," By the end of 192?» the Annual

Register had written the Liberal Counoil off as "practically still-born":~

"The Party Organization remained faithful to Mr. Lloyd George, and
it was to that statesman rather than to the others that the Liberal
rank and file looked for an authoritative statement of Liberal policy.
The secessionist movement of Lord Grey and his supporters seemed at

1. Maolean to Gladstone, ? August 1928. (Gladstone papers 4647^206).
2. Maclean to Gladstone, 7 August 1927. (Ibid. 4647V^205)»
3. Hunter to Frances Stevenson, 23 January 1927* (Lloyd George

papers G/3l/2/l4).
4. Lloyd George to Stern, 17 November 1926. (ibid. G/3l/l/53).
5. Stem to Lloyd George, 29 December 1926. (ibid. G/3l/l/64).
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first to strike the death-knell of the Liberal Party In
the end, however, the separation of the two sections proved a
benefit to the party. It gave the supporters of Mr. Lloyd George
an opportunity to reorganize themselves more efficiently and to
build up the party on a new foundation, with results which soon
became strikingly apparent."!

The Liberal Party, the Register realized one year late, was neither

leaderle33 nor derelict, but reborn.

* & $ # «s

Evidence of rebirth emerged from a series of by-elections in the

spring and summer of 1927* The by-elections of 1926 had not brought

the Liberals much joy, though the two seats which they had lost were both

admittedly somewhat special cases - the Combined English Universities

(H.A.L. Fisher's former seat), and Central Hull. Hull was one of those

rare elections where a popular sitting member resigns from one party to

fight and win the seat for another. In this case the colourful Radical,

Commander Xenworthy, transferring from Liberal to Labour, took nearly all

his old supporters with him, leaving the Liberals a lost deposit.

Kenworthy did not leave the Liberal Party from hostility to Lloyd George.

On the contrary, he regretted "the severance of our recently re-established

political friendship." Pie was driven to Labour by the conviction "that

it is the duty of all those of my way of thinking to try to form one

strong progressive party." He would no doubt have liked Lloyd George

to follow him. He parted from Lloyd George with handsome thanks "for

the generous way in which you have received the various onslaughts I have

made upon your policy during the last seven years, your refusal to bear

!• Annual Register. 1927, pp.8-9.
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malice, and the many courtesies you have 3hown me both while you were

in offioe and out of office."1
Despite these private civilities, Kenworthy's victory was a serious

blow to the Liberals, a month after Asquith's retirement. The tide

began to flow the other way, however, in the seat vacated by the other

Liberal defector, Wedgwood Benn. Benn joined the Labour Parly explicitly
2

to escape Lloyd George's leadership; but he chose not to contest his old

constituency, Leith. The by-election was held on March 23: Ernest Brown
3

scraped home for the Liberals by 111 vote3. The loss of Benn's

comfortable majority wa3 explained by the intervention of a Tory who took

4,000 votes. The result was all that mattered to Lloyd George and Samuel.

Coming just five weeks after Samuel's installation, it seemed a

marvellously hopeful portent for the new regime. The Liberals had rounded

Cape Horn, Lloyd George declared at Rochdale two day3 later. "The party

is now reorganized with a 3ingle eye to reviving Liberal fortunes, and not

to proseouting factional feuds.Predicting further Liberal successes,

he travelled down next day to Southwark, where another unusual by-election

was in progress. The Labour member, Leslie Haden Guest, dissenting from

his party's line on China, had resigned the seat to fight it as an

Independent, (with Conservative support). It was a rowdy election;
S

Lloyd George could scarcely get a hearing; but the former Liberal member,

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

Kenworthy to Lloyd George, 23 October 1926. (Lloyd George papers &/3l/l/hk)
Benn to The Times. 4 February 1927.
1924 Benn (Lib.) 16,569

Wilson (Lab.) 11.250
Majority 5,319

1927

Speech at Rochdale, 25 March 1927.
Speech at Southwark, 26 March 1927.

Brown (Lib.)
Wilson (Lab.
Beaton (Con

Majority
:S

12,461
12,350
4.607

111
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E.A. Strauss, managed to profit from the Labour civil war to win.

(Haden Guest was bottom of the poll)."

Two Liberal victories inside a week gave a great fillip to the

faithful; but the sceptics were not convinced of their significance.

Southwark could be represented as a freak, and Leith wa3, after all, a

Liberal 3eat which the party had only just held. Lloyd George, however,
2

had at least since January had his eyes on the Tory seat of Market Bosworth,

in Leicestershire, whosa Member had emigrated to Australia the previous

summer. Conservative, Liberal, and Labour had been separated in 1924 by

only a thousand votes, and the Government clearly did not feel confident

of holding on; their delay of nearly twelve months before moving the writ,

however - the by-election was finally held on 1 June 1927 - cannot have

advanced their cause. Nor did their choice of candidate help: Brigadier-

General Spears had till very recently been Coalition Liberal M.P. for

Loughborough. Against him, Lloyd George put in another old Coalition

Liberal, his friend and former Chief t.hip Sir William Edge - "a big
3

Lancashire business man and anti-Red in every fibre of his body" -

backed by his full electioneering machine. Spears claimed afterwards

that Lloyd George had spent £10,000 in the constituency over 3ix months,
4

with thirty paid organizers. Lloyd George himself spoke twice in the

final week: first, in the mining area of Coalville, where he drew four
5

times the audience that listened to Arthur Henderson, then at Hinckley,

where historical fancy led him to claim Cromwell as a Liberal and the

1. 1924 H. Guest (Lab.) 8,115 1927 Strauss (Lib.) 7,334
Strauss (Lib.) 7*085 Isaacs (Lab.) 6,167
Llewellin (Con.) 3,305 H. Guest (3nd.) 3,215

Majority 1,030 Majority 1,167
2. Frances Stevenson diary, 3 February 1927. (A.J.P. Taylor ed. p.250).
3. Lloyd George to Rothermere, 1927. (Lloyd George papers G/l7/]/H).
4. Spears to Conservative Central Office, June 1927. (Baldwin papers,

D. k/51/80-82) *

5. Speech at Coalville, 28 May 1927.



battle of Naseby as a by-eleotion victory for liberty1 More seriously,

he concentrated his attack on Labour, denouncing Socialism from the

Russian experience as not only tyrannical but inefficient.1 His emphasis

was vindicated by the result: Spears trailed a poor third, with Edge
2

beating the Socialist by 271 votes. It was another narrow victory for

the Liberals, but it was a good one for Lloyd George's strategy, showing

the Government in trouble and the two progressive parties neck and neck.

The Tories were shaken by the size of their defeatj the agent's report

to Central Office blamed the unsympathetic candidate, the unpopular!ty of

recent industrial legislation, and the effect of Lloyd George's meetings.^
At the next by-election of the summer, however, at Westbury, Wiltshire,

on 16 June, Lloyd George held no meeting and the Government survived by
4

149 votes. It was a seat which, after Bosworth, the Liberals should

have won if their revival was to be maintained; they had come a good

second in 1924, with Labour well behind. But the new Liberal oandidate

was Harcourt Johnstone, one of the younger members of the Liberal Council,

who shared to the full his elders' suspicion of Lloyd George. It was he

who, in 1926, had spread the story of Lloyd George's alleged approach to

Labour, calling him in a letter to the Wiltshire Times "a man devoid of

political homesty". "To me", he continued, "Mr. Lloyd George seems to

have but few of the virtues with which he is popularly credited, and all

1. Speech at Hinckley, 30 May 1927.
2. Bosworth 1924 Gee (Con.) 10,114 1927

Ward (Lib.) 9,756
Minto (Lab.) 9,143
Majority 358

3. Baldwin papers, D.4.51/77-79.
4. Westbury 1924 Shaw (Con.) 11,559 1927

Derbishire (Lib.) 9,848
Ward (Lab.) 4,731

Majority 1,711

Edge (Lib.) 11,981
Xinto (Lab.) 11,710
Spears (Con.) 7,685
Majority 271

Long (Con.) 10,623
Johnstone (Lib.) 10,474
V/ard (Lab.) 5,396

Majority 149
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the vices which his political record only too amply displays."
1

Lloyd George asserted in July that the Liberal Council tried to fight

the Westbury election on its own, and that he was not invited to speak

until it wa3 too late for him to go. "A win there was the easiest thing

in the world", he claimed to C.p. Scott, "but the whole pack of them

settled down on the constituency, resolved to make it a Liberal Council

victory. They ignored Samuel ...... and appointed their own organizer
2

independently." This does not seem unlikely - it wa3 the purpose of

the Liberal Council to fight seats wherever it could without incurring

any obligation to Lloyd George; and in the light of Johnstone's published

opinion of Lloyd George, it is not surprising that he should not ask his

help. On the other hand the Cumberland election of 1926 showed that

Lloyd George was not always keen to see Asquithians elected. His own

account suggests that he was at least as reluctant to speak for Johnstone

as Johnstone was to have him. The Westbury Liberals apparently asked

first Dame Margaret and then Megan Lloyd George to speak for them; then

they asked Lloyd George indirectly through the local papers. He held

out for an official invitation which came too late for him to accept;

then he sent a message of support.^ His message, however, wa3 published

on 10 June, six days before polling. It is hard to believe that he could

not have cancelled some minor engagements to visit Wiltshire in the final

week if he had really wanted to. He does not appear this time to have

wanted a Liberal defeat; nor was the Liberal campaign so exclusively

Asquithian as he made out - Samuel did speak there, in his role of party

unifier, so did Edge, fresh from Bosworth, and Francis Aoland, at whose

estate in 1925 Lloyd George had launched his Land Campaign. But it does

1. Wiltshire Times. 3 June 1926. (Lloyd George papers, G/lo/ll/l).
2. Scott diazy, 22 July 1927. (f " ers 50907/205-9; Wilson ed.

3. Ibid.
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seem that he himself deliberately 3tayed away from Westbury. On

personal grounds this may have been the prudent course; but it probably

cost the Liberals the seat.

If Westbury slowed the Liberal bandwagon, the Lambeth division of

Brixton, the last by-election of the summer, appeared to halt it.
1

Lloyd George expressed some private hope of winning the seat, which

had been Liberal in 1923, and spoke in the constituency two days before

the poll; but the Tories had won a comfortable majority in 1924, with

the Liberal last, and now held on quite easily. P.J. Laverick, the

local Congregationali3t minister and a well-known fund-raiser for the

blind, in fact did quite well to increase the Liberal vote while both

the other parties dropped, and ran Labour close for second place. But

such slight gains do not advance revivals. The impetus was lost.

Enough had been achieved in four months, however, to reinforce

Lloyd Ceorge's confidence that the Liberals would have a cruoial role to

play after the next General Election. He did not think an independent

Liberal majority likely, though publicly he did not discount it: "Don't

you be too sure, you Labour men", he had warned back in November, "that

the Liberals will not have their chance. This is an incalculable

electorate The people of this country are Liberals, and therefore

if Liberalism wins it simply means that people will vote for what they
.2

believe in." Privately he told Scott after the by-elections: "I think

nobody now looks for more than 250 Liberals in the new House vdth 150 or

200 Labour. Even that \?ould leave only about 150 for the Tories which

is hardly possible". And Scott noted, "He did not volunteer a guess

himself, but evidently had very much more slender expectations".^ He

1. Lloyd George to Rothermere, 15 June 1927. (Lloyd George papers G/17/1/I8)•
2. Speech at the Liberal Urban Land Conference at the Kingsway Hall,

London, 27 November 1926.
3. Scott diary, 22 July 1927. (Scott papers 5°907/205-9; Wilson ed. p.488).
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did think, however, a combined Liberal-Labour majority a certainty.

"The Tory Party", he said at Stoke Newington in June, "is in for the

3pill of its life. %hen it reaches the next cataract it will be keel-

upwards, and there will be a few drenched survivors clinging to the

timbers."1 He did not think it mattered much which of the progressive

parties was the larger, though he probably expected that it would be

Labour. "Whatever happens in the next Parliament, the main responsibility
2

for its direction will fall on the Liberal Party." In April, at a dinner

in honour of Samuel, he gave a3 the party's goal "the attainment of a

Liberal regime in this country, if not in appearance, certainly in reality."^
What he meant was not simply that the Liberals, by holding the balance of

power, should dictate the legislation of a Labour Government. Rather he

envisaged a situation in which the Labour and Liberal parties would

cooperate in government - whether the actual portfolios were shared or not -

on an agreed programme which could only be Liberal in character, since^the
Liberals would have constructive and practicable plans prepared. He never

believed either that Socialism had any real hold on public feeling or that

Labour leaders themselves believed their own rhetoric. The lesson of the

futility of non-cooperation in 1924, and the patent electoral proof that

the Liberal Party was neither dead nor dying but an equal challenger for

office, must together force them to agree a common-3ense joint programme.

Since they had no serious intention of implementing Socialism anyway,

there would be no problem. Lloyd George could not conceive that MacDonald

could again behave "like a jealous ...... ill-tempered actress of the

second rank."^ He assumed that MaoDonald would recognize the truth that

1. Speech at Stoke Newington, 11 June 1927.
5. Ibid.

3. Speech at City Liberal Association dinner, 26April 1927.
4. Gaily Chronicle, 1 November 1924. (See above p.159).
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Frances Stevenson had recorded in December 1926: "We take the view very
.!?

strongly that Labour cannot get into power again without our help, and

the converse is certainly true also. It would be a tragedy if we could

not agree in time to prevent the Conservatives getting a second term of

office."1
For a time in 1927 Lloyd G-eorge seems to have hoped for a deal

between the Liberals and Labour before the General Election, by which

neither party would contest hopeless seats where their intervention might
2

let in the Tory. "The fact is", Sir Charles Hobhouse alleged, "that he

and Philip Snowden are en rapport over a Lib-Lab coalition which would
5

substitute Ll.G. for R.McD. and P.S, for Walter Runciman." Lloyd G-eorge

probably was misled by his easy affinity with Snowden. But he under¬

estimated MacDonald. When Scott lunched with MacDonald in July, he was

treated to the usual recital of petty Labour grievances against the

Liberals - including anti-Semitic hostility to Samuel and Reading - which

stood in the way of cooperation, but MacDonald declared himself ready to

consider a coalition in the event of a joint majority.^ (There was a

fairy-tale quality about the idea, however: MacDonald proposed that both

he and Lloyd George 3hould stand down; it is clear that he did not work

out the implications very carefully). By October, when Scott next

visited KacDonald at his house in Frognal, he was told that cooperation

with the Liberals wa3 impossible: Labour would rather make terms with
5 6

the Conservatives. When Scott reported this interview to Lloyd George,

1. Frances Stevenson to Mary Richardson, 8 December 1926. (Lloyd George
papers G/3l/l/62).

2. Scott diary, 14 October 1927. (Scott papers 50907/219-22; Wilson
ed. p.491).

3. Hobhouse to Samuel, 9 October 1927. (Samuel papers 4/70/9).
4. Scott diary, 23 July 1927. (Scott papers 50907/210-214; Wilson

ed. pp.489-90).
5. Soott diary, 14 October 1927. (ibid. 50907/219-222 and pp.491-2).
6. Scott to Lloyd George, 16 October 1927. (Lloyd George papers G/l7/ll/24).
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Lloyd George replied a little bitterly:-

nI am not in the least surprised about the change in the Frognal
weather-glass - or weather-vane, as you please. I never thought
Ramsay would willingly cooperate with the Liberals. He hates
them. He is a compound of vanity and vindiotiveness. His
snobbish instincts incline him to association with Tories. But
I quite agree with you that the mere idea of Tories and Socialists
working together in harmony is just a dream of a man who is not
recovered from a bad nervous breakdown.

As I told you at Churt, I have always thought real cooperation
between Liberals and Labour was impossible, as long as Ramsay led
the Socialist forces. He knows it, and I think he has quite made
up his mind that his only hope of returning to office is at the
head of a Labour Government, which ha3 at any rate the toleration
of conservatism. It is a sad reflection but there is no doubt
that the future of progressive activities depends largely upon
Ramsay's health. If he continues where he is, the prospect of
the next Parliament is a dreary one for all those who want to see
a real advance towards the dawn."l

It was galling for Lloyd George to be debarred from further

achievement by such a man a3 MacDonald, who not only thwarted him but

would do scarcely anything himself.

Meanwhile, though nothing could for the present be achieved with

Labour, Lloyd George was not inhibited from continuing his assault on

Baldwin. He attacked the Government on every item of its policy and

on its general record of incompetence. It was "the worst set of
2

governors this country has ever been afflicted with." But he attacked

it no longer as a "Government of slo3h"; in the aftermath of the

General Strike a harder face of Toryism was being presented to the

country. "The dark and chilly shadow of reaction," Lloyd George
3

claimed, "is on the land". Baldwin had been overwhelmed by the Die-

Hards in his Cabinet. In April 1927 Lloyd George contributed to the

American press a remarkable candid estimate of the Prime Minister:-

"Mr. Baldwin is a kind of malleable and talkative Coolidge. He
has many of the qualities that appeal to the common man. He is

1. Lloyd George to Scott, 19 October 1927. (Lloyd George papers G/17/1L/25).
2. Speech to Welsh National Liberal Federation at Carmarthen, 9 July 1927*
3. Speech at Conway, 30 June 1927.
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by no means brilliant, but the sentiments he gives facile and
occasionally felicitous expression to in his mazy speeches are of
the order of thought that passes for common sense with the average
British mind. But he has no initiative, and he laoks definiteness
and firmness of purpose. He also differs from the American President
In the faot that he is altogether devoid of industry, and never works
out his problems. His instincts are amiable and kindly. He would
prefer to live at peace with all manner of men if he only knew how.
But he has never taken pains at any task, and the result is that no
piece of work, legislative or administrative, stands to his credit.
No wonder his speoial defects were fatal to peace during the ooal
dispute of last year. His vacillations undoubtedly prolonged the
agony far beyond any precedent. The same irresolution has landed
his Government today in the worst mistake they have ever yet
committed."!

That mistake was the Trade Disputes and Trade Onions Bill, which

was designed specifically to make general and all sympathetic strikes

illegal, but also proposed measures to limit picketing and to make it

necessary for workers to contract in to paying the Trade Union political

levy instead of contracting out. Same suoh Government response to the

General Strike had been anticipated, but the Bill eventually produced

and oarried was tougher than was expeoted - "mora drastic, crippling and

shattering in its provisions," olaimed Lloyd George with sane

exaggeration, "than anything the most extreme Tory Die-Hard had ever
2

hoped for." Labour naturally opposed it furiously on principle, but

so did most of the Liberal Party on mora pragmatic grounds. (The little

band of Liberal "Constitutionalists" supported it faithfully, and Simon,

having abstained on the Second Reading, voted for it on the Third).^
Gray condemned the Bill as provocative and inopportune at ammoment when

the Government was trying to reestablish peace in industry, and

Lloyd George, in the House of Commons, eohoed him. "It is not often

that Lord Gray gives me an opportunity of agreeing with him, and, when

he does, I seize it with alacrity," He asserted that the Government

1. Newspaper article, 13 April 1927. (lloyd George papers). Proa
1927 onwards, Lloyd George's articles are mostly preserved in
typescript only, with no indioation of which British paper they
appeared in,

2. Ibid.

3* Annual Register, 1927, pp.45, 64.
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already had (but v/isely did not use in 1926) all the powers it needed

against a General Strike; and he went on:-

"You may impound all the funds of the unions and imprison their
leaders, you may cripple their political fund3, you may do more
than that, but you cannot force workmen to work better or to
work more effectively by any Act of Parliament you can pass.
That is the thing that is essential at this moment. That depends
on one thing, and that is goodwill ......

Trade Union Leaders have been making appeals for
conciliation, for goodwill, for cooperation, pointing out the
dangers to our trade. Things were improving - even in the
coalfields production is better than it has been for a great
many yeara - and you bring in a Bill of this kind which upsets
everything and stirs and stimulates passion. We shall pay the
penalty for it."l

Scarcely had the Trade Union Bill been introduced to Parliament

when the Government gave further evidence of its new right-wing

orientation. On May 12, 1929, the premises of the Soviet Trade

Delegation and Arcos Ltd. were raided by the police and shortly after¬

wards diplomatic relations with the Soviet Union were broken off. On

taking office as Foreign Secretary in 1924 Austen Chamberlain had

immediately torn up Labour's proposed Anglo-Russian Treaties; but he

had resisted pressure to withdraw the recognition of the Bolshevik

regime granted by MacDonald, and the Trade Delegation had continued to

enjoy diplomatic immunity under the terms of the 1921 Agreement. The

privileged presence in London of Soviet agents, however, enraged a

certain section of the Tory party. A campaign was launched for their

expulsion, led by Sir Henry Page Croft and Commander Locker-Lampson,

backed by Rothermere in the Daily Kail, and unambiguously encouraged

from within the Cabinet by Churchill, Birkenhead and the Home Secretary,

Sir William Joyn3on-Hiok3. At home, it was claimed, the General Strike

had been fomented and financed by Moscow gold; abroad, Russian propaganda
2

was responsible for anti-British disturbances in China. In lurid

1. Speech in the House of Commons, 5 May 1927. (H.C.Debs. Vol.205,
cols7l603-l8).

2. e.g. Locker-Lampson in the House of Commons, 3 March 1927.
(Ibid. Vol.203, 643-50).
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language, Locker-Lampson called repeatedly for drastic action.

"Millions of Englishmen want to know why the Government sends thousands

of soldiers overseas to compel yellow rioters in the Far East, when by

expelling certain Red elements at home England would be mistress of her

destinies.""'" "The olive branch may be an admirable weapon for

communities that are civilized, but for the anthropoid apes of the
2

Bolshevik jungle give me the big stick, yes and the bigger boot."

The Government capitulated. Joynson-Hicks persuaded Chamberlain

to let the police search the Soviet Delegation on the pretext of looking

for some document allegedly stolen. It was not found; nothing was

found, "The raid by itself was", as Garvin said in the Observer, "a

fiasco. But this being so, Parliamentary considerations forced a total
3

breach in order to defend the raid." So the members of the Delegation

were expelled, the British Mission was recalled from Moscow, and Lloyd

George's 1921 Agreement terminated. Labour and Liberal were again

united in opposition, but Lloyd George's was the weightiest criticism.

In the debate in the House of Commons on May 26, The Times noted, he

made out the case that Clynes had only hinted at. Breaking off relations,

he said, was a foolish and dangerous act. He did not deny that there

had been infringements of the Trade Agreement ample to justify it, but

these were nothing new; the evidence of the police raid which the

Government had published was laughable, "an extravaganza of incredible

nonsense", some examples of which he read out. He also quoted Balfour,

the previous year, doubting the wisdom of having entered into relations

1. Daily Herald. 12 February 1927. (Quoted in W.P. and Z. Coates
A History of Anglo-Soviet Relations. Vol,I, p.256, London 1943).

2. Locker-Lampson in the House of Commons, 3 March 1927,
H.C. Debs... Vol.203, cols.643-50, (3 March 1927).

3« Observer. 29 May 1927, (quoted in Coates, op.cit. pp.286-7).
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with the Soviets, but sure of the unwisdom of breaking them off. What

had happened to change the Government's mind? Chamberlain had been

over-ruled by Joynson-Kicks, The breach was peculiarly badly timed,

since in Russia the moderate elements were winning. (Zinoviev, held

to be an extremist, had recently been disgraced by Stalin), while in

China Communism had been defeated and Soviet aid rejected. In the

British Government, on the contrary, it was clear that the extremists

were gaining ground. What, Lloyd George asked, was the rupture calculated

to achieve? It could only damage trade, and would increase anti-British

propaganda not reduce it. Without diplomatic relations, Britain would

have less control, not more, over Russian activities. Besides, he

concluded, Communism was a bogus threat; "aggressive nationalism", all
1

over Europe, was the real danger. Russia, as he never tired of repeating,

was returning to Tsarist Imperialism, as Jacobinism had evolved into

Bonapartism. Queen Victoria and Joseph Chamberlain had had reason to

distrust the Russians, but they had not broken off relations. Chamberlain

had called for a "long spoon" for supping with the Russian devil; but he

had not refused to sup at all, as his son was doing. How did Sir Au3ten

propose to resume relations when he needed to? The Government's action

was ill-considered and impetuous, "a leap in the dark, and a leap into a

2
whirlpool."

This speech, though it had naturally no practical effect, created,
3

according to the Annual Register, ''a deep impression". The Manchester

Guardian called it "an event by common consent the best speech that

he had made for years.It was, in fact highly characteristic of his

1. e.g. Sunday Hews. 14 November 1926,
2. Speech in the House of Commons, 26 May 1927. (H.C.Debs. Vol.206,
3. Annual Register 1927. P.50. cols.2216-32).
4. Manchester Guardian. 27 Kay 1927.
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view of foreign affairs - realistic, conciliatory, giving more weight

to economic than to ideological considerations. He consistently

discounted the threat of Communism. At the end of 1926 he got himself

into trouble with the Foreign Office with an "irresponsible" speech about

China, where anti-British riots had led the Government to send troops to

protect British subjects. Lloyd George declared that the trouble was

not Communism but suppressed nationalism.1 In a world where even Haiti

had its own tariffs, an ancient civilization like China was justified in

wanting to shake off European economic domination. Europe's record in

the Far East was a black one, and foreigners there were only suffering

the consequences of their own greed. China, like Russia, must be brought
2

into the family of nations and treated honourably. After a meeting with
*

Austen Chamberlain in January 1927 he moderated his language, and henoe-

forth supported the presence of British troops in China for defensive
1

purposes, but he continued to press in speeches and articles for the

recognition of China's legitimate aspirations, confident of her eventual

emergence as an industrialized power of the Western type.

Similarly in Europe he urged the necessity of fair treatment for

Germany. As an author of the Treaty of Versailles he spoke Yd.th special

authority when he insisted that the Treaty wa3 not intended to be a final

settlement but a flexible instrument for ensuring peace in changing

conditions. From the start he had opposed the French attempt to keep

Germany in permanent subjection; rather she should be gradually

re-established as a leading European power amicably reconciled to her

1. In the House of Commons on 9 February 1927 he declared mischievously:
"The educated Chinese is not a Communist: in fact the Chinese are

the only Tories left outside the Liberal Council," and then apologized
to MacDonald for having forgotten himi (H.C.Deb3. Vol.202, 145-60).

2. Speech at Bradford, 4 December 1926.
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neighbours. He saw that the continuation of reparations and other

impositions long after the end of the war would only breed resentment

for the future. In particular he repeatedly stated that the disarmament

of Germany was meant to be matched after a few years by reductions in the

forces of the other powers, leading eventually to the disarmament of the

whole of Europe. The enforced disarmament of Germany alone was unjust

and a breach of the Treaty.

Whatever paper agreements on peace might be achieved, Lloyd George

believed them all to be useless without real disarmament. He constantly

warned - this was the most frequent message of all his articles and non-

political speeches throughout the 1920's - that the war had been fought

in vain if the nations remained, years later, more heavily armed than

they had been in 1914. There was no danger to arm against except that

created by the armaments themselves."'' (He thought the idea that

Germany could again be a danger within ten years fantastic). "A

multiplication of covenants, protocols and pacts," he wrote, "carries

the world no further towards Peace Disarmament i3 the best

3
guarantee of security; it is the only test of sincerity." His welcome

for both the Locarno Treaty of 1925 (by which Germany was admitted to the

League of Nations, and Britain and Italy guaranteed France and Germany

equally against aggression by the other), and the Kellogg Pact of 1928

(which supposedly outlawed war) was qualified by criticism of the lack

of provision for disarmament. Initially he congratulated Chamberlain on

Locarno, adding (as he said in the House of Commons) his "humble leek"

1. Speech in the House of Commons, 24 November 1927. (H.C.Debs.Vol.210,
cols.2125-39)•

2. Newspaper article, 10 May 1927; Speech in the House of Commons,
27 March 1928. (H.C.Pebs. Vol.215, cols.1038-50).
Sunday News. 5 September 1926.
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to the flowers the Foreign Secretary had reoeived from his own party

and the thistles he had had from MacDonald. But he soon became critical

of the Government's tendency to bask in the achievement of Locarno. He

pounoed on Baldwin for calling the Treaty "a culmination". If it was

that, he said, it was a failure. "It is a step and not a goal."

Without disarmament, and the bringing of Russia into the League, it would

be only "a 3lobbering melodrama.""1* In 1927 he derided the Government's

failure to take the next step:-

"Sir Austen Chamberlain takes the train to Zermatt to contemplate
in rapture mountains he had no intention of climbing - a true
picture of the Locarno ecstasy that gazes beatifically at the
peaks with a telescope of huge self-satisfaction, but will face
none of the rugged difficulties of ascent."2

In November 1927 Lloyd George applied another striking metaphor to

the Foreign Secretary. Speaking to the Aldwych Club on November 7, he

replied to a criticism of himself made by Chamberlain to the same audience

ten days earlier. Chamberlain had objected to Lloyd George's outspokenness

on foreign policy, calling him no friend of peace; Lloyd George countered

that Chamberlain was too inclined to hush up diplomacy as being too

delicate for public discussion - precisely the philosophy that had caused

the war. He reminded Chamberlain that the Genoa Conference of 1922, not

Locarno, was the first occasion on which the victors and vanquished of

1918 had met as equals. Locarno was not a new departure, and unless it

was followed by disarmament it was nothing. The failure of the victors

to disarm dishonoured a solemn pledge. Chamberlain must realize that

his Treaty was only a step. "It is no use standing on the shores of

Maggiore Lake like a stork on one leg, looking preternaturally wise and

feeling very satisfied because he has swallowed one trout. Let him lift

1. Speech in the House of Commons, 18 November 1925# (H.C.Debs. Vol.188,
cols. 447-459)#

2. Newspaper article, 21 June 1927.
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up his wings and proceed on hi3 pilgrimage of peace. If by casting

a few stones at him I stir him up and make him spread his pinions towards

the sublimit, even if I have made no contribution to the peace of the

world in the past, I will have made some for the future."1
The Kellogg Pact, however, satisfied Lloyd George no more than did

Locarno. He welcomed the participation of the United States, without

which he had always held lasting peace to be impossible, but regretted

the continued exclusion of the Soviet Union. He also pointed out that

the value of the Pact wa3 seriously reduced by the naive reservation that,

while aggression was renounced, self-defence was permissible: all

belligerents, he said, claim self-defence. And 3till there were no
2

positive measures of disarmament. The discussions at Geneva had been

an "algebraic farce,deliberately evading the point by considering only

standing armies and ignoring conscription and trained reservists.

Britain, if necessary, Lloyd George urged, must take the lead by

unilaterally reducing her own armaments. He, in common with the Labour

Opposition, was outraged therefore in August 1928, when rumours emerged

from the French Press, which the Government most unconvincingly denied, of

a new secret agreement between Britain and France, behind the backs of

the other countries, by v/hich Britain largely conceded the French position.

In several speeches towards the end of 1928, he mounted a vehement attack

on the Government*s persistent fondness for old-style diplomacy. The

Treaty of Versailles, he said at Yarmouth in October, was being torn to

piecesj the Anglo-French pact was the mo3t sinister event since the war.

Britain must cut free from the French apron-strings, and stand impartial

1. Speech to the Aldwych Club at the Connaught Fooms, London,
7 November 1927#

2. Speech in the House of Commons, 30 July 1928. (H.C.Debs. Vol.220,
cols.1843-54).

3. Speech in the House of Commons, 24 November 1927. (ibid. Vol.210,
cols.2125-39).



25b

between the nations; by conniving at the continued occupation of the

Rhineland since 1925 and by shirking genuine disarmament, Britain was

breaking her promise to Germany in 1919# Bad faith bred war.^" "As

things are now," he concluded in December, "the nations of the world are

heading strai^it for war, not because anyone wants war, but because

no-one has the courage to stop the runaway horses in the chariots of

war." This was exactly the sort of alarmist utterance to which, in

the atmosphere of self-congratulation following Locarno, the Government

took exception. The young Anthony Eden, in a letter to The Times, was

only tire most stylish of those who replied on its behalf. Quoting

Lloyd George's extravagance, he added: "Upon the foremost of these

phantom chariots of his own imaginings rides an ex-Prime Minister of

Great Britain. He leans forward - to lash the leaders with the thongs
3

of mischief and to cast squibs of suspicion under their hoofs."

Lloyd George probably admired the retort; but he did not in the sli^itest

degree retract his criticism.

4> * * * #

One issue that came to something of a head in 1927-1928 was the

question of the Lloyd George Fund. The existence of thi3 private

political war-chest had long been a subject of controversy and

recrimination within the Liberal Parly, but it now emerged into a wider

1. Speech at Yarmouth, 12 October 1928; Speech in the House of Commons,
13 November 1928. (H.C.Debs. Vol.222, cols.721-38); Speech to the
Oxford Luncheon Club, 16 November 1928.

2. Speech at Manchester, 8 December 1928.
3. The Times. 11 December 1928.
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arena, probably because once Lloyd George had attained the Liberal

leadership, the use to which he put his money for the first time

threatened the electoral interest of the Conservatives. Since his

control of the fund could no longer be disputed, dark allegations

were revived as to its origin. The matter was raised, in fact, in

February 1927» by the oldest Liberal of them all, Lord Rosebery (Prime

Minister 1894-1895) in a letter to The Times that was clearly intended

to force a full disclosure. "Will you assist an embarrassed old fogey

to understand," he wrote, " what is this sum, how wa3 it obtained,

and what is its source? ...... It surely cannot be the sale of Loyal

Honours? If that were so, there would be nothing in the worst times of

Charles II or Sir Robert Walpole to equal it ...... On such a matter

there should be no possibility of doubt An authoritative state¬

ment should be furnished as to the source of this Fund."'*" The only

statement immediately issued, however, was a single sentence from

Lloyd George'3 office to the effect that "the Fund which Mr. Lloyd George

controls was raised in a way that does not differ from that followed by

the Conservative Party or by the Liberal Party in the days before the

Coalition, and ...... all along it has been devoted to legitimate party

purposes.

Later in the year the Morning Post took up the question and

published a series of muckraking articles, later reprinted as a pamphlet

entitled The Lloyd George Millions. Rothermere, at that time friendly

to Lloyd George, came to his defence in the Daily Mail, and the two

papers ran a fierce and dirty argument on the subject for some weeks -

the Mail accusing the Morning Post of humbug, and the Post reminding its

1. Lord Rosebery, letter to The Times. 16 February 1927*
2. Statement to the Press published in The Times, etc., 17 February 1927*
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readers of the Mail's earlier attempt to rehabilitate Horatio Bottomley.1
On 3 December 1927> Lloyd George finally issued to the Press a lengthy

statement in which he once again asserted that his fund - the National

Liberal Fund - had been collected in the same way as every other, and

particularly in the same way as the Conservative fund during the Coalition.

He and Bonar Law, and later Austen Chamberlain, had drawn up the Honours

Lists together, without regard to financial contributions. The present

size of the fund left in his hands after the break-up of the Coalition

was mainly due to the success of the newspapers (principally the Daily

Chronicle) in which he had invested it. He denied having spent a penny

of it for his personal use, listed the political objects to which he had
2

devoted it, and named the Board of Trustees who actually administered it.

Privately this statement provoked an interesting exchange of letters

with Austen Chamberlain. Chamberlain objected to Lloyd George using his

name in his defence, and wrote him "a friendly warning not to force me to

take a part in a controversy from which I should wish to continue to hold

aloof.Lloyd George replied aggressively, declaring that he had proof,

which he could publish, of the sale of Honours by the Tories in the

Coalition:-

"Up to the present I have said nothing about these transactions,
although I have been charged by some of your colleagues with
selling honours for money - without a word of protest from either
you, George Younger of the P.M. I do not mind the Morning Post.
It is another matter when Ministers take a hand in circulating
this slander. That is why I have come to the conclusion that if
Joynson-Hicks, Douglas Hogg, J.C. Davidson and others persist in
their charges I shall be driven in self-defence to mention these
and other cases publicly. I am quite resolved not to bear entirely
on my own shoulders the brunt of a traditional method of collecting
money for Party Funds, whilst funds raised by the methods I have
indicated - as I am in a position to prove - are being used to
attack me in the Constituencies.

Since you have sent me a "friendly warning" perhaps you will
accept this warning in the same spirit. I have just had enough

1. Morning Post and Daily Mail. 26 July 192? - 16 August 1927.
2. Statement to the Press, published in The Times, Morning Post, eto.,

3 December 1927. The Trustees were Lord, St,Davids, Sir Charles Barrie,
Hutchison, McCurdy, Edge and Gwilym Lloyd George. J.T. Davies was
later added.

3. Sir A. Chamberlain to Lloyd George, 3 December 1927. (Lloyd George
papers, &A/3A).
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of it, I do not mind your taking part in the controversy,
inasmuch a3 that would release me from any obligation of
secrecy,"1

To what extent this was bluff it is difficult to say, but

Lloyd George was very touchy about honours, Thelma Cazalet-Xeir has

recorded that the only time he ever lost his temper with her was just

after the Rosebery letter, when she innocently asked him about it.

MHe flared up, launched into an attack on all parties u3ing questionable
2

means to get the sinews of war, and really shut me up," He was in an

uncomfortable position. Clearly, as his letter to Chamberlain tacitly

admits, he - or rather his Whips - did sell honours. But so, he knew

perfectly well, did the Conservatives, both during the Coalition and,

despite Baldwin and Davidson's pose of superior virtue, since.^ His

only crime had been to exploit the recognized system of financing parties

so effectively as to risk discrediting it. Having himself little regard

for the value of honours, he was perhaps careless of whom he ennobled}

the profits, too, had been unusually visible to the public gaze in that

they accrued to a small splinter party instead of to the more discreet

vaults of an established organization. But he could not truthfully

defend himself without accusing his predecessors and successors, and

exposing a practice of which he had the cynical honesty to admit the

1. Lloyd George to Sir A. Chamberlain, 15 December 1927. (Ibid. G/V3/5-7
it was evidently a carefully considered reply; there survive several
drafts much stronger than that finally sent.)

2. Thelma Cazalet-Keir, From The wings. p»50, (London 1967); see also
Sir Oswald Kosley in Hew Outlook. April 1970:

"Lloyd George just could not understand why his sale of what
he regarded as a few worthless honours to plutocrats should have
aroused such howls of righteous indignation. He thought he was
trading something worthless for the wherewithal to help him to do
good for the nation."

5. A.J.P. Taylor has produoed evidence at least of willingness to sell
honours under Baldwin in Beaverbrook, pp.256-8; and I am far from
sure that material in the J.C.C. Davidson papers, some (but not all)
of which is quoted in Uemoirs of a Conservative, pp.278-90, i3 as
innocent a3 Robert Rhodes James makes out.
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usefulness. It was to Davidson, of all people, in May 1928, that

he expounded a disarming justification of the British way:-

'"You and I,' he said, 'knotf perfectly well it is a far cleaner
method of filling the Party chest than the methods used in the
United States or the Socialist Party,' He complained that the
Socialist Party was a trade union party solely because of the
power of the trade unions to withold funds, 'In America the
steel trust3 supported one political party, and the cotton people
supported another. This placed political parties under the
domination of great financial interests and trusts,' 'Here,'
said Mr, Lloyd George, 'a man gives £W),000 to the Party and gets
a baronetcy. If he comes to the Leader of the Party and says I
subscribe largely to Party funds, you mu3t do this or that, we can
tell him to go to the devil. The attachment of the brewers to the
Conservative Party was the closest approach,* said Mr. Lloyd George,
'to political corruption in this country. The worst of it is you
oannot defend it in public, but it keeps politics far cleaner than
any other method of raising funds.'"1

The more he considered the other parties' sources of income, the

more Lloyd George came to think that his own fund was not merely no

more corrupt, but actually less so. By 1939 he was claiming it as

2
"the only clean political fund existing today," on the ground that it

was attaohed not to a particular party but to particular end3. He saw

nothing wrong in its control by a particular politician. As a matter

of fact he always kept it deliberately uncertain to what or whom it was

legally attached. When, after the 1929 General Election, Grey made

another attempt to claim the entire fund for the Liberal Party,

Lloyd George replied, throu^i Reading, with a smokescreen of self-

contradiction. The fund was not, after all, a party fund, but a

distinctly personal one.

"The usual Party Fund represents an accumulation of gifts made
through the Party Whip for Party purposes. My Fund does not
represent gifts made to any Party, [though later in the same
letter he mentioned that the remnant of the National Liberal

Organization still claimed the Fund]. It started with donations

1. Note of an interview with Lloyd George, 3 May 1928, in the Davidson
papers. (Quoted in R.R. James, Memoirs of a Conservative, p.279.

2. Frances Stevenson to W.S. Belcher, (amended by Lloyd George),
16 February 1939. (Lloyd George papers, G/3/7/2).
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made through my Whip to me when I was a non-Party Premier to
be U3ed for such political purposes as I thought desirable to
spend them upon. At that time, there was a very large body of
non-partisan opinion which rallied around me and was convinced
that my direction of affairs was essential, not only to the
winning of the war, but afterwards to the clearing up of the mess
which follows war ...... Were I to abandon my control of this
Fund and hand it over to the organization of any political party,
I should be betraying a trust."

(Tone was the pretence that he did not personally direct the

expenditure of the Fund. On the contrary, Lloyd George now claimed,

he was empowered by the original contributors to subscribe money to

any political cause that he approved; but he was not entitled to let

it out of his personal control. F. S. Guest, the Chief Whip who was

primarily responsible for the collection of the Fund, and Churchill

had recently alleged that it was a misuse of money given specifically

to an anti-Socialist coalition for Lloyd George to finance a party that

was keeping in power a Socialist Government. Lloyd George did not agree;

"As long as I keep control of it in my own hands he [Guest] cannot move,

for he knows that the personal element was the dominant motive in all

the donations. The moment I depart from that position and hand it over

to a purely Party organization, he will strike."

Thus, he argued, the Fund was his with which to do whatever he liked,

so long as he did not give it all awayl Having in this way ingeniously

countered Grey's demand, however, he went on to assert more emphatically

than ever that the money was in fact his own:-

"The existing Fund had been almost entirely created by me. The
original cash has been 3pent long ago, and a good deal more. What
is in hand now is due entirely to my handling of the Daily Chronicle
business The Fun£, therefore, is not merely a Lloyd George
Fund in its inception, but it is specially so in its present form.
It is rather a cool proposition to ask me now to hand it all over to
men who have done nothing but criticize and cast mud at this Fund,
when I was sweating hard to increase it."l

Although there were times in the following years when Lloyd George

seemed to claim the money as literally his own, on his death in 1945 the

1. Lloyd George to Reading, 14 August 1929* (Lloyd George papers,
G/16/10/45).



260

Inland Revenue accepted that what was left of the Fund was not personal

property but a Trust.1 It was therefore presumably the case that the

Trustees could at any time have overruled Lloyd George. (Whether or

not, having appointed them, Lloyd George could in 3uch an instance have

dismissed the Trustees is doubtful, but the Chairman, Lord St.Davids was

sure that he could not). St.Davids also assured Samuel, in 1927* that

were Lloyd George to join the Labour Party and try to take the Fund over

2
with him, he would not permit it. In the event, the only dispute

between Lloyd George and the Trustees seems to have been in 1937. when

St.Davids successfully blocked the appointment of Dr. Christopher Addison

to the board, on the grounds that Addison's membership of the Labour Party

might in the future make for difficulties.^ Otherwise Lloyd George's

nominees were pliant to his will. Most of the money was 3pent in financing

and publicizing the various enquiries into Coal, Land, Industry, and

National Reconstruction which Lloyd George conducted between 1924 and 1935»

and on the ordinary electoral expenses of the Liberal Party, which he

largely met, between 1923 and 1930. After 1931 Lloyd George ceased to

support the remnant of the Liberal Party led by Samuel, but devoted his

resources instead to the non-Party Council of Action which he set up in

1934. Throughout his years in opposition, moreover, he continued to

employ a large and expensive staff of secretaries and assistants, so that
4

when he died there can have been little of the Fund remaining. Whatever

there was has certainly never come to light; to try and trace it would

1. Owen, op.cit.. p.693.
2. Samuel note of conversation with St.Davids, undated, 1927? (Samuel

papers, A 7l/7).
3. Owen, op.cit.. p.691.
4. Figures accounting for the disbursement of £1,375,000 are given in

Owen, op.cit.. p.692.
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anyway be pointless. The important balance sheet to be drawn up is

the political effect of the Fund, for good or ill. On the one hand,

it enabled Lloyd George to carry out his immensely valuable, if in the

short-term ineffective, enquiries, and it did, (despite the Asquithians)

keep the Liberal Party afloat in the 1920's. On the other hand, it

sowed such rancour and bitterness within the Liberal Party as to increase

greatly the difficulty of reuniting it, thus damaging its chance of

regaining effective power in British politics; and further, justly or

unjustly, it damaged Lloyd George* s reputation in the country at large

by associating with him a vague but persistent smell of scandal. The

Fund was a burden, some might say a curse, which Lloyd George carried

on his back from 1922 until his death, a dubious inheritance of his

unique and solitary part in the politios of the preoeding years. At

a time of national patriotic rhetoric he, almost alone, had genuinely

put country before party. By becoming Prime Minister he became a one-

man party: the Fund was the natural consequence. Out of office, he

could not humanly be expected to get rid entirely of a resource which

seemed to give him so much power, but he expended it in honourable and

generally beneficent ways. His possession of it nevertheless gave to

hypocritical opponents a weapon which they did not hesitate to use to

his discredit. The greatest harm it did Lloyd George, however, may

have been that it deluded him. The result of his wartime independence,

the Fund was the source of his continued independence after 1922, He

thought that independence was a strength; in fact, as party loyalties

solidified once more, and he broke with the Liberals in 1931, independence

left him merely isolated. Armed with hi3 Fund, a one-man Opposition, he

thought he could transcend the party battle. By cutting himself off

from party ties, however, he actually cut himself off from the only real
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road to power, condemning himself finally to the wilderness. The

power of money in politics, so feared by Grey and others, turned out

to be illusory. It did Lloyd George more harm than good.

$ «s * * *

One result of Lloyd George's independence, his freedom from ideology

and the seeming fickleness of his convictions and party affiliation, was

that he appealed to an extraordinarily wide range of what may be called

maverick opinion of all persuasions. His combination of drive and

ambiguity made him an attractive alternative to almost anyone impatient

with Baldwin and KacDonald. His correspondence i3 full of expressions
1

of admiration and support from left and right, from old Irish Nationalists
2

and former Welsh colleagues, even from Christabel Pankhurst wanting hia
3

to lead a religious movement. "A working miner" told him that

"Mr. Smillie and yourself are the two greatest men in the hearts of the

working classes.Ben Tillett, the old dockers' leader and M.P., wrote

in 1927, "I hope you may be spared to bring your vivid powers to bear to
5

help our dear country to win the peace," and several other Labour M.P.s

1. e.g. Robert Ambrose, M.P. for West Mayo 1893-1910, Labour candidate
for iVhitechapel 1918) to Lloyd George, 3 December 1925. (Lloyd George
papers, G/30/V56).

2. e.g. Sir Francis Edwards (M.P. for Radnorshire 1892-1895* 1900-1918)
to Lloyd George, 16 September 1926. (ibid. G/6/ll/l5).

3. G. Pankhurst to Lloyd George, 8 December 192A. (ibid. G/30/3/A5).
A. 17 March 192R, (ibid. G/30/3/6).
5. Tillett to Lloyd George, 16 November 1927. (Ibid. G/l9/l3/l).
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at various times begged Lloyd George to join them.1 On the Tory side,
2

too, there was always a rump of Coalitionists loyal to his name, and

after 1931 a group of younger disciples, while J,L„ Garvin of the

Observer maintained an indestructible faith in Lloyd George's eventual

return as non-party Prime Minister, "Else above tactics," Garvin

urged in 1929. "Take up your role again - the only one worthy of you.

Be the man of the nation."^
Lloyd George also attracted the more sporadic support of the two

great magnates of the popular press, Lords Beaverbrook and Rothermere.

Rothermere was the more consistent. The reason, to J.C.C. Davidson,

was "perfectly obvious. He [Rothermere] wants troubled and somewhat

dirty water to fish in, and the smooth and crystal stream of the Baldwin

Government, in spite of a certain proportion of muddy water at the

fringes where some of the old gang in and outside the Government operate,

is no possible good to Rothermere, Lloyd George and oo."^ Overlooking

Lloyd George's more radical activities since 1922, Rothermere still saw

him as the champion of national unity against the threat of socialism.

Perhaps more important, believing in his own "unique and well-tested
5

reputation for knowledge of the mind of the British public," he saw

1. Lansbury to Lloyd George, 13 February 1931, ('Lloyd George pacers
G/1VV1) as well as kites flown in 1926 by Joseph Westwood,
A. Maclaren and Rev, H. Dunnioo, (see above p.2l6).

2. Sir Warden Chilcott, M.P. to Lloyd George, 10 December 1924,
(Ibid.G/30/4/46)J Sir Martin Conway, K.P. to Lloyd George,
19 March 1925, 20 August 1925, 8 July 1930, (ibid. G/3034313,
G/30A/32, &/32/l/l8). In August 1927 Hilton Young "expressed the
view that Lloyd George would come into his own soon and it was
essential he 3hould do so. Vinston also has recently said muoh
the same thing." (Davidson to Irwin, 17 August 1927, Davidson papers).
See also his talk of the "old gang" in the next paragraph.

3. Garvin to Lloyd George, 3 June 1929. (Lloyd George papers G/8/5/I8).
4. Davidson to Irwin, 17 August 1927, (Davidson papers : R.R.James p.293).
5. Ward Price to Lloyd George, 17 March 1928, (Lloyd, Gepx^ge papers,

G/17/l/28) 7
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Lloyd George as the ideal puppet for his own string-pulling activities.

"To my mind," he wrote in 1925, "your early return to office is almost

inevitable. As the Man of Emergency the public will turn to you.

When this day arrives it is my intention to help you in every possible

way if I am satisfied at the outset that you will form a Government

determined to effect immense and far-reaohing economies, and determined

to cany out a policy which may bring the country back to economic

stability."'*'
In the summer of 1927 Rothennere swung the Daily Mail to the defence

of the Lloyd George Fund, and visited Lloyd George in Wales. "He is

full of the Honours Fight with the Morning Post," Lloyd George wrote to
2

Frances. "Clinking. He is very friendly. Max is rather a swine."

Lloyd George suspected, apparently without reason, that Beaverbrobk was

3
against him on the Honours issue. Generally, however, he liked the

unpredictable Beaverbrook the better of the two. He told Tom Clarke in

1931 that Beaverbrook was "an attractive personality," but that Rothermere

was "easier to deal with"^ - a fair summing-up.

He certainly seems to have dealt with Rothermere quite effectively

playing him along by returning flattery for flattery, ("To quote the

saying of a former Irish orator," he wrote in October 1927, "you are
c

'the sublimated quintessence of a brick'"), and managed to keep his

support for an improbably long time, considering Rothermere's dislike of

the policies he was promoting. Rothermere did not take Lloyd George's

1. Rothermere to Lloyd George, 11 August 1925. (Ibid. G/17/1/9).
2. Lloyd George to Frances Stevenson, undated, August 1927.

(L.G.-F.L.S. correspondence).
3. Frances Stevenson diary, 18 August 1927, (A.J.P. Taylor ed. p.252).

Beaverbrook himself told Lloyd George that he was supplying Rothermere
with material to use against the Morning Post. (10 August 1927,
Lloyd George papers G/3/6/16).

4. Tom Clarke, op.oit. p.119.

5. Lloyd George to Rothermere, 11 October 1927. (Lloyd George papers
G/17/1/22).
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radical posture seriously, and wanted to push him to the right. "May

I suggest," he wrote, "that in your public utterances you should make

a move from your present standpoint and travel the road - the road almost

invariably pursued by all great democrats - towards a very modified

political dictatorship. Even a small advance along this road will

secure you the inner core of the Conservative Party. Artistically

done your movement will be very difficult to detect and almost before

you know where you are you will be back to the days of December 1918

when you were regarded as the Saviour of the Country.""*"
Lloyd G-eorge threw Rothermere - and his own more conservative

supporters - a sop around the time of the Brixton by-election in June 1927

by making some uncharacteristic play with Rothermere's favourite issue,
2

•economy', attacking Churchill's extravagance. "Winston", he told

ffothermere privately, "is constitutionally incapable of economy. He

has no conception of it.""^ Neither, in reality, had he himself, however -

he once boasted of being the only Chancellor of the Exchequer who had

ever taken office intent on spending - and he did not at Rothermere's

behest abandon his 'socialistic* plans.

"I am anxious", Rothermere warned him in March 1928, "that the

campaign I propose to conduct in the Daily Mail for an efficient

G-overnraent in this country shall not be stultified by any misplaced zeal

on the part of your supporters. I can put you where I said when we last

met, and I am quite sure that no other influence can do it.

I hope therefore that you will take every possible care to ensure

that the Daily Mail 3hall not find itself in a false position, as a

1. Rothermere to Lloyd George, 10 June 192?. (ibid. G/l7/l/l7).
2. Speech at Brixton, 25 June 1927.
3. Lloyd George to Rothermere, 15 June 1927. (Ibid. &/l7/l/l8).
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result of the misguided prominence given in your programme to political

theories which are quite valueless, if not harmful It is of

paramount importance that no utterance of yours at the coming conference

[to ratify the recently published 'Yellow Book'] should interfere with

the effective work which I propose to do. The sooner the Liberal

Industrial Report is buried, in fact, the better.

Rothermere went on to urge Lloyd George to "put forward no kind of

programme to obtain the miners' vote. To the bulk of the people in

this country the miner and his grievances are anathema." And he

concluded: "The outlook today is most favourable for your cause. what

still remains is the powerful popular backing which I alone can give you.

2
Without that victory is impossible. With it victory is assured."

The astonishing thing about Rothermere's megalomaniac delusions of

power is that so many more sensible people shared them. The Press Lords

were still genuinely feared. It was a consistent theme of Lloyd George's

career to exaggerate the influence of the Press, but it is more surprising

to find the Tory managers truckling to Rothermere. Muoh as Davidson

disapproved of Rothermere, however, he respected his power, fearing that

he "could sell LI. G's personality to the public in the same way as he
3

sold tooth paste and corsets on the front page of the paper." In

September 192? he thought that Rothermere and Beaverbrook were working

together, indeed (characteristically assuming a venal motive) that

"R. was completely dominated by the Beaver, who had in his possession

enough information to blackmail R. successfully."^" He was told by

1. Rothermere had a fine Tory contempt for Lloyd George's academic
advisers. "I see long-haired Keynes has been pontificating in
Leningrad," he wrote in April 1928. (Rothermere to Lloyd George,
10 April 1928, ibid. &/17/1/29).

2. Rothermere to Lloyd George, 16 March 1928. (Lloyd George papers
&/17/2/27).

3. Davidson note of an interview with Sir William Berry, 5 Kay 1928.
(Davidson papers).

A. Davidson note of an interview with Thomas Marlowe, 24 September 1927*
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Thomas Karlowe, the ex-editor of the Daily Mail (who had left as a

result of his proprietor'3 baoking of Lloyd George), that "the game is

for It. and Max to give half-hearted support to the Conservative Party

before and during the early part of the Election, and at the crucial

moment to stab Baldwin in the back and run in Ll.G, Beaverbrook is the

master mind." Socialism, in Marlowe's judgment, was "receding".

"L1.G-., Max and It. are the danger, mostly because of Ll.G's money.""*"
By June 1928, Davidson seems to have thought that Beaverbrook and

Rothermere had quarrelled. Rothermere, he wrote to Irwin, was still

committed to Lloyd G-eorge, but "this in turn has made it almost impossible
2

for Beaverbrook to avoid supporting us." Nevertheless he still hoped

to win back Rothermere's support for Baldwin. Rothermere, at this time,

was somewhat ecoentrically championing the grievances of Hungary.

Davidson wrote to Baldwin on 13 September: "If you at the Yarmouth

Conference would put a sentence into your speech of sympathy with Hungary*

he would be prepared to give unqualified support to the Conservative Party,"

(instead of to Labour, as he was currently threatening!). "A promise of

support by Rothermere is worth having I hate troubling you, but

the fate of the Party may easily depend upon whether or not we can have

the support from this quarter, and as I say there is absolutely no other
3

condition of any sort or kind asked for by Rothermere." Privately, on

the same day, Davidson wrote: "The support of the Rothermere press is

important, and if the purchase price is a platitudinous utterance, then

I feel it should be paid."*f Baldwin, however, did not stoop to pay it;

1. Davidson papers, quoted in R.R. James, Memoirs of a Conservative,
P.293-4)." " ~

2. Davidson to Irwin, 7 June 1928. (Ibid.. op.cit. p.293).
3. Davidson to Baldwin, 13 September 1928. (Ibidl, op.oit. p.296).
4. Davidson note, 13 September 1928. (ibid-.) »
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nor did he need to.

Rothermere was of course free with promises of support, but he

liked to back the winner. In 1928 he was hedging his bets. Whereas

in April he reokoned the Liberals "almost a certainly" to be the second

party in the next House of Commons, which would give Lloyd George the

Premiership "beyond any question,by the autumn he sensed a Labour

victory in the air. To Garvin he predicted an outright Labour majority,
2

giving the Liberals only sixty seats. He now advised Lloyd George to

"maintain and extend any liaisons you may have with the Labour chief3,""*
and told him that, after all, the Daily Kail could not openly support

him.k It seems impossible that there was any truth in the rumour that

he had "'coughed up' a quarter of a million for the Labour Party's
5

Election Fund", but he did for a time appear to regard the prospect of

a Labour Government without dismay. He was reassured by MacDonald's
6

defiance of the Left; perhaps he glimpsed the truth that Labour in

office was less likely to enact a revolution than was Lloyd George. By

March 1929, however, as the election drew closer, he had reverted to his

earlier view. He declared again in favour of Lloyd George,'' and sent a

wild telegram to H.A. Gwynne, Editor of the Horning Post, who was scarcely

likely to agree

"There is only one way to fight the Socialist Party, and that is a
Get-Together movement between the other two parties. The by-electiona

1. Rothermere to Lloyd George, 10 April 1928. (Lloyd George papers
G/17/3/29).

2. Rothermere to Garvin, 28 October 1928. (Churchill papers C2/159).
3. Rothermere to Lloyd George, 14 September 1928. (Lloyd George papers

Wl7/V31).
4. Rothermere to Lloyd George, 18 October 1928. (ibid, g/17/3/32).
5. Jones, op.cit. II, p.174.
6. Rothermere to Lloyd George, 18 October 1928. (Ibid. &/l7/l/32).
7. Daily Hail. 22 March 1929.
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of January 1 prove conclusively that in a triangular fight a
Socialist victory is certain.1 During the recess the Conservative
leaders ought to convene a Conference with the Liberal leaders.
Under the magnetic personality of Mr. Lloyd George victory is
certain. Without it there is nothing but disaster ahead."2

"His lordship," Gwynne commented to Davidson as he passed the
3

message on, "is in a very funny frame of mind, to put it very mildly."

Electorally, Rothermore's capricious backing did Lloyd George no

good. Probably it did not harm him either, so much less was the power

of the press than both believed, but like the Fund which he defended

Rothermere must be regarded in the long term as a doubtful asset to

Lloyd George. Both among politicians who knew the man, and among the

public which regularly ignored his press campaigns, Rothermere'3 crude

advocacy only fostered Lloyd George's image of power-hungry irresponsibility.

He kept bad company. There was as usual an element of hypocrisy here:

Davidson was quite ready to seek Rothermere's support for Baldwin, but if

he supported Lloyd George, that was ju3t another damning mark against

Lloyd George. Still, Rothermere was a Die-Hard Tory who should most

naturally have supported Baldwin. His support of Lloyd George compromised

Lloyd George's radical appeal. Pie was too easily represented selling his

soul to press lords for publicity; his programmes were dismissed in the

journalistic language of the day as 'stunts'. Moreover, Rothermere

recalled the Lloyd George of the Coalition, the anti-socialist national

saviour, while the enforced conservatism of his last spell in office was

exactly what Lloyd George was trying to get the public to forget. He

was trying to revive the People's Chancellor of 1910. Rothermere's

1. There were in fact no by-elections on January 1, but the only one in
January, at North Midlothian, might be taken to bear out Rothermere's
conclusion.

2. Rothermere to Gwynne, 28 March 1929. (Davidson papers).
3. Gwynne to Davidson, 2 April 1929. (ibid.)
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3terile conception of power for its own sake did not interest him; if

he wanted pov/er again, it was to do the- things he could not do, or had

not seen the need to do, before. The doubt cast by Rothermere on the

sincerity of his reforming intentions was unfair. Lloyd George

surrendered nothing of his plans to Rothermere's demands, trimmed in no

way for his support, and merely flattered him for as long as Rothermere

was obtuse enough not to see what he was doing. Those who saw Rothermere

selling Lloyd George on his front page, however, were not to know how

fully his lordship had been duped.

The Press, and his political opponents, took it forgranted that

Lloyd George was always scheming for a new Coalition, and the backing of

Rothennere, Garvin and others strengthened the impression. It was not

entirely false: Lloyd George made it plain that he hoped to hold the

balance after the 1929 Election, and that he intended to use that position

to dictate term3 advantageous to his party, which might include coalition.

It was also true that his policies could be construed as coalitionist, in

that they pointed a middle course between Conservatism and Socialism and

were calculated to attract sections of both the other parties. Never¬

theless they did not represent that sort of negative coalitionism beloved

of Rothermere, to which Churchill and Birkenhead hankered to return,

which, in fact, was simply designed to cover a Tory Government with a

•Rational' gloss, The possibility, indeed the probable necessity, of

coalition influenced Lloyd George's tactics, but it was not his goal.

Political cynics underestimated his genuine commitment, between 1926 and

1929, to reviving the Liberal Party, and the extent to which he was

operating - it was the only time in his career that he had the chance -

a3 an orthodox party leader. The programme on which he went to the

country in 1929 bore many imprints of his own personality; but it was

essentially a Liberal document, produced by Liberals, the product of
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thinking that went back much earlier than 1926, which it was his

achievement, when he came back to the party, to recognize, encourage,

systematize and formulate into a political alternative. To trace the

development of the most important, and prophetic, party programme

produced between the wars, we must look back a little to a year when

the Liberal Party really did 3eem derelict, 1920.



CHAPTER SEVEN

THE POLICY OF THE ♦YELLOW BOOK'
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In the summer of 1920, when the Black and Tans were loose in Ireland

and orthodox Liberal abhorrenoe of Lloyd George's Government was at

its height, a group of Manchester-based Liberals met at a farm in

Herefordshire, Their host was Ernest Simon, a successful businessman

of German parentage, a dedicated social reformer much influenced by

the Webbs, who was then Chairman of the Manchester City Council Housing

Committee and the following year Lord Mayor, His guests were

Ramsay Muir, Professor of Modern History at Manchester University;

Ted Scott, son of the editor of the Manchester Guardian and later editor

himself; and the writer Philip Guedalla. Though not one of them was

in amy sense a national figure, these four had taken it upon themselves

to formulate for the Liberal Party a modern and progressive industrial

policy, "The party leaders", Simon wrote later, "still lived in the

old ideas of laissez-faire: their only industrial policy was free trade,"1
In trying to remedy this deficiency, of course, Simon and Muir did

not have to start from scratch. From as far back as the turn of the

centuiy, the more advanced elements in the Liberal Party had been feeling

their way towards what before 1914 had been called 'New Liberalism', In

1901 Seebohra Rowntree's famous study of poverty in York (and similar

surveys elsewhere) had vividly demonstrated the inhumanity of pure free
2

enterprise, and the economist J,A. Hobson had already got himself

excluded from aoademic society for arguing, in such books as The Physiology

of Industry (1889) and The Problem of the Unemployed (1896), for the

possibility of some mitigation of the hardships of the trade cyole by

1, Sir Ernest Simon, in Stuart Hodgson (ed,) Ramsay Muir: An Auto¬
biography and Some Essays (London 1943)» p«l8l.

2. B.S, Rowntree, Poverty; A Study of Town Life. (London 1901) .
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government action.1 Several rising politicians had ftoHowed his lead

and helped to point Liberal thinking in an interventionist direction -

Herbert Samuel in Liberalism! Its Principles and Proposals (1902),

Leo Chiozza Money in Riches and Poverty (1909), Charles Masterman in
2

The Condition of England (1909) - while Lloyd George, on becoming

Chancellor of the Exchequer in Asquith's Government in 1908, had been

quick to seize the opportunity of putting himself at the head of the

new movement, symbolically by his violent attacks on the old order as

epitomized by the House of Lords, practically by his introduction, in

temporary alliance with Churchill, (and with Masterman as his first

lieutenant), of national insurance for ill health and unemployment, paid

for by more steeply graduated taxation of wealth.

This legislation, however, though it i3 usually regarded as marking

the foundation of the modern Welfare State, only implemented one aspect

of the new thinking - the ameliorative. "Lloyd George's ambulance

wagon" did not attempt to prevent unemployment, for instance, only to

relieve its immediate effects. The impact of the war, while it diverted

most of Lloyd George's attention to international matters, turned the

emphasis of advanced Liberalism back to Hobson*s concern with economic

causes. Though the Liberals between the wars continued to look back

to the insurance legislation for inspiration, they showed relatively

little interest after 1918 in extending the scope of social welfare

1. See J.A. Hobson and A.P. Mummery, The Physiology of Industry
(London 1889); J.A. Hobson, Problems of Poverty (1891). The Evolution
of Modern Capitalism (189^), The Problem of the Unemployed (1896).
The Economics of Distribution (l900). The Social Problem (1901) and
The Industrial System (1909)

2. H. Samuel, Liberalism; An Attempt to State the Principles and
Proposals of Modern Liberalism in England. (London 1902):
L.C. Money. Riches and Poverty (London 1905): C.F.G, Masterman,
The Condition of England (London 1909)»



274

provision. The experience of the war and its aftermath led them on

to give higher priority to economic management and industrial reform.

Partly this was a matter of finanoe. The social reforms which

the Liberal ministers in the Lloyd George Coalition did attempt -

notably Christopher Addison's Housing Act and H.A.L. Fisher's Education

Act - were mutilated by the Geddes Economy Committee in 1922. The cry

of "retrenchment" remained - even in 1929 - a powerful one in Liberal

ears, and the depressed climate of the 192(7's was not propitious for

heavy calls on national expenditure. Regulation of industry was cheaper

than provision for the individual and could be represented as striking

at the root of poverty, not just at its branches. But more important,

Government control of industry during the war, unpopular though it was

at the time with all classes, had provided practical experience of the

administration of intervention. The Ministry of Reconstruction, set up

by Lloyd George in 1917 with Addison at its head, to build the land fit

for heroes, was an important testing ground for new Ideas. The Ministry

was generally reckoned a failure. After the war key industries were

returned wholesale to free enterprise, with no strings retained. But

it implanted in the minds of many of those involved in it (of whom

several were later involved direotly or indirectly in the 'Yellow Book'),

and of a wider section of non-socialist progressive opinion, the idea

that some government control of industry was both desirable and compatible

with Liberalism. A passage from Addison's diary provides an early state¬

ment of the doctrine that was to find full expression in the 'Yellow Book':-

"The War has thrown all preconceived ideas as to trade organization
into the melting pot, and every thinking man agrees that if
we are to regain and hold our position in the markets of the world
there must be a new outlook on the part of both employers and
employed; the old jealousies between firms must be abandoned once
and for all, and what i3 equally important, the 'Ca'canny' methods

must be discontinued. The war has proved that in
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the face of national necessity we can rise to heights of
industrial organization and cohesion such as would have been
deemed impossible."!

The Ministry of Reconstruction aohieved one minor success in the

area of improving the status and conditions of the workers in industry.

Lloyd George, before he became Prime Minister, had shown himself aware

of the opportunity offered by the war in this direction. In November

1915, when still Minister of Munitions, he had appointed as Direotor

of the Ministry's Welfare Department Seebohm Rowntree who, as a large

employer of Quaker faith, as well as an enquiring sociologist, was

olosely concerned on both humanitarian and business grounds with what
2

he called, in 1918, "The Human Needs of Labour". In a public speech

a few weeks later, Lloyd George disclosed the thinking behind the

appointment. "It is a strange irony," he declared, "but no small

compensation, that the making of weapons of destruction should afford

the oocasion to humanize industry. Yet such is the case ...... This

opportunity must not be allowed to slip. It may well be that when the

tumult of war is a distant echo, and the making of munitions a nightmare

of the past, the effort now being made to soften asperities, to secure

the welfare of the workers, and to build a bridge of sympathy and

understanding between employer and employed, will have left behind results

of permanent and enduring value to the workers, to the nation, and to

mankind at large.In February 1917# having become Prime Minister,

Lloyd George shifted Rowntree to the new Reconstruction Committee, and

1. Quoted in P.B. Johnson, op.cit. p.7. But Johnson's page reference
to Addison's Four and a Half Years. (London 1934) is incorrect.

2. See B.S. Rowntree, The Way to Industrial Peace (London 1914),
The Problem of Unemployment (1914) and The Human Needs of Labour (1918).
See also Asa Brlggs, Seebohm Rowntree (London 1961), chapter 5*

3. D. Lloyd George, op.cit.I. p.210.
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then to Addison's Ministry when that was founded in July. Surprisingly,

however, Rowntree was there employed mainly on housing and had no direct

responsibility for the establishment in several industries of 'Whitley

Councils' - joint committees of management and workers to negotiate

wages, hours and conditions, named after the chairman of the committee

that recommended them. The Councils were too restricted in scope to

fulfil all the high hopes placed in them, but they were a significant

step in the direction of better industrial relations, and the extension

and development of 'Whitleyism' to foster a sense of partnership in

industry was one of the major purposes of the Liberals of 1928. Indeed

it has remained, like site value taxation, a distinctive aspiration of

Liberalism ever since, though the name is largely forgotten.

It was against the background of such advances in social thought

that Simon, Muir, Scott and Guedalla met to disouss Liberal policy in

1920. Their task was not so much to originate new ideas as to draw

together the lessons of the war and to force from Asquith and his

Parliamentary colleagues a recognition of the irreversible developments

that had been made in Liberal thinking since they had left office. Muir

and Simon did not dream of dislodging external free trade as the central

tenet of the Liberal faith; but they did insist that in the new political

situation created by the war and the rise of the Labour Party, free trade

alone was no longer enough to sustain the Liberals as a separate force.

Partly out of genuine regard for the grievances of labour, partly out of

fear of socialism, they were prepared to dethrone the doctrine of domestic

laissez-faire (already in practice undermined by years of piecemeal

qualification from the Factory Aets to the wartime takeover, but all the

more emotive for that in the post-war atmosphere of "getting back to

normal"), in favour of a limited degree of direct state intervention in

economic life. In accordance with the famous tag attributed to
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Sir William Haroourt, "We are all Socialists now", the new Manchester

Liberals asserted that Liberalism mu3t meet the Labour challenge by

accepting the social obligations of collectivism as the only way to

preserve the essential freedoms of the old individualism. In consultation

with a number of Lancashire businessmen and industrialists, Muir produced

for the group a rough blueprint of their ideas in a small book entitled

Liberalism and Industry.1 (in the same year, 1920, Masterman independently
2

published a wider survey of the same ideas, The New Liberalism). Muir's

proposals were summarized by the Nation on January 1, 1921:-

"The nationalization of mines and railways, with a representative
government by all the factors concerned, a drastic control of
trusts and cartels by regulation, taxation and, if necessary,
national ownership, the taxation of land values and increments
with large power of public purchase, large public provisions for
housing, health and eduoation, public guarantees for minimum wages,
leisure, and unemployed pay, coupled with a taxation policy in
which indireot taxation (except of luxuries) disappears, and income
taxes and death duties on an advancing scale form the sources of
normal revenue, with a capital levy as an emergency measure for
reducing the war debt to manageable dimensions .••••• In all well-
established businesses, a limitation should be put upon the amount
of profits distributed to shareholders, the excess profits being
divided between the State, the workers in the concern, and the
shareholders in proportions prescribed by law."3

Here is a recognizable first draft of at least two sections of the

'Yellow Book', This seminal document, however, was not the most important

outcome of the Herefordshire meeting. The really far-reaching decision

taken there, the reason for pin-pointing 1920 as the year of origin of the

process that eventually resulted in the 'Yellow Book', was the decision to

found, as a forum for the continued discussion and development of their

1. R. Muifr, Liberalism and Industry: Towards a Better Social Order.
(London 1920).

2. C.F.G. Masterman, The New Liberalism (London 1920); see also
Edward David,"The New Liberalism of G.F.G. Masterman,,1873-1927"»
in K.D. Brown (ed.) Essays in Anti-Labour History. (London 1974).

3. "The New Manohesterlsm" in the Nation. 1 January 1921.
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ideas which should promote their adoption by the party as a whole , an

annual Liberal Summer School. The first gathering defied its name by

meeting at Grasmere in the autumn of 1921; the hi&ety-five enthusiasts

who attended - mainly "North of England business men""1" - were addressed

not only by the four founders but by the eoonomists Hobson, Walter Layton

and William Beveridge. They appear, unsurprisingly, to have found the

new Liberal dootrines at that time a little too muoh to swallow; but

Hobson was reported to have found the School "far better than any similar

Fabian meeting he had ever been to" and to have praised "the really
2

Liberal spirit in the whole of the discussions." The following August,

six hundred Liberals attended at Oxford; and the 1923 meeting drew over a

thousand. Thereafter, the sohool alternated between the old university

towns until 1939$ & major event in the Liberal year. In 1926 it was the

Summer Sohool which set up the Inquiry which produced the 'Yellow Book'.

It was the achievement of the Summer School to recruit to the aid of

the Liberal Party the services of that class of liberal intellectuals who

since 1945 have tended to support the Labour Party but who between the

wars were still predominantly Liberal - not merely historians and high-

minded classicists like Muir, H.A.L. Fisher, and Gilbert Murray, but

economists and former civil servants, practioal professional men. The

attraction of the school for these people was that it was not overtly

political. The 1922 school "was not arranged by any of the offioial

organizations of the Liberal Party, nor was any part of its expenses paid

out of party funds. It was the outcome of a spontaneous discussion among

a number of men and women who, believing that Liberalism is above all

1. Nation. 8 October 1921.
2. Letter to Rowntree from a Liberal friend, 14 November 1921.

(Quoted in Briggs, op.oit. p.l99)«
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other political creeds dependent upon the free discussion of ideas, came

to the conclusion that it was desirable to create a platform upon which

such discussion could be carried on, in a manner quite different from

what is usual, or indeed practicable, at ordinary offioial party gatherings."^"
For one week every year the worlds of politics, business and economics were

enabled to meet in an academic atmosphere where ideas oould be floated and

explored in the hope that they might emerge as policies, but without the

pressure to draft manifestoes. For a week the more serious-minded

politicians and party workers came back to university to be lectured by

dons, professors and civil servants. The party leaders, Asquith, Grey,

and after 1923 Lloyd George, came to deliver opening and closing speeches.

In between, the superiority of Liberalism - the belief that free discussion

almost by definition led to Liberalism - was taken forgranted, never

stressed. The sohool stood aloof from personalities: "The thing I care

about," wrote Muir in 1923» "is to set on foot an active process of oriticism

and discussion - an intellectual activity independent of formal associations.

We have already managed to bring together a rather striking oolleotion of

men, who confer at intervals; a sort of revival of Benthamite methods,

though not of Benthamite ideas. I believe we have thought too muoh about

leaders and organization, and enquired too little: this has been the

malady of the Liberal party for & long time - I put it down to the

tremendous personal ascendancy of Gladstone, which was mischievous in the
„2long run."

Muir was the guru of the Summer Sohool. Although he gave up his

Chair in 1921 to devote himself to the Liberal Party, sat briefly in the

Parliament of 1924, and in 1931 became Chairman of the National Federation,

1. Essays in Liberalism. (London 1922) p# v.

2. Muir to H.A.L. Fisher, 9 February 1923 (Fisher papers).
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he always remained more of a publioist and teacher than a politician

or expert. His eccentricities evoked enormous personal affection,

and he, more than anyone else, inspired the school with his idealism,

solemn eloquenoe and faith in the possibility of rational progress,

speaking sometimes on industrial reform but, more often on such general

topics as "The Liberal Ideal".1 By contrast, most of the other

regulars who made up the core of the Summer School were specialists:

Layton (who joined Muir and Simon as a Director) had been a university

lecturer at Cambridge, had served in the Ministry of Munitions during

the war, and was from 1922 Editor of the Economists Keynes and Hubert

Henderson were also academic economists with civil service experience,

and Simon was a recognised authority on housing. Guest speakers were

equally distinguished: Sir Josiah Stamp, taxation expert and British

representative on the Dawes Commission on German reparations; Professor

(of Political Economy at Manchester) Henry Clay; Professor (of Sociology

at London) L.T. Hobhouse; Seebohm Rowntree; A.D. MacNair, Secretary to
2

the Sankey Commission on the Coal Industry; the banker R.H, Brand.

There was one important absentee, from the later schools, however:

Beverldge. Although he had attended the first gathering at Grasmere in

1921, he felt that his position as Director of the London School of

1. See particularly Miss Sydney Brown in Hodgson (ed.) op.oit. pp.204-7.

2. They did not all, of course, speak every year. The programme of
the 1923 school, however, illustrates the range of subjeots and
the balance of speakers that was typical:- (except for the absence
of Asquith or Grey to open cet close the School)

Gilbert Murray, "Opening Address"; Ramsay Muir, "The Liberal
Ideal"; Violet Karkham, "The Education of the Democracy";
A.D. MaoNair, "A National Industrial Assembly"; Walter Layton,
"A Liberal Financial Policy"; E.D. Simon, "Housing";
Prof. Campagnac, "The Elements of Education"; Lord Meston, "Local
Government - Finance"; Arthur Collins, "Local Government - Town
Management"; Prof. Henry Clay, "Property and the Right of Inheritance";
R.H. Brand, "Socialism and Social Policy"; H.A.L. Fisher, "Advance
in National Education"; Sir Peter Rylands, "The Future of British
Industry"; D.H. Robertson, "The Trade Cycle and Unemployment";
J.M. Keynes, "Currency Policy and Unemployment"; Sir Henry Rew,
"Agriculture"; George Nicholls, "The Agricultural Labourer".
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Eoonomics precluded political activity even of so mild a kind as

speaking at the Liberal Summer School. He maintained his connection

with it: he published Insurance For All And Everything under its

auspices in 1924,"*" and in 1926 even appears to have served on the

committee. Nevertheless he had little sympathy with the policies the

sohool was developing, and in so far as he counted himself a Liberal at

all between the wars, his allegiance was primarily to the old principle
2

of free trade.

In this he differed diametrically from his co-architect of v

post-war Britain, Maynard Keynes, Keynes abandoned free trade in 1930,

but his Liberalism had never been based on that shibboleth anyway. A

talk to the Summer School in 1925 entitled "Am I A Liberal?" gives the

clearest indication that what kept him Liberal was the Summer Sohool

itself.^ He was not alone. This was the central importance of the

school. With the rise of the Labour Party, threatening socialism,

politics was polarizing, class against class. Some middle-class

intellectuals - the Webbs, R.H. Tawney, &.D.H. Cole - did join Labour:

so did some distinctly upper-class politicians - Arthur Ponsonby,

Charles Trevelyan, Oswald Mosley - though these tended to be motivated

in the twenties more by internationalist ooncem for peace than by

conversion to socialism. For most liberal intellectuals, however, Labour

was essentially a class party, the party of the Trade Unions; and as

Keynes most bluntly put it, "I can be influenced by what seems to me

Justice and good sense; but the Class war will find me on the aide of

1. W. Beveridge, Insuranoe For All And Everything (London 1924), no. 7
in the "New Way" series published by the Council of the Liberal
Summer School.

2. For information about Beveridge I am indebted to Mrs. Jose Harris
of the London School of Economics.

3. "Am I A Liberal?", address delivered at the Liberal Summer School,
1925, reprinted in J.M. Keynes, Essays in Persuasion. (London 1931),
PP.323-338.
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the educated bourgeoisie". Despising the stupidity of the Conservatives,

("They offer me neither food nor drink - neither intellectual nor

spiritual consolation"), Keynes found himself a Liberal on the negative

ground that they alone offered a chance to the clear-sighted middle-

class reformer. "I do not believe that the intellectual elements in the

Labour Party will ever exercise adequate oontrol; too much will always

be decided by those who do not know at all what they are talking about."*"
The spirit of the Summer School - Muir* s Benthamism - kept Keynes* powers

at the disposal of the Liberal party. For the Industrial Inquiry in

1926 the school oould call upon, not only Keynes, but Layton, Henderson,

Rowntree, Hobhouse, Stamp, and more. If the liberal intelligentsia

remained predominantly Liberal, the Summer School was as much a cause as

a reflection of their loyalty. Ernest Simon himself was another who

might have joined Labour at any time from 1918, but actually remained a

Liberal till 1945. "What a party!" he lamented after a dispiriting ten

months in the Parliament of 1923-4. "No leaders, no organisation, no

2
polioyi Only a summer school! But it is still worth an effort."

A distinction needs to be drawn, however, between the original

founders of the Summer School and the economists who became its brightest

stars. Manchester called in Cambridge to help redress the balance of

society; but Keynes, Layton and Henderson had different aims and different

methods from Kuir and Simon; and it was Cambridge which eventually gave

to the 'Yellow Book' both its intellectual coherence and its most practical

proposals. The Manchester approach was essentially political. The

programme of Liberalism and Industry consisted of fiscal and institutional

1. Ibid.

2. Mazy Stocks, Ernest Simon of Manchester (Manchester 1963), p.69.



283

reforms which could be carried in the traditional way through Parliament

by legislation - redistrlbutive taxation on the one hand, nationalisation

and a framework of industrial relations on the other. The clear purpose

was to outbid the Labour Party, Keynes and Henderson, by contrast,

though they engaged readily in political polemics, were first and foremost

theoretical economists, Keynes had some private interest in sooial

reform, particularly in what he called 'Sex Questions' - birth control,

divorce, sexual law, the position of women;1 but his overriding

professional commitment was to understanding the economic forces of the

modern world, and to spreading that understanding, "We have to invent,"

he told the Summer School of 1925» "new wisdom for a new age," Nine¬

teenth-century economic theory - "the assumption that economic adjustments

can and ought to be brought about by the free play of the forces of supply

and demand" « had been rendered obsolete by the restrictive activities of

Governments, Trade Unions and big corporations, "We have changed, by

insensible degrees, our philosophy of economic life, our notions of what

is reasonable and what is tolerable; and we have done this without
2

changing our technique or our copybook maxims," He saw it as his task

to re-write the copybook, to ooaoh the politicians in new techniques,

Keynes had no interest in superficial tinkering with industrial relations,

and less faith than Muir in the power of law to enforce harmony and

happiness; it wa3 not from the partnership of Capital and Labour, but

only from the enlightened use of Capital that he hoped to see efficiency,

prosperity, and social justice flow* When he wrote of "the end of

1. Keynes, loc,cit.
Ibid, pp.336-8.
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laissez-faire" he meant, not the nationalization of the railways (than

which, he 3aid in 1926, there was no "so-called important political

question" more irrelevant, but the assupption by the state of responsibility

for the balance of the economy. He too looked to Bentham, and adopted

his "forgotten but useful nomenclature" to "distinguish afresh the Agenda

of Government from the Non-Agenda" ...... The important thing for

Government is not to do things which individuals are doing already ......

1
but to do things which at present are not done at all," Keynes saw the

high level of unemployment sinoe the war - still over a million in 1923

and showing no si$i of dropping - not simply as a regrettable social

problem which would ultimately pass with the upswing of the trade cycle,

but as evidence of the inability of the Invisible Hand in modern conditions

to keep the economy in balance; not as inevitable, but as an "absurdity
2

...... which should be remediable if we can think and act clearly."

By 1923 he had come to the conclusion that the fundamental economic

decisions affecting the value of the ourrency and the flow of investment

could no longer be left to the interaction of individuals' self-interest,

but must become the Agenda of Government, "We must free ourselves," he

told the Summer Sohool that year, "from the deep distrust which exists

against allowing the value of the currency to be the subject of voluntary

decision. Only by wisely regulating the creation of currency and credit
3

along new lines oan we protect society." Here Keynes, as an economist,

wa3 striking muoh closer to the root of Britain's real problem than were

the industrial reformers. Yet the next stage of his attack on

1. J.M. KPynes, 'The End of Lais3ez-Paire^, (London 1926), reprinted in
Essays in Persuasion. pp.313-7•

2. J.M. Keynes, 'Currency Policy and Unemployment'; lecture at the
Liberal Summer School 1923, reprinted in the Nation 11 August 1923*

3. Ibid.
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unemployment derived from a surprising quarter, from that rejected

politician of whom he had written so scathingly in The Economic

Consequences of the Peace ** from Lloyd George,

"This extraordinary figure of our time, this syren, this goat-

footed bard, this half-human visitorto our age from the hag-ridden magic

and enchanted woods of Celtic antiquity," in whose company Keynes caught

"that flavour of final purposelessness, inner irresponsibility, existence

outside or away from our Saxon good and evil mixed with cunning,

remorselessnes3, love of power, that lend fascination, enthralment, and

terror to the fair-seeming magicians of North European folklore"1 - this

monster who had so bewitched Keynes* pen and curdled his rational judgement

in 1919 was, by 1924, beginning to recover physically from his long years

of office and psychologically from his fall. As his energy, his interest

in domestic social problems, and his natural radicalism returned, he began

to look about him for a distinctively Liberal and progressive social policy

to revive the party with which he found himself reunited. Very soon he

and Keynes discovered each other thinking along similar lines.

It was his former secretary Philip Kerr, the future Marquis of Lothian,

who directed Lloyd George's attention to the industrial problem. Kerr was

an ide&list - "an ultra-refined aristocratic dreamer with sentimentallyr
2

revolutionary views" was Beatrice Webb's cutting description; Franoes

Stevenson thought him personally "the most Christ-like man" she had ever

known.^ But he was a man to whom Lloyd George listened. Like Muir, he

1. Keynes' sketch of Lloyd George was originally written for The Economic
Consequences of the Peace in 1919 but was prudently excised from the
published text and only printed separately in Essays in Biography
(London 1933), p.36-7.

2. B. Webb diary, 3 June 1917» [M. Cole (ed.) The Diaries of Beatrice
Webb. 1912-24 (London 1952) p.85l.

3. Frances Stevenson diary, 7 May 1921, (A.J.P. Taylor ed. p.214).
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identified as the central problem of politics the conflict of Capital

and Labour. In the spring of 1924 he showered Lloyd George with

letters urging him to taokle it, as only he was in a position to do.

With universal suffrage, Kerr argued, Liberalism had achieved political

democracy; its next object must be industrial democracy. Industrial

power was the modern equivalent of monarchical power in the seventeenth

century. "Labour today will no more give its labour zealously to

Capital than Pym and Hampden would give taxes to Charles I." The Labour

Party offered one alternative; Lloyd George must contrive another, a new

Glorious Revolution to forestall the Socialist Revolution. He must talk

to the socialists and understand their arguments, Kerr boldly told his

master, in order to transcend them. "You won't get the answer out of

your inner consciousness, for you have never really thought about the

socialist problem ...... I don't care what conclusion you come to as long

as you probe the question to the bottom."^" Challenged by Lloyd George to

give his own ideas, he produced a plan for the self-government of industry

by a permanent council of the F.B.I, and the T.U.C., representing

management and workers, with a hierarohy of similar bodies at all levels.

He eventually hoped to see Labour so involved in industry that it hired

Capital, rather than vioe-versa. The flaw of socialism was that

politicians were unfitted to run industry; the economic sphere, Kerr
2

proposed, should be as independent of the politioal as was the legal.

He despaired of Lloyd George's failure to grasp the nettle, "Why on

earth do you never come near the problem? The whole country is waiting

for a lead on the subjeot. It's the key and only key to your future

1. Kerr to Lloyd George, 4 February 1924. (Lloyd George papers &/12/5/2).
2. Kerr to Lloyd George, 7 March 1924. (ibid. &/12/5/4). See also

P. Kerr, The Industrial Dilemma (London 1926, the 'New Way' series,
H6.14).
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career. It's the most important problem of our time. But you go

on repeating the old shibboleths of a dead past. You really are

doing what Wully Robertson and the Western Fronters did in the war.

You will not ask yourself whether the war can be won on any other lines

than that of 'killing Germans

This thrust stirred Lloyd George to action, though not exactly in

the direction Kerr intended. Kerr's contribution to the policy, or

at least the philosophy, of the 'Yellow Book' was important; but he

belonged in spirit with the Manchester school of political reformers.

Lloyd George, like Keynes, thought that the real problem of industry

wa3 unemployment. There was the key to his future career. The

difference between them in 1923 was that, whereas Keynes wanted to

attack the imbalanoe that created unemployment, Lloyd George wanted to

attack the thing itself. High unemployment had originated during his

premiership, but he had then been too preoccupied with Ireland and the

settlement of Europe to give it much attention, (though the Trade

Facilities Act passed by his Government was in fact almost the only

measure taken in the whole decade directly to stimulate employment).

He had already, however, the germ in his mind of a more drastic solution.

"When trade i3 slaok", he remarked to Bonar Law and Lord Riddell in

October 1921, "you paint your factory and get it ready for new business.
2

That is what we ought to be doing." After losing office he remained

pessimistic of the prospects of an early trade revival, confidently

foreoast on every side, predicting in July 1923 "depression such as we

3
have not seen in our lifetime." But he was only accused of fostering

a sense of crisis for hi3 own ends. He must have read Keynes' almost

1. Kerr to Lloyd George, 1 March 1924. (Ibid. G/12/5/3).
2. Riddell, op.pit, p.328.
3. Speech in the House of Commons, 16 July 1923. (K.C.Debs.. Vol.166,

col.1951).
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weekly articles on currency control in the Nation - the Liberal weekly

which Keynes and the Summer Sohool group had acquired as their

mouthpiece in 1923 - for it was to the Nation, on 12 April 1924, a

month after Kerr's impassioned urgings that he take up the industrial

problem, that he wrote a highly important letter on unemployment. He

reviewed the deep-seated reasons for Britain's loss of trade since the

war, repeated his lonely prediction that recovery would be slow, and

urged that immediate action should be taken on "the problems of the

meanwhile", reviving his old metaphori-

"A far-seeing manufacturer utilizes periods of slackness to repair
his machinery, to re-equip his workshop, and generally to put his
factory in order, so that when prosperity comes he will be in as
good a position as his keenest competitor to take advantage of the
boom. I suggest that the nation ou^it to follow that wise
example, and that this is the time to do so. Let us overhaul our
national equipment in all directions - men and material - so as to
be ready, when the moment arrives, to meet any rival on equal or
better terms in the markets of the world. No man who has examined
the use now being made of our national resources can believe that
we are making the best of them. In power - in our transport
arrangements - in the use we make of our soil and of the minerals
underneath it - in the organization of our industries - in the use
of our capital - in the possibilities of development at home or in
the Empire across the seas, and, above all, in the use we make of
our fine manhood, we are not taking full advantage of the assets
at our command. Capital and labour are alike strangled by vested
prejudices and traditions. Both are capable of producing infinitely
more wealth for the benefit of the community than they are now
creating. It is of no avail to spend time on distribution if
production lags behind the common need. The best means of achieving
production seems to be the most urgent task of our industrial and
political leaders at this hour.'l

Public works, in the spirit of Outdoor Relief, had always been the

standard official 'cure' for unemployment. No-one until Lloyd George,

however, had envisaged them on such a scale that the work itself would

actually bring prosperity to the country, Lloyd George's trumpet call

1. D. Lloyd George, 'The Statesman's Task', in the Nation.
12 April 1924.
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provoked several weeks of debate in the columns of the Nation,

Beveridge1 and others wrote in support; Layton thought Lloyd George too
2

pessimistic. Finally Keynes summed up in favour of the drastio remedy,

calling for a large extension of the Trade Facilities Act to redireot

investment, private and public, into home development: road-building,

electrification, and, he suggested, prefabricated housing. "That part

of our recent unemployment," he concluded, "which is not attributable to

an ill-controlled credit cycle, has been largely due to the slump in our

constructional industries. By conducting the national wealth into

capital developments at home, we may restore the balance of our economy.

Let us experiment with boldness on such lines - even though some of the
3

schemes may turn out to be failures, which is veiy likely."

The scene now seemed to be set for fruitful co-operation between

Keynes and Lloyd George. Keynes went on to pursue the argument for

directing savings into domestic, rather than foreign, investment, and

somewhat shocked the free trade faithful at the Summer Sohool that August

by questioning the system of concessions whereby loans could be raised in

Britain for New South Wales or Rhodesia more oheaply than for the Port of

London.*4" Meanwhile Lloyd George was urging the House of Commons to ask

itself whether Britain could still afford to maintain the free money

market, declaring himself "very much struck by a. very able article by
5

Mr. Keynes." However, for two years the alliance was not joined.

1. Nation. 19 April 1924.
2. Ibid. , 3 Kay 1924.
3. J.M. Keynes, 'Does Unemployment Need A Drastic Remedy', in the

Nation. 24 May 1924.
4. J.M. Keynes, 'Foreign Investment and National Advantage', lecture

at the Liberal Summer Sohool, 1924, reprinted in the Nation.
9 August 1924.

5. Speeoh in the House of Commons, 19 June 1924. (H.C.Debs. Vol.174,
ool.2399).



290

The Economic Consequences of the Peaoe had made Keynes famous as a critic

of Lloyd George; he was also a personal friend of Asquith. Relations

between Lloyd George and the Asquithians were at their wor3t in late 1924,

as his refusal to finance Liberal candidates exposed the party to eleotoral

massacre. The Summer School tried to steer clear of thepower struggle

between the leaders, but it had been founded at the period when Liberal

abomination of Lloyd George's Government was at its height - as if to

underline the fact, Sir Frederick Maurice was among its earliest 'expert'

speakers - and the prejudice lingered on. Only gradually, and perhaps

reluctantly, did Muir and Simon come to realize that while Asquith and

his principal oolleagues remained perfectly content to reiterate their

traditional lofty principles, Lloyd George was actively seeking a modern

and practioal programme for the Liberal Party, and might be of use to

them. Masterman was the first to be converted back to appreciation of

his old chief. Described in 1923 as "the most extreme opponent of

Lloyd George and of any sort of reunion that would bring him back into
x

the party,he confessed to his wife, in 1924, "when Lloyd George came

2
back to the party, ideas came back to the party." But Lloyd George

still felt that the Hation was hostile to him; in so far as its political

notes were written until 1925 by A.G. Gardiner he was undoubtedly ri^it.

Late in 1925, however, Henderson (whom Keynes had made Editor after finding

Muir, the first choice, too idealistic for his pragmatic taste), wrote

to him denying any bias: "I may say that I am personally disposed to

'take off my hat' to the man who within so brief a period of opposition

has shown that progressive social polioy can mean something definite and

1. Scott diary, 9 Maroh 1923. (Scott papers 50907/5-14; Wilson ed. p.438).

2. Lucy Masterman, op.cit.. p.346.
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practical and challenging - not merely the incoherent welter of phrases

or absurdities which had seemed the substance of Liberal or Socialist

propaganda in recent times.

Lloyd George's land policy, however, kept him apart from Keynes

and Henderson throughout 1925# Like the Liberal Party as a whole, the

Summer School was divided by his proposals. The Manchester politicians

supported them - Muir and Masterman (who may be counted a Mancunian) sat

on the agricultural committee which produced the Green Book, Simon on

the urban committee that produced the Brown. The Cambridge economists,

on the other hand, though they did not oppose them, were not impressed.

Keynes saw no future for Britain in rural revivalism. In February 1926,

Lloyd George wrote furiously to Simon (who had in fact no editorial

responsibility) complaining of "a sustained personal attack" upon him in

the Nation. "Is it too late", he demanded, "to save it from the hands
2

of the naggers?"

Three months later came the General Strike and Asquith*s attempt

to expel Lloyd George from the Liberal Shadow Cabinet. To their surprise,

Keynes and Henderson found themselves backing Lloyd George. "Who would

have believed," the Nation asked, "that in a controversy between these two

statesmen, Mr. Lloyd George would be triumphantly and unmistakeably in the
3

right? Yet so it is." For Keynes this was a painful moment. It cost

him Asquith's friendship, and they never met againj but it signalled his

reconciliation with Lloyd George. That summer Lloyd George, perhaps as

a result of the strike, partly in recognition that the land campaign had

1. H.D. Henderson to Lloyd George, 9 November 1925. (Lloyd George
papers, G/l0/2/2).

2. Lloyd George to E.D. Simon, 23 February 1926. (Lloyd George papers
G/18/3/2). The last part of this letter was in fact crossed out.

3. The Nation. 29 May 1926.
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failed to take fire, turned his attention back to the industrial problem.

He had set up hi3 coal and land enquiries independently, as a private

member trying to gain the ear of his party; now that he was Liberal

leader, however, - Asquith having retired under cover of illness in

Ootober - and had finally won the editor and proprietors of the Nation

to his side, he felt confident enough to entrust the industrial enquiry

to the auspices of the Summer School. Prom his political fund he gave

Simon and Muir £10,000 "to finance a thorough enquiry," with no

conditions,* "He had solemnly undertaken that he would use no veto,

nor interfere in any way with the findings of the committee, so that the

Summer Sohool could feel that its independence was not jeopardised; but
2

he asked to be allowed to take part in its deliberations." So the

Liberal Industrial Inquiry was set up. But the directors of the Summer

School must have retained some doubts about association with Lloyd George.

"The spelling of Enquiry", the secretary of the Committee noted, "was

amended to Inquiry when it was pointed out that the abbreviation to LIE
3

would provoke rude scoffing." An ironic reflection, surely, on

Lloyd George's reputation for veracity.

The Chairman of the Inquiry was Walter Layton, the vice-chairman

Ernest Simon. Five principal sub-committees were chaired by Keynes

(industrial and Financial Organization), Muir (the Functions of the State

in Relation to Industry), Simon (Labour and the Trade Unions), E.H. Gilpin

(Worker Remuneration and Status), and Lloyd George (Unemployment). The

Executive Committee was composed of these six plus Henderson, Mastennan

1, Sir Ernest Simon in Hodgson, (ed.) op.cit.. p.183.
2, Roy Harrod, The Life of John Kaynard Keynes. (London 1951), p.375.
3, Note by W.M. Eagar on a file of L.I.I, papers. (Eagar papers).
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(until his early death), Rowntree, Kerr, H.L. Nathan, Sir Herbert Samuel

and, rather half-heartedly, Sir John Simon. Other notable participants

in the sub-committees included, under the category of 'experts*, Stamp,

D.H. Robertson, L.T. IIobhou3e, Laurence Cadbury, Brand and MaoNair;

Philip Guedalla and Stuart Hodg3on, editor of the Daily News, might be

olassed as publicists; while the political contingent included two of

Lloyd George's former ministers, Charles MoCurdy and T.J. Macnamara,

another Lloyd Georgian M.P., George Garro-Jones, several men of the

future, Ernest Brown, Sir Archibald Sinclair and W.A. Jowitt, and four

women, Mrs. Layton, Mrs. E.K. Hubbaok, Mrs. Corbett Ashby, and

Miss L.W. Taylor The others, unknown to Who's Who, are said in the

Preface to the Report to have included both businessmen and trade unionists.

The work of research, discussion and drafting took up the whole of 1927*

There appear to have been no serious disagreements: the only resignation

was Sinclair. No recriminations have been recorded. Lloyd George kept

his bargain; he did not dominate the committee, but often entertained its

members for working weekends at his estate at Churt, where he delighted in

feeding them entirely on home-grown produce and refeshing them with cider,
2

buttermilk and mead. "This weekend I have 14 professors at Churt",

he told his wife in September 1926."^ "He was a perfect host," wrote

1. Information about the membership and the chairmanship of committees
of the L.I.I, from the Eagar papers. The full list of those
oredited in the Report with serving on one or more committee includes,
in addition to those named above, the following:- S. Russell Cooke,
E.O. Fordham, Frank Murrell, C.G. Renold, W. Stonestreet,
Major L.F. Urwick, and William Wrring. But Eagar implies that
more outside experts were consulted.

2. Copies of an elaborate menu are preserved in the Samuel and Eagar
papers, (see above, p\145).

3. Lloyd George to Dame Margaret Llcyd George, 22 September 1926,
in Morgan (ed.) op.oit. p.207.
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Simon. "He gave us the benefit of his vast experience; he never

made the least attempt to use his position to influence our report,

except by contributing to the discussion on an equality with all other

members."1
Seebohm Ilowntree, many years later, wrote Tom Jones an amusing

account of the way Lloyd George conducted these investigations at Churt:-

wHe was a hard taskmaster. During the many years I spent at his
home with different committees between 1926 and 1935 he worked
us without mercy. We would work from breakfast to lunch. Then
he would ask us to work at some problem in the afternoon and he
would meet us at tea time and then discuss what we had done. He,
of course, rested in the afternoon. After tea he would be all
fresh and ready to discuss the work we had done and he would work
on till dinner time, which was usually at 8 o'clock. After
dinner he would meet with us again for a short time and then just
before ten o'clock he would discuss the programme for the following
day and the subject we would discuss. He would suggest that we
might do some preliminary work on a particular problem and leave
any documents we had prepared outside his bedroom door, which he
would get when he woke at six o'clock in the morning and read in
hed, so as to be prepared to discuss them with us at breakfast
next morning."2

The finished report of the Indaitrial Inquiry, entitled Britain' a

Industrial Future but instantly christened, like its predecessors, from

the colour of its cover, the 'Yellow Book*, was published on 2 February
3

1928. It ran to five hundred pages, divided into five sections, of

analysis and detailed recommendations. It is, as the Nation warned,

"too full of matter to be easy to summarize"Nevertheless a summary

of preoisely what it said is here essential.

A short Introduction first stated the Liberal belief that the

opposition of Individualism and Socialism was, in modern conditions -

where large area3 of national enterprise were already in public hands,

1. Simon in Hodgson (ed.), op.oit.. p.183.
2. Rowntree to Jones, 24 May 1945* (Quoted in Briggs, op.clt. p.199).
3. Britain's Industrial Future: being the Report of the Liberal

Industrial Inquiry (London 1928). It cost 2s.6d.

4. Nation. 4 February 1928.
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and so-called private firms were increasingly large and impersonal -

unreal, anachronistic and damaging: the purpose of the book was to

define more clearly what, in the interests of efficiency and social

welfare in a still basically capitalist economy, should be the proper

role of government.

Book One comprised an analysis of the existing condition of British

industry. It blamed unemployment primarily on the loss of export

markets sinoe the war, warned that the old exporting industries - coal,

ootton, iron and steel - might never recover, and concluded that

"industrial revival may require a migration of labour from the threatened

industries and the diversion to home development of capital normally

devoted to foreign investment."1
Book Two, 'The Organization of Business', Keynes* particular

contribution, contained the means of implementing the last point, "The

stream of national investment which is at present chaotically controlled

by a multiplicity of public authorities and private interests, should be
2

canalized by a Board of National Investment", with wide powers to issue

bonds for domestic development and to approve overseas loans. There

were also in this section proposals for the external control and internal

reform both of public enterprises, such as the Metropolitan Water Board,

and of private firms. The latter would be obliged to publish full and

accurate balance-sheets to assist informed investment; directors would

be made answerable to and dependent on a Supervisory Council of Share¬

holders and employees, ("Directorships are the 'pocket boroughs'

of the present day.") Large companies tending to monopoly power would

1, Britain's Industrial Future, p.3.
2, Ibid,, p.6l.
3, Ibid.. p.90.
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be subject to more stringent public scrutiny, by special registration

as Public Corporations, Finally, the Government should be advised on

its enlarged economic responsibilities by an Economic General Staff, (an

idea first advanced by Beveridge in the Hation in 1923) there should

be a standing Cabinet Committee on economio policy, and a continuous

Census of Production co-ordinating and publishing all essential economio

informationj and there should be developed machinery by which the

Government, industrialists and trade unionists could together keep under

review the entire state of industry.

Book Three dealt with Industrial Relations, proposing the sort of

frame-work of co-operation at all levels which Muir, in particular, had
2

long been advocating, culminating in a Council of Industry working olosely

with a separate Ministry of Industry, (it did not follow Kerr's vision of

Industrial autonomy.) Compulsory arbitration was specifically not

recommended. A minimum wage, with family allowances where possible,

should be established in each industry; normal wages would then be

negotiable; and these would be variably supplemented by a fixed percentage

of the company's profit. More ambitious profit-sharing schemes were

proposed as the means of encouraging "the popular ownership of industry"

(as distinct from nationalization.) Employees would become shareholders

in their own firms, (Several successful schemes were cited as examples,

from Britain, America and New Zealand). Progressive taxation and the

spread of the habit of banking and investment down the social scale would

help to produce "a real advance towards that goal of Liberalism in which

1, Nation. 29 December 1923 and 5 January 1924.

2. See, as well as Liberalism and Industry. R. Muir: Politics and
Progress; a Survey of the Problems of Today. (London 1923).
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everybody will be a capitalist, and everybody a worker, as everybody
1

is a citizen."

Book Four, 'National Development', was inspired by Lloyd George.

It incorporated both his earlier reports, calling for the revival of

agriculture by the establishment of security of tenure and other measures

recommended in the 'Green Book', and for the reorganization of the coal

industry, with nationalization of the mineral royalties, as recommended

in Coal and Power. It also dealt with the expansion of education. But

its principal proposal was to absorb unemployment, and re-equip the

country for future prosperity, by a great programme of public works -

road-building, housing, slum clearance, electrification, afforestation,

drainage, and the improvement of docks, harbours, and canals - financed

from idle savings by the Board of National Investment, and by Site Value

Taxation, and directed by an interdepartmental Committee of National

Development, responsible to the Prime Minister. This was the most

striking seotion of the whole report, and the most controversial,

affirming Lloyd George's passionate belief in the power of political will

in language that is surely his own:-

"We cannot acquit the timid, unimaginative, unenterprising policy
of the present Government of a major responsibility for damming
up in the stagnant pool of unemployment so much of the available
forces of willing labour, which might be employed - if only the
stimulus, the encouragement, the central direction, were there
to give it the lead - to make the soil more fruitful, the roads
more serviceable, the housing more sufficient, and the environment
of life ampler and more deoent.n2

Book Five, 'National Finance', again owed much to Keynes. It stressed

the monetary causes of unemployment and urged that, within the limits

imposed by the return to gold, "the control of our credit system

should be exercised more deliberately and systematically than hitherto,

1. Britain's Industrial Future. p.26l.
2. Ibid., p.281.
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with a view to the maintenance of steady trade conditions."1 For this

purpose the Bank of England should be brought under much oloser public

regulation... It also urged reform of the obsolete system of national

accounting to enable Parliament genuinely to control expenditure;

recommended 3ome economy on armaments but no cut3 in social spending,

which it insisted was an essential method of redistributing wealth; and

finally proposed reform of the rating system to relieve industry by

transferring muoh of the burden to the national Exchequer, and as much

as possible of the remainder to the taxation of 3ite values.

This then was the Liberal 'Yellow Book', It was unquestionably

the unanimous produot of the whole Exeoutive Committee; it was "put
2

into final shape" by Layton and Henderson. Yet it divides clearly into

three sections, reflecting the three main sources of its inspiration,

and the three distinot personalities and purposes of Muir, Lloyd George

and Keynes. Of these Keynes must be judged the decisive influence.

The initial desire for more state intervention in industry had come from

Muir and the original Summer Sohool group; this was tempered by Keynes,

who emphasized regulation, publioity and credit control as the most

effective forma of intervention at the expense of outright nationalization.

No immediate extension of public ownership i3 recommended by the report,

except the acquisition of the coal royalties. The drive to make a

frontal assault on unemployment came from Lloyd George, though a lot of

credit should also go to Howntree, who had been conducting continuous

enquiries into the problem since 1920; but here again Keynes supplied

the means of financing it, the National Investment Board. The section

in which Keynes* hand is least visible is that on industrial relations,

1. Ibid.. p.414.
2. Walter Layton, Dorothy. (London 1961), p.79.
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though even here he may have helped to ensure that the proposals followed

the relatively praotical ideas of Muir rather than the Utopian fantasies

of Kerr. The most serious difference among the committee members was

that between Keynes and Kerr. "I don't exactly disagree with your line

of approach," Keynes wrote. "My real difficulty lies in the

impracticability, or uselessness, of inscribing pious ideals on a

political banner of a kind which could not possibly be embodied in

legislation. No doubt things would be much better if various classes

of individuals suffered a change of mind and heart and became more

sensible; and it is important for everyone to beseech them to be as

sensible as possible. But a politioal programme, I think, must go rather

beyond this."^*
Mien it was published Kerr conceded, despite the omission of his own

ideas, that the 'Yellow Book' was "extremely good". But he put his

finger on its weakness. "It is so good", he wrote to Lloyd George, "that

it is a poor electioneering document. It lacks the impaot, from a

political point of view, of a simple rallying-cry like Protection or

2
Nationalization." This was strikingly borne out by the press reception:

no two papers could agree on what the report said. Given that it must

somehow be discredited, the Tory papers could not deoide, as the Nation

wrily pointed out, whether to denounce it as outrageous, or to pooh-pooh
3

it a3 platitudinous." The Times pooh-poohed it, in an editorial

entitled "Common Ground": "The Report is useful as an incorporation of

recent facts and current ideas in a compendious form." The Evening

1. Keynes to Kerr, 31 August 1927* (Lothian papers, GD 40/17 229/320).
2. Kerr to Lloyd George, 7 February 1928. (Lothian papers GD 40/17

229/3L8)
3. 'The Reception of the Industrial Report', in the Nation.

11 February 1928.
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Standard, too* considered it "sedative rather than exciting Too

much of it is in the nature of pious aspirations." One of the Standard's

columnists, however, dubbed it "a pompous and ridiculous manifesto, whose

impudence is only exceeded by its impossibility." The Daily Telegraph

merely thought it too complicated, but the Daily Dispatch held that it

was the purest communism; while the Yorkshire Post declared: "The

Socialist will read the Report with glee; the true Liberal will grieve

for the mutilation of his faith." The Glasgow Herald took the opposite

view, seeing no distinction on this evidence between Liberalism and modern

Conservatism, with which opinion the Labour papers naturally agreed,

deeming the book an individualist's charter.1 The novelty of the 'Yellow

Book' approach was simply not understood - unless the unanimous Tory and

Labour jeers may be taken to mean that the threat to their entrenched

ideologies had been understood only too well.

* * * $ $

In the short term, as will be seen, the 'Yellow Book' failed in its

purpose of reviving the elctoral fortunes of the Liberal Parly. Even in

the longer term it was unable to achieve that miracle. Yet over the

generation following its publication its philosophy so thoroughly permeated

British political attitudes that most of its recommendations have come to

seem commonplace, and it stands out today as the most far-sighted policy

1. All these judgements and excerpts are taken from the above article
in the Nation. 11 February 1928.
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document produced by any political party between the wars - more than

a mere policy document, indeed, the 'Yellow Book' offered to 1928 a

prophetic vision of post-war society. Disregarded in its day, it was

nevertheless the harbinger of a typically quiet British revolution.

As an emergency programme for the crisis of the 1920's the 'Yellow

Book' was a total failure. As the depression deepened and endured, both

the Labour Government of 1929-31 and the Conservative-dominated National

Governments of the 1930'3 steadfastly ignored it3 proposals for national

development, preferring to persevere with policies of patient orthodoxy

until prosperity naturally returned, though the success of more adventurous

administrations abroad (in several European countries and notably in the

United States of Amerioa) in combating unemployment by large-scale public

works demonstrated the practicability and effectiveness of such programmes

boldly carried out. Again, as a novel political philosophy that pointed

a practical compromise between the irresponsibility of unfettered

capitalism and the rigidities of fundamental socialism and tried to bridge

with a spirit of partnership the gulf of conflict between Capital and

Labour, it had scarcely more immediate impact. While the poets dreamed

loudly of the coming clash of Communism and Fascism and rushed to fight

in Spain, politios seemed to polarize more inexorably than ever around

rival absctatisms, At Westminster, the Tories ranged themselves nervously

behind the bulwark of their vast majorities and attempted nothing, while

the Labour Party, after its debacle of 193l» retreated defensively into a

characteristic mixture of fundamentalism and sentimentality. Yet behind

and between the ideologioal trenches, interest in the possibility of a

constructive armistice was spreading. The 'soft centre' was developing

its alternative.

In the decade after the appearance of the 'Yellow Book' several non¬

party groups and rebel individuals, representing what has been oalled
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"Middle Opinion",*" put forward similar manifestoes proposing various

degrees of Government intervention in economic management, short of

socialism. In 1930 Sir Oswald Mosley submitted his famous Memorandum

to the Labour Cabinet, and left th£ party (and democratic politics)
when it wa3 Rejected. in 1931 a group led by the banker Sir Basil

Blackett, containing several industrialists, the economist Sir Arthur

Salter and the zoologist Julian Huxley established P.B.P. - Political

and Economic Planning » which published periodic pamphlets calling for

just that. In 1935 Blackett, Salter and Huxley were involved with

Harold Kacmillan, Lord Allen of Hurtwood and others, including Walter Layton

and Seebohm Rowntree, in producing The Next Five Years, a sort of British

Five Year Plan.^ Finally in 1938 Harold Macraillan published The Middle

Way.^ a recipe for Tory collectivism which he Robert Boothby and aj number

of other frustrated young Conservatives had been concocting, unheeded by

their party, since 1927; while the Liberals, feebly, and Lloyd George,

with a last burst of effort, continued in their now separate ways to

propagate in vain the philosophy which they had been the first to

formulate. They were the first. For the one word which broadly

characterises all the subsequent programmes is 'Keyneaian*; and though

Keynes did not publish the full theoretical exposition of his economic

revolution until 1936, the understanding which went into the General Theory

was already present behind all the financial proposals of the 'Yellow Book* j

the concept of the 'multiplier' was at the heart of the Liberal unemployment

programme which was developed out of the 'Yellow Book' in 1929. Moreover

Keynes' ideas were evolved, not by solitary ratiocination in a Cambridge

study, but in discussion over a period of years at the Liberal Summer

1. See Arthur Marwick, "Middle Opinion in the Thirties: Planning,
Progress and Political 'Agreement'", in the English Historical Review.
April 1964.

2. The Next Five Years: An Essay in Politioal Agreement. (London 1935).
3. H. Maomillan, The Middle Way (London 1938).
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School, in the columns of the Nation, and in the Liberal Industrial

Inquiry; Keynesian solutions to the ills of the British economy were

first deployed at length in the report of that enquiry.

It was the Second World War that broke the barriers of orthodoxy

and let Keyneslanism into Whitehall and Westminster. War created a

new sense of national unity and of social obligation; the parties drew

together, leaving much of their old doctrinal baggage behind them. In

1945 the Labour Party of Attlee, Bevin, Dalton and a reformed Gripps

stopped pretending to be socialist (in the pre-war sense) and ushered

in a period of managed capitalism and relative economic success,

substituting for the division of the twenties and thirties the sort of

bipartisan consensus politics christened in the 1950's 'Butskellism' -

sane nationalization, but only of public servioe industries (and the

Bank of England); the regulation of monopolies; some direotion of

investment; full employment maintained as an absolute social priority

by monetary controls; close Government involvement in industrial

relations through a Ministry of Labour; Government eventually brou^it

together with industrialists and trade unionists in a National Economic

Development Council; Government responsibility for town and country

planning - all objectives explicitly or implicitly prefigured in the

'Yellow Book'. The success of the post-war Labour Government in laying

the foundations of the 'affluent society' owed more (though even the

Gaitskellitea are unwilling to acknowledge the debt)*" to twenties

Liberalism than to pre-war Labour thinking. For twenty-five years after

1945, indeed, both governing parties lived on the inheritance of 'new'

1. Mr. Roy Jenkins told the author that its inter-war year3 were
"rather a dead time" and reoognized no Liberal influence on the
Attlee Government.
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Liberalism. Though Ernest gimon lived till I960 and Layton till 1966,

Kuir had died in 1941, Lloyd G-eorge in 1945 and Keynes in 1946; their

vindication was therefore posthumous, and the same could veiy nearly be

said of the party they served which, left with no distinctive position

when all parties professed its principles, came very close to final

extinction in 1951.

Of course, the 'Yellow Book' was not a complete prophesy of the

post-war world. One of the central pillars of that world, the structure

of social services loosely known as the 'welfare state', was never

mentioned in it. Of Beveridge's "five giant3 on the road of reconstruction",1
the 'Yellow Book' was directly concerned only with Idleness, marginally

with Ignorance and Squalor, indirectly with Want, and not at all with

Disease. But Beveridge himself gave no hint (indeed had no idea) in the

thirties of the sort of programme he was to unfold in 1943; nor had Labour
2

any serious plans for a National Health Service before the war. The

Liberal 'Yellow Book* was, as its title proclaimed, a primarily industrial

enquiry - though it touched on social matters, its chief concern was with

the economic structure of the state, in which field it accurately

predicted the diredtion in whioh capitalism would evolve. Nevertheless

in one area - ironically that in which Rowntree during the 1914-18 war

and Simon and Muir at the early Summer Schools were originally most

interested - the 'Yellow Book' has proved too radical for general

acceptance up to the present; that is, in its recommendations for

industrial democracy and co-ownership. Keynes was right in thinking the

1. The Beveridge Ice port. Cmg. 6404 (Session 1942-43) p.6.
2. See A. Marwick, "The Labour Party and the Welfare State in Britain,

1900-1948" in the American Historical Review. December 196?.
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profit-sharing proposals too idealistic to he practicable in 1928; but

forty-six years later, when his eoonomic revolution has long been written

into the textbooks and is now itself beginning to seem an antiquated

orthodoxy no longer adequate to oope with modem problems, and when the

post-war party consensus on economic goals is beginning to break up as

the Labour Party questions the mixed economy and leans again towards

socialism, that neglected section of the 'Yellow Book* is acquiring a

fresh relevance. As the opium, prosperity, becomes harder to obtain,

the place of the worker in industry emerges once more as the major issue

to be faced in politics. 'The 'Yellow Book* was a product of the

unsettled years that culminated in the General Strike; it is no coincidence

that the renewed confrontation of Capital and Labour after the relative

peace of the fifties has been accompanied by the biggest Liberal revival

since the twenties.

Lloyd George was not the author of the 'Yellow Bode*. But he played

a very important part in its production, and it represents the apotheosis

of what he was trying to do with the Liberal Party after 1924. Muir

and Simon had already founded the Summer School and prepared the ground

for the new Liberalism before he was reunited with the party; Keynes

would no doubt have revolutionised economics anyway; but Lloyd George

supplied the essential political drive to get the luminaries of the

Simmer School to combine their talents in a thorough-going enquiry. He

was a great believer, in office and out, in picking the brains of the

best-qualified and least orthodox experts on any subject. Keynes, in

1919» in the malicious passage already quoted, compared Lloyd George to

"a prism ••.... which collects light and distorts it, and is most

brilliant if the light shines from many quarters at onoe"^ - a good

1. Keynes, Bssays in Biography, p.39.
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image, in fact, if one interprets charitably the word 'distorts', for

his entrepreneurial role in begetting and publicizing the 'Yellow Book',

His publicity, of course, did it no good, or not enough good; it can

even be argued that Lloyd George's advocaoy of Keynes' ideas was

precisely what killed them as practical politics in the 1930's -

that the distrust of what may be called the 'Establishment' politicians

for "the Goat" and all his works was sufficient to damn any policy he

touched, however sound. On the other hand, "long-haired Keynes"* was

himself distrusted almost as much by the same gentlemen. In any case,

Lloyd George was not responsible for the insane prejudice of his opponents.

What his share of the credit for the 'Yellow Book' does show up in his

exceptional openness to new ideas and his remarkable modernity of outlook,

Lloyd George, in the 1920's, was not, even by political standards, a young

man: he was sixty-five in 1928, Nor was he an intellectual, but on the

contrary a hard-headed (and ill-educated) professional politician with

a reputation for shallow opportunism, who had been Prime Minister for six

years and wielded greater personal power for part of that time than any

man within living memory. Yet he was not fossilized by the experience,

but more than any other leading politician of his day continued to look

forward, to keep his youthful radicalism up to date, to seek new answers

to new problems, and to explore new possibilities of economic organization,

so that he is now beginning to emerge from the 3ink of contemporary obloquy

to stand head and shoulders above his complacent rivals as the one national

leader who was offering Britain a real chance of salvation from economic

decline between the wars, who by sheer instinct grasped the economic

future before it had arrived, and with whose passionate vision of social

1, See above, p.266,
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progress modern society has in several respects not yet caught up.

Lloyd George's twenty years out of office after 1922 were a tragic

vfaste both of his talents and of a national opportunity. Debarred

from a comeback by the combination of circumstances and events related

in other chapters, he had no chance to raise further monuments of real

achievement to his name and to the country's benefit; he could only

draw up policies on paper. It is axiomatic that no politician can

be judged on his promises. But the 'Yellow Book', both in the then

unparallelled professionalism with which it was produced, and in its

challenging and prophetic contents, is the greatest monument an opposition

leader could ever have. It is the outstanding achievement of

Lloyd George's political exile.



CHAPTER EIGHT

GEORGE AS LIBERAL LEADER,

(The Unemployment Campaign)
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When Britain's Industrial Future was published in February 1928,

Baldwin's Conservative Government was well into its fourth year of

office, and the thoughts of politicians and commentators were beginning

to turn to the timing and prospects of the next General Election. Yet

politics were oddly quiet. No really contentious issue divided the

parties, and the 'Yellow Book' was too academic a document to furnish

one: apart from Churchill's Budget, the Government's only major bill

in 1928 was Neville Chamberlain's Local Government Bill, introduced in

November, which finally abolished the old (pre-Victorian) Poor Law.

Unemployment remained above the million mark, but since the failure of

the General Strike, a sort of peace had come to industry, symbolized

by the Mond-Turner conference between employers and unions in January.

It was generally accepted that, when the Election came, the Tories must

lose some of the massive gains they had made in 1924; but how many,

and to whom, was not certain - both Labouri-and Liberals had made progress

in 1927# 1928 was a year of nervous speculation, centring around a

heavy crop of by-elections. There were nineteen contests in the year,

plus nine more in the first three months of 1929» before the dissolution

was announced - as many in the last fifteen months as in the whole of

the first three years of the Government's life. To the Liberals this

glut of by-elections offered a great opportunity to press their new¬

found policies on the electorate; more than that, it was essential that

they should maintain the momentum of the previous summer'3 revival in

the run-up to the General Election if the party was to survive that

hurdle as an independent force. No-one appreciated this more clearly

than Lloyd George.

The year's campaign started badly, however, while Lloyd George

was out of the countoy on his annual Christmas pilgrimage to the sun,



309

Liberal candidates trailed disappointingly at Northampton and at

Faversham. Northampton, particularly - an old Liberal stronghold

captured by Labour in 1923 and by the Conservatives in 1924 - was a

seat which Lloyd George thought the Liberals could have regained;

instead, Col. L'Estrange Malone won it back for Labour.^* Lloyd George

returned to Britain in a high temper on January 26 - having had an

exceedingly stormy passage to and from Rio de Janeiro - and went straight

to Liberal headquarters to demand an explanation of the party's poor

showing. He then threw himself into the next election, ten days later

at Lancaster, where in 1924 the Liberal had come a respectable second to

the Tory. On this occasion the oampaign was enlivened by the intervention

of a local Liberal peer, the 85 year old Lord Ashton, who made a personal

attack on Lloyd George's patriotism and advised the voters to support
2

the Government. Lloyd George, who had already spoken once in the

constituency, returned the day before the poll, made a vigorous defenoe

of his record to two large crowds in Lancaster and Morecombe,^ and,

contrary to hi3 usual practice, stayed for the voting. The result was

a Liberal majority of nearly 2,000.^ Davidson blamed the Tozy]os3 of

1.

2.

3.

4.

Northampton 1924
Holland (Con.) 16,017
Bondfield (Lab.) 15*046
Manfield (Lib.) 9,436

Con. majority 971

1928
Malone (Lab.) 15,173
Renton (Con.; 14,616
Morgan (Lib.) 9,584
Hailwood (ind.Con.) 1,093

Lab, majority 557

Lord Ashton's letter to the Conservative candidate, published in
The Times. 7 February 1928.
Speech to 9,000 people in the Drill Hall, Lancaster, 8 February 1928,
relayed to Morecombe. Lloyd George had also spoken in Lancaster on
3 February 1928.
Lancaster 1924

Strickland (Con.)
O'Neill (Lib.;
Watkina (Lab.,

15,243
11,085
5,572

Con. majority 4,158

1928
Tomlinson (Lib.) 14,689
Ramabotham (Con.) 12,860
Davies (Lab.) 6,101

Lib. majority 1,829
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the seat on Ashton's mud-slinging - "a game at which of course Ll.G.

is a past master" - but was not unduly perturbed. "There is no real

sign of a Liberal revival ...... and there is still a year in which

S.B. can unfold the policy on which we will fight the next election."*
Sidney Webb, on the other hand, reported to Beatrice deepening Labour

gloom: the Lancaster win, "owing to L.G,'s superb energy", had given
2

the Liberals a fillip. The Times agreed that Lloyd George's presence

had been decisive in carrying a dull candidate to victory.^
Such testimonials increased Lloyd George's self-confidence. The

lesson of Lancaster was clearly that those Liberal candidates flourished

who fought under his banner: Ashton's attack had backfired on him. By

contrast, Lloyd George alleged in a speech at Manchester on February 11,

the candidate at Northampton, S, Cope Morgan, had tried to fight a

•Liberal Council' campaign, tacitly dissociating himself from his leader-
4

ship and policies, and had lost. Lloyd George determined to use this

example to demand loyalty. Publicly he pleaded for all candidates to

accept the officially-adopted programme of the party. In private he

wrote more strongly to Cope Morgan:-

"When I returned from Brazil I felt it to be my duty, as the Leader
of the Parliamentary Liberal Party, to make enquiries into the
reason why, when the party had been doing so well in every by-election
(except Weatbury) for a whole year, the tide should have been
suddenly arrested at Northampton. I am convinced from the reports
that have reaohed me that a Candidate who had the wisdom to make it
abundantly clear that he stood for a united party and a progressive
programme would have achieved victory. You seem to have been
unfortunate in that you did not succeed in conveying either of these
two impressions,"5

Cope Morgan denied the charge hotly: ^ Lloyd George pressed it more

1. Davidson to F.S. Jackson, 13 February 1928. (Davidson papers).
2. B. Webb diary, 14 February 1928. (M. Cole ed. p.l6l).

The Times. 11 February 1928.
4. Speech at the Reform Club, Manchester, 11 February 1928.
5. Lloyd George to Cope Morgan, 16 February 1928, (Lloyd George papers,

G/3VVU).
6. Cope Morgan to Lloyd George, 14 February 1928, 21 February 1928,

(Ibid. G/31/3/3,6).
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specifically - the seat could have been won if Cope Morgan had not

ignored the Land policy. Robing himself in the full authority of

his hard-won leadership, Lloyd George laid down two laws:-

nl) That no Liberal candidate has a chance of capturing any seat
(except it be a Constituency where the Liberal tradition is so
rooted that any man carrying the Liberal standard can win) unless
he adopts such a policy as that whioh has been laid down by the
National Liberal Federation at its meetings during the last 3 or
4 years, and whioh constitutes the offioial programme of the
party. I have no doubt at all that the Industrial Report will
shortly be added to the resolutions already adopted.
2) That even if a large number of Liberal members were returned
to the next Parliament, then if they are unpledged to any definite
policy the Party would inevitably fall to pieces the moment they
were confronted with responsibility for action, and we should have
a repetition of the disastrous strife of the past few years. I
put no plea for Brown or Green or Orange books as such, nor for
the Report of the Committee on Coal and Power. I stand on the
accepted offioial policy of the Party. That is the only possible
basis of effective unity in the Party, and I can accept no other."l

Lloyd George's continued insistence on the 'Green Book' at the

beginning of 1928 is noteworthy, since it was frequently alleged in the

press at this time that the Land policy had been dropped. For instance,

the Yorkshire Post on January 13, claimed not only that Lloyd George had

abandoned it and was about to embrace agricultural credits instead (a

policy which he never favoured), but that the aggrieved authors of the
2

plan had offered it, unsuccessfully, to Labour! In fact, though most

of Lloyd George's energy had been diverted into industrial problems,

his emotional commitment to the land remained undiminished, and the

Land and Nation League, though its impact may not have been as dramatic

as was originally hoped, was still going strong. At a meeting of the

executive on 4 October 1927, Or. Macnamara had reported increased sales

of Land News and plans vfere adopted to expand it."^ Lloyd George's

1. Lloyd George to Cope Morgan, 12 March 1928, (ibid. G/31/3/n)
2. Yorkshire Post. 13 January 1928.
3. The Times. 5 October 1927.
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office put out a vehement rebuttal of a statement in the Morning Post

that the campaign had "fizzled out": thirteen propaganda vans

constantly on the road, touring different regions of the country; in

the first eight months of 1927 nearly ei^rt thousand packed meetings

had been held, and in the week ending 17 September there had been 294."*"
It was true, however, that Lloyd George himself was playing less part

in the campaign. Land settlement was now, in his eyes, only one way

to absorb unemployment; drainage, reclamation, and afforestation were

only part of the wider programme of national development. The 'Green

Book' had become subsumed in the Yellow. In only two public speeohes

in the whole of 1928 did he concentrate directly on the land - and
2

those were both in Wales. It was noticed that at the ly-election in

the rural constituency of Tavistock in October, he scarcely mentioned

the land.^ Liberal election leaflets, with titles like The Farmer's

Charter and A Ladder For The Land Worker still paraphrased The Land
4

and The Nation for different sections of the rural population. But

Lloyd George, between 1927 and 1929, frankly aimed his appeal

predominantly at the urban majority.

* * ♦ *

On February 15, 1928, Asquith died. Lloyd George issued an

immediate statement, recalling "the days of our pleasant and, I think

1. Undated, probably October 1927. (Lloyd George papers Q/&5/2).
2. Speeches at Carmarthen, 27 June 1928, and Anglesey, 27 September 1928.
3. The Times. 9 October 1928.

4. Collections are preserved in the Runoiman papers, 219, and in the
Lloyd George papers.
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it could be admitted, fruitful association, when we were working

together for great causes.""'" The next day, in the House of Commons,

he found the perfect image to describe his old rival, which praised

him yet at the same time neatly underlined his temperamental difference

from himself. Asquith, he pointed out, "died on the bank of the Thames,

[at Sutton Courtenayl. He was a kindred spirit - plaoid, calm, moving

with a stately and serene flow, never boisterous or turbulent even in

the very worst of weather. He has passed into history, and he will
2

fill his place there with impressive distinction."

Asquith's death, however, was far from removing Lloyd Ceorge's

problems with his disciples. The hig^i priestess, his widow, continued

to write effusive letters to Baldwin, declaring her extravagant admiration

for him and blaming her husband's final illness on Lloyd Ceorge, whom she

looked to Baldwin to expose. Asquith knew, she wrote, "as we all do -

that Ll.C. counts for nothing - but strangely enough he counts in our

Party. We have no .money. Thank Cod it was not our Party, but yours,

that made Ll.C. rich; and I only hope sooner or later it vfill be

discovered that Ll.C. is the greatest Bluff ever put upon a foolish

public."^ "Every time you write by-election messages and say the

Liberals have no leader I bless you. This is not mere spite, it is

because the pseudo-leader betrayed his master, and the man who saved him.

All the fine good Liberals today are broken-hearted.

The reference to Asquith "saving" Lloyd Ceorge, presumably at the

The Times. 16 February 1928. It was an easier task for Lloyd Ceorge
to praise Asquith than it had been, a oouple of weeks earlier, to
pay sincere tribute to Haig. He then fell back on remembering Haig's
courage and loyalty in carrying out policies in despite of his own
ideas. (The Times. 30 January 1928).

2. Speech in the House of Consnons, 16 February 1928. (H.C.Debs. Vol.213
1078-9).

3. Kargot Asquith to Baldwin, 10 Kay 1927. (Baldwin papers, L2/l62 129).
4. Ibid.. 8 February 1928. (loo, cit. L2/l63 206-7).
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time of the Marconi scandal in 1912, is interesting; but it was

Lloyd George's money more than his treachery which really infuriated

Kargot, as she demonstrated in a letter to Samuel in January 1928 -

a letter of extraordinary incidental disloyalty to some of her husband's

most distinguished colleagues, of whom she evidently thou^it as poorly

as did Lloyd George

"Once our Party accepted the Ll.G. Fund it could never be expected
to get money or credit again Our Party had one great
quality. It was often stupid, and always easily frightened, we
had our screws like Runciman, our cowards like Simon (and the
usual sprinkling of others that every party has) but it was never
a bought party till Ll.G. bought it."l

Margot's confidential tirades can only have been received with

embarrassment by most of those she honoured with them. A more serious

threat to Lloyd George was the Liberal Council, which met on February 27

to declare its opposition to the 'Yellow Book' before the N.L.F. adopted

it (whioh it did in March). Grey, while denying as usual any intention

of dividing the party, publicly asserted the Council's right to with¬

hold support from policies it disliked, in order to cones, ntrate on the

"most essential" priorities of Liberalism, free trade and 'sound'
2

finance. An opportunity for the Council to try its independent

strength was impending at a by-election at St. Ives, a long-standing

Liberal seat, lost to the Conservatives in 1924, where the local party

had been persuaded to select as their candidate Hilda Runciman - an

avowed stopgap whose purpose was merely to keep the seat warm for her

husband until the General Election. Runoiman felt insecure at West

Swansea, where his majority in 1924 was le3S than a thousand; he may

also have been influenced by Kond, who had advised him,at the time of

his own break with Lloyd George, to find himself a seat outside Wales.

1. Kargot Asquith to Samuel, 4 January 1928. (Samuel papers A 7l/l)»
2. Annual Register. 1928, pp.9-10.
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nI have some experience of the Georgian methods in Welsh constituencies,"

Mond warned, "and I should not be surprised if they are already working
,.lin yours."

Whatever "dirty tricks" he may or may not have been sponsoring

in Swansea, Lloyd George was certainly not eager to see Runciman found

a 3afer berth in Cornwall. More clearly than Northampton, the St. Ives

campaign was a defiantly Asquithian show. Regarding it as a blatant

act of insubordination, Lloyd George preferred to expose it as such,

rather than try to paper it over with a pretence of unity. He objected

strongly to Samuel's decision to lend his neutral authority as party

chairman to the Runciman campaign by travelling down to speak. "The

precedent you have set," he wrote, "means that if a Liberal candidate

avows openly that he

1) Will not accept the official programme of the party?

2) Will not bow to the decision of the Parliamentary Party in the

choice of officers, and that if he is not satisfied with the choioe he

will persist in repudiating their authority? nevertheless he can claim

the support and influence of the official organization in his candidature.

We cannot hope to restore discipline if mutineers are encouraged by

the Chairman of the National Liberal Organization. However," he

oonoluded with typically pugnacious relish for a fight, "it is well to

know where we stand, and if immunity from discipline is aooorded to

Runciman we must all be equally entitled to the same privileges. On
2

that understanding I am quite content for now and hereafter."

While Samuel went to St. Ives, Lloyd George went up to Middlesborough

to speak for Kingsley Griffith. The Liberal bandwagon had started to

1. Mond to Runciman, 27 January 1926. (Runciman papers, 204).
2, Lloyd George to Samuel, 28 February 1928. (Samuel papers A 7l/9).
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gather pace again on February 23 at Ilford, where A.S. Comyns-Carr

had come an unexpectedly good 3econd, doubling his vote, and pushing

Labour into third plaoe. Lloyd George now threw everything into

Middlesborough, a seat for which one of his old adversaries, Trevelyan

Thomson, had previously been unopposed and which it was vital for the

Liberals to retain. The Lloyd George publicity machine was put into

top gear. The Times offers a glimpse of his very modern methods:

"The mobile corps which had done duty at other by-elections is here to

perform the duties of a general staff ...... It is stated that 10,000

hones were visited by Liberal workers on Saturday."'*' Lloyd George

himself spoke in the constituency two day3 before the poll, and wrote

to his wife the next day:-

"Back from Middlesboro*. Wish you had been there. You never
saw such a sight. 37*000 packed in the square. Think we are
going to win. If we do that will console me for Mrs. Runciman's
victory, whioh I hear is likely. The old b----."2

Mrs. Runoiman did win St. Ives, by 763 votes. Kingaley Griffith

soraped home even more narrowly at Middlesborough, by 89 votes from

Labour. Lloyd George was not satisfied. He immediately suggested

to his chief organizer, Thomas Tweed, a further refinement of the party*s

by-election technique: "I think there ought to be a systematic

investigation after each by-eleetion into the methods adopted by the

other two parties, the appeals made by them to the electorate, which

of these appeals appear to be the most effective: also into the question

of the issues whioh affected the judgement of the electorate in the
3

urban and rural constituencies which have been contested." Davidson,

The Times. 6 March 1928.

2. Lloyd George to Dame Margaret, 6 March 1928, in Morgan (ed.)
op.oit. p.207*

3. Lloyd George to Tweed, 9 March 1928. (Lloyd George papers, G/28/2/l).



on the other hand, now showed more sign of anxiety, writing to Baldwin

the day after the Middlesborough result to suggest abrogating the

rule whereby Cabinet Ministers did not speak at by-elections. The

G-overnment, he argued, could not afford to leave Lloyd George and

MacDonald "unmarked", though he did not base his conclusion on the most

recent evidence. "There is no doubt whatever that both at Canterbury

and at Lancaster Mr. Lloyd George's intervention turned a great many

votes which would have been steadied had a Cabinet Minister been able

to reply to his speeches.""^
April produced three more by-elections, at Linlithgow, in the

Ilanley division of Stoke-on-Trent, and at St. Mazylebone, but none was

fertile territory for the Liberals. Their intervention in all three

appeared to take votes from the Tories, but failed to stem a clear

Labour tide. They made a serious drive at Linlithgow: Glasgow and

Edinburgh students were ferried in to campaign, and Lloyd George went

up to try to lay the ghost of Sankey with which he was always confronted

when he attempted to press his proposals for the coal industry in mining

areas. "I have come all this distance," he declared, "and am prepared

to face thousands of miners in the rain and to say I have done more for

them than any of the Labour Party." Shinwell by comparison, when he
2

was Secretary for the Mines in 1924, had merely blethered. Shinwell,

nevertheless, was comfortably returned for his former seat, with the

Liberal a poor third. The summer yielded no more encouragement. In

June Mond finally got his peerage, but the Liberals only regained by a

whisker the seat (Carmarthen) which he had won as a Liberal but had

continued to hold for two years after joining the Conservatives. In

1, Davidson to Baldwin, 8 March 1928. (Baldwin papers, DV54 236-7).
2. Speech at Linlithgow, 2 April 1928.
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July the Liberals failed to retain Halifax, the aeat held since 1900

by the retiring speaker, J. 11. Whitley. And in August, when Wedgwood

Benn was returned in his new colours as Labour member for North Aberdeen,

the Liberal managed to come fourth, behind even a Communist. The party's

progress appeared to have been halted again.

Yet Lloyd George does not seem to have been unduly discouraged.

In several buoyant speeches around the country he found cause for

optimism in the divisions of the other parties and the confidence that

while there was clearly a big drift of support away from the Government,

a lot of people were still chary of turning to Labour. lie continued to

attack the Conservatives' economic record. - piece-meal protection, the

return to the gold standard, the consequent drop in exports and the high

rate of unemployment. He said curiously little, except in one speech

to the Scottish Party Conference in April,"1' about the Liberal remedy for

unemployment: that campaign was to be launched nearer the election.

His moat pressing criticism of the Government was directed at Churchill'3

reform of the rating system. The 'Yellow Book' had urged the lifting of

the burden of rates from industry; but Lloyd George strenuously objected

to the Chancellor's proposed method, and himself led the Liberal opposition

to the scheme in the House of Commons, attending and speaking with unusual

regularity and close concern with detail. In the country he was more

rhetorical. The main ground of his attack was the distinction between

productive and non-productive industries, the irrelevance and inequity

of which he was able to expose by the use of examples carefully calculated

to raise traditional Liberal and nonconformist hackles. Breweries, he

pointed out at Aylesbury on 14 July, would have three-quarters of their

1. Speech to the Scottish Liberal Federation at Glasgow, 14 April 1928.
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rates paid for them, dairies none,1 The manufacturers of whisky

and golf balls, he told an enormous Liberal fete in Northumberland the

following week (which he hailed as "a glorious resurrection for a dead

party"), would be helped, while builders would not, "To him that
2

hath", he concluded, "shall be given". The only people to benefit

in Reading, he told a meeting there in May, would be Messrs, Huntly and

Palmer,J Back in the House of Commons, the confrontation of Lloyd

George and Churchill made a fine spectacle. On the Third Reading of

the Finance Bill, Churchill replied powerfully to Lloyd George's

sniping:-

"He has endeavoured, by every resource at his disposal and all the
knowledge and wide experience which he has accumulated in his
career, to darken counsel and put a spoke in the wheel of reform,
and to baffle and confuse the public mind. The Right Honourable
Gentleman has used on every occasion arguments many of them flatly
contradictory one of the other, and arguments so unsound and so
degraded in their character that they will hardly bear repeating
here ••••», He is now urging oonoessions here and then running
over there and saying 'What a disaster you have got yourselves
into'. The whole of the series of these attacks and opposition
are the result of the intense feeling of chagrin which has over¬
whelmed the Right Honourable Gentleman when he has seen what he
thought was a trump card for his party utilized as a means of
great practical reform by his political opponents."4

Undeterred, Lloyd George lectured a Welsh Liberal Summer School

at Aberystwyth & few days later on the importance of principles.

Programmes without prinoiples, he said, were like engines without petrol,

"No party that bases its programme on a repudiation of its faith can

hope to be effective." This, though he attempted to apply it to the

Conservatives as well, was an aoute prediction of the failure of the

1. Speech at Waddesdon Manor, Aylesbury, 14 July 1928.
2. Speech to a Liberal fete at Stocksfield-on-Tyne, 21 July 1928.
3. Speech at Reading, 19 May 1928.
4. Churchill in the House of Commons, 27 July 1928. (li.C, Debs. Vol.220,

ools.1697-1710).
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abolition of capitalism, virtually prohibited the development of an

immediately practicable programme to remedy its evils. Lloyd George

contended that only the Liberals were ready and able to implement

their ideals, and proceeded to spell out once again his version of the

Liberal creed, beginning with the Rights of Kan as propounded in the

New Testament and the French Revolution, and including the right to

food, "raiment", shelter and a full life in return for good citizenship.

He rose to his peroration in the biblical style that he reserved

especially for Wales: the Liberal Party, he declared, was not an

errand-boy for any one class. "It is a great army carrying on behind

the pillar of fire that leads the nation to the Promised Land."'*"
Not until the Cheltenham by-eleotion in September does Lloyd George's

confidence appear to have been dented. There, a possible Liberal victory

in a Conservative seat was thwarted by the intervention of Labour, taking

nearly four thousand votes. Although the Liberals had themselves

intervened several times at by-elections in 1928 in seats where they had

little chance of winning and could only have risked denying Labour victory

(notably at Linlithgow), Lloyd George was furious, "Cheltenham", he

wrote to Frances Stevenson, "was a blow right between the eyes. It has

made me think hard ...... If Tavistock goes the same way it means that

Labour in their blind jealousy of Liberalism are more intent on doing us

in, than on pulling the Conservatives out. And if we lose Tavistock it

means that they can succeed in their purpose. So for another five

years of Tory domination and a miserable and ragged group of divided and

dejected Liberals in the House." The prospect was enou^i to make

1, Speech to the Welsh Liberal Summer School at Aberystwyth,
3 August 1928.
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Lloyd George contemplate retirement to the comforting arms of Frances:

"Then for me - not Westminster but Ghurt and Pussy (if she can bear rne)

Tavistock did go the same way. This was another traditional

Liberal seat, won narrowly by the Conservatives in 1924 but ripe for

recapture by any serious Liberal revival. Labour, however, intervened

and took two and a half thousand votes, and the Tory held on by a margin

of 173* Lloyd George as usual spoke in the campaign, three days before

the poll; Runoiman, for that very reason, declined to do so, as he

explained in two letters that illustrate particularly vividly the most

uncompromising Asquithian view of Lloyd George. To Isaac Foot he wrote

on October 3

"The invariable experience is that when the distinguished gentleman
arrives, with a tremendous flourish of trumpets, ho oolour3 the
whole election, and so far as the candidate is concerned it is not
Fletcher's election [Tavistock], or Brunner's election [Cheltenham],
or Tomlinson's election [Lancaster], it is turned into
Mr. Lloyd George's election. The apathy of the Tories at once
evaporates and eveiy antagonism, Conservative, Labour, and anti-
Coalition, is aroused to just the same degree of heat as that of
many of our own people. I have seen this happen in pretty well
every election in the past two years, and I do not hesitate to
prophesy to you privately that L.G,'s visit to the Tavistock
division will lose the election for Fletcher.

So far as the methods of these elections are concerned I
thoroughly detest them. Their lavish expenditure, their loud¬
speakers and the deplorable bad taste and gross inaccuracies of
their land, industrial and mining news disgust me ......

The oountry wants Liberalism, not L.G., and I am distressed
when I see Liberalism suffer because he is allowed to dominate it."2

To Harcourt Johnstone the same day, he argued:-

"I would gladly give them the impression that we are just as active
a3 he is, but you cannot overlook the fact that when he goe3 to a

1. Lloyd George to Frances Stevenson, September 1928. (L.G.-F.L.S.
correspondence)•

2. Runoiman to Isaac Foot, 3 October 1928. (Runciman papers 218).
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by-election he dominates it. The public looks to what he says
there and does not care a rap about what is said by anyone else.
They read the quips which he and Winston have arranged between
them. They look to his allegorical pictures and to his bad
taste and inaccuracies, and they think Liberalism is the kind of
thing which he advertises. This has one result, he loses
promising elections, he does not win them.

I am extremely sorry to have the rank and file think other¬
wise, but we do not improve matters, or lead them into saner
views, by playing in his orchestra ......

I do not regard L.G. as an enexny, I regard him as a millstone.
He is drowning the Party as well as debasing it."l

The reverberations of Tavistock continued for some time; the way

of the party peacemaker was hard. As at St. Ives, Samuel tried to

reconcile the factions, only to be told by Hilda Runciman that he had

chosen the wrong side in 1926: "Either you took the view that

Mr. Lloyd George was a political crook and straight men could not work

with him, or that he was honourable and worthy of trust, or that though

this was not the case, considerations of character did not enter in

You decided in favour of Mr. Lloyd George ...... Mr, Lloyd George owes a

2
great deal to you." From Vivian Phillipps, in December, Samuel received

an icy reply:- "Your exhortation to me to 'have faith - coming as it doe3

after your recent gyrations on the Tavistock incident - strikes me as -

shall I say - quaint. Others might apply a harsher epithet, but I am a

Christian man and I will give you the benefit of the doubt."' Lord

Beauchamp, meanwhile, another would-be conciliator, received such short

shrift from Mrs. Runciman that he was driven to the following formal

reply:-

"I came to see you at your request. I was advised not to come by
those who knew you. In your own home to which you had invited
me, you entertained me to an hour and a half of studied insolence
such as I have never experienced in a varied life. You took
advantage of the fact that you were a lady to whom I must speak
with respect in her own house. I hope I may never have 3uch an

1. Runciman to Haroourt Johnstone, 3 October 1928. (ibid.)
2. Hilda Runoiman to Samuel, 17 October 1928. (Samuel papers A 7l/l0).
3. V. Phillipps to Samuel, 19 December 1928. (ibid. A 155/vii/50).
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experience again. I am afraid we must disagree as much on
the principles of hospitality as we do en. our ideas of what
Liberalism means."1

Such. were the relations of some leading Liberals five months

before the 1929 Election.

*> if * *

The double failure of the Liberals at Cheltenham and at Tavistock

caused Lloyd George, as he said, to think hard about the party's

relations with Labour. He had already, in August, been comparing

General Election forecasts with his friend and neighbour Philip Snowden,

who was pessimistic of the prospects of preventing the Tories winning
2

a new majority. By the beginning of October, Lloyd George was coming

to agree with him. At the opening of the Labour Party Conference

Lansbury, speaking for the Executive, "had gone out of his way to heap

insult on the Liberal Party.Lloyd George wrote to Snowden that any

sort of Liberal-Labour combination was now clearly impracticable

"Tt is very sad that two Parties who should go together a long way
along the road to progress should be forced to fight each other

1. Beauchamp to Samuel (enclosing his reply to Mrs. Buncioan),
17 December 1928. (Samuel papers A/l55?vii/43). This is
reminiscent of f.M. Eagar'3 recollection to Tom Jones in 1945:
"I went through the flirtations and engagements and disengagements
of L.G. and the Asquithians, even to the extent of being L.G.*s
emissary to Asquith, which gave Margot the chance of being rude
to me at her own lunch table." (Eagar papers).

2. Lloyd George to Megan Lloyd George, 28 August 1928, in Morgan (ed)
op.cit. pp.209-10.

3. Araml 1928, p.90.
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for the benefit of the reactionaries and the revolutionaries,
but I am quite certain that another five years of Tory rule
will alone teach wisdom to both parties ......

If we fight each other in constituencies where Liberal or
Labour, as the case may be, has no chance of winning, but can
only keep the other out, the Conservatives will, I fear, have
a good working majority, but even if they have not, then if the
Liberals were third they could not possibly put a Labour Government
in power and keep it there if Lansbury's speech fairly interprets
the Labour attitude towards our Party."1

On October 12, at the Liberal Party Conference at Yarmouth,

Lloyd George publicly and formally addressed himself to this question

of what should happen if there was a stalemate after the next Election,

being careful to state that he was speaking for all the Liberal leaders.

He began with a vigorous condemnation of the "anomalous, unjust and

grotesque electoral system" whioh made the Election more than necessarily

unpredictable. "It is not government, it is a gamble, and it may be that

the little ball set rolling at the General Election will drop into the

Liberal number." If that happened, the Liberals would naturally form

a Government. If they were the largest party, but without a majority,

they would still form a Government, unless KacDonald*s dream coalition

of Labour and the Conservatives oame together to turn it out. If, on

the other hand, there was deadlock, it would be the Liberalb' duty to

preserve democracy and see that the King's Government was oarried on.

(it was the failure of the Italian parties to form an administration, he

pointed out in reply to MacDonald, that had produced Fascism). He would

not commit the Liberals in advanoe to supporting either of the other

parties: there was little to choose, he said, "between the strangling

rope of tariff and the drawing and quartering of Socialism." The

Liberals would not stand for the violation of any of their principles:

1. Lloyd George to Snowden, 3 October 1928. (Lloyd George papers
O/I8/7/6).
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there was, hcwever, as Lloyd George constantly insisted, "a vast

Parliamentary territory common to all men of progressive minds in all

parties, which they could agree to cultivate without abandoning any of

their party traditions and ideals." Lloyd George defended the 1924

experiment as justifiable at the time, but vowed that the Liberals

would not fall into the same trap again: "The conditions of cooperation

and understanding must be honourable to all and humiliating to none

We will most decidedly decline even to contemplate the possibility of a

repetition of the experiment of 1924 which proved so disastrous

We will fight the General Election as an independent party, and we will

act together in the next Parliament as an independent party."

Labour and the Conservatives, Lloyd George concluded, were

deliberately working together, behind the Speaker's chair and in the

constituencies, to thwart and destroy the Liberals, so as to be able to

hand the government back and forth between themselves with no Liberal

interference with the alternate policies of muddle, mismanagement and

ruin. But they would not succeed. "The Tories tried that game with

Nonconformity. All oareers were closed to Nonconformists. But the

result was that worshippers at the altars of Nonconformity increased by

millions. Liberalism too is indestructible. Liberals will fight two,

three, nay twenty General Elections if necessary, and in the end we will

triumph, for our cause is the cause of right, and reason."1
The following day, in one of his regular newspaper articles,

Lloyd George repeated the same message, only dwelling more categorically

on the impossibility of reliving 1924: "The Socialist Government", he

wrote, "left behind a recollection of incompetence and arrogance. The

best proof of their incompetence was their insolence towards a party

1. Speech to the National Liberal Federation at Yarmouth, 12 October 1928.
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whose goodwill was essential to their continuance in office. But

that is not the only evidence of ineptitude which they displayed.

They were very raw and inexperienced in office. But whilst they were

too inexperienced to know they were also too 3elf-satisfied to seek

counsel from those who did. Assuredly 1924 will not be repeated.

The Liberal Party would not stand it. They would rather bide their

time for another five years.

Press comment on Lloyd George's Yarmouth speech was mixed. The

Manchester Guardian was glowing in its praise

"Mr. Lloyd George has made the crucially important speech that was
expected of him, and it has more than fulfilled all the predictions.
Once in a while you hear a speech which you feel confident is going
to count in the sphere of action. This speech was one suoh. If
its reception means anything, it i3 that Liberals are not bnly
united but roused."2

The Times, on the other hand, thought it saw through Lloyd George:-

"No eleotor should be deceived by this appearance of impartiality,
fortified though it may have been by denunciations of the dangers
of Socialism and the ineptitude of Socialist leaders. Mr. Lloyd
George, with great energy, has erected a Liberal policy which is
so muoh half-way house to Socialism that the apostles of gradualness
may well be willing to sleep in it. As has already been pointed
out in these columns, there are many signs that the official
Socialist Party is fingering the knocker on the back door.
Mr. Lloyd George has now asked his party for a discretionary power
to open it, if he is sure that Socialist ineptitude can be
sufficiently leavened by Liberal 'high distinction'. It remains
to be seen how many Liberals aire satisfied either with the programme
which he has devised and called Liberalism, or with the tactics
which he has napped out."3

J.L. Garvin of the Observer, while a faithful admirer of Lloyd George

the statesman, was always suspicious of Lloyd George the political

taotician. In December 1926, in a discussion of Liberal prospects, he

had written

"The one fatal notion is the mechanical theory - that under
Mr. Lloyd George's leadership the smallest party may manoeuvre

1. Newspaper article, 13 October 1928.
2. Manchester Guardian. 13 October 1928.

5* The Times. 13 October 1928.
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so as to dominate the other two. On that principle Parnell
held supreme power for a few months, but never held it again.
That method did more than anything else to destroy Home Rule
for a generation. The English peculiarly hate it. They do
not like to feel that anyone is climbing on their backs, or that
any minority is worming itself into sovereign control."!

How, after Lloyd George's Yarmouth speech, he repeated that warning and

went on:-

"Does this mean that in our view Mr. Lloyd George has no future?
Not a bit. It only means that he is the leader of a quarter of
the nation; that the initiative is not in his hands; that it
cannot fall into his hands in the way so lightly assumed up to
now; and that other people are just as likely to shape his
destinies as he is to shape theirs. It is impossible for us not
to suppose that someday somehow he will return to high and
perhaps leading influence in the counsels of the State. But we
think this will come whenever it does not as a direct sequel to
his efforts and plans now, but as a result of seme crisis which he
will not originate and does not foresee. That is how it happened
before."2

* * * *

Lloyd George made one more important speech before the end of 1928.

On November 9 he gave the House of Commons a fuller account than he had

ever done to date of the Liberal public works programme as unveiled in

the 'Yellow Book'. For years he had been warning the House of the

seriousness of the trade depression and appealing for positive action

to relieve unemployment; now at last he spelt out his conoept of action.

For the first time he suggested that, by taking emergency powers, the

1

2

Observer. 19 December 1926

Ibid.. 14 October 1928.



328

Government oou'ld halve unemployment in a year: "These are extraordinary

times and conditions, and you must have extraordinary measures to deal

with them." He expounded his idea that unemployment was "an opportunity

to be taken advantage of." "There is no doubt at all that the social

and economic machine needs overhauling thoroughly in many respects, and

this is the time to do it, a time of slackness, a time when you have

labour at your disposal." The country had money at its disposal too:

the national credit having been laboriously restored, it must now be

used. Christ's parable of the talents, Lloyd George declared, was

"the greatest lesson in political economy ever taught." All that was

needed, he concluded, was a Government fit for the job. "You cannot

deal with the gigantic problem of unemployment until you have men who

are capable of handling big problems of that kind. Once you do it and

face it boldly you will be able to go a long way towards solving what

is the darkest and most menacing problem of our day." Chided by

Robert Boothby, who followed him, for an unhelpful conclusion to a

constructive speech, Lloyd George immediately replied that that was the
1

most constructive part of all.

His zest to return to government, however, faltered in the following

weeks. Towards the end of the month he caught a chill, and missed the

debate on the Local Government Bill in the House of Commons. He was up

in time to give an address on John Bunyan at the City Temple on

November 30, but was ill again on December 20. He spent Christmas in

bed, and had to cancel engagements in Wales in the New Year. On

January 12, 1929, he left the country, to convalesce on a Mediterranean

cruise. He did not return until February 9.

Lloyd George' 3 minor illnesses were usually psychological in origin,

and it does appear that this one may have reflected his perplexity in

1. Speech in the House of Commons, 9 November 1928. (H.C.Debs. Vol.222,
cols. 438-57).
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the face of the coming election. He regarded it, his Director of

Propaganda, G-ordon West, has reoorded, as being "in the nature of a

last throw for the Liberal Party.""'" But he was cautious in his

estimate of Liberal prospects, and nervously uncertain of the tactics

that would best serve the party in a balanoe of power situation.
2

Several times he suggested that he himself did not want office again.

He also started to hedge his bets between Labour and the Conservatives.

The day Lloyd George left for Cannes, Snowden reported to the Webbs

that "L.G. who has been broken up in health was making up his mind to

support Baldwin's Government rather than put Labour into office. which

bears out," Beatrice noted, "what K.D. Simon reported the other day that

L.G. was hardening against advanced programmes from the Liberals."^
This was certainly exaggerated gossip. Its basis in fact was

that Lloyd George was beginning to consider an approach to the Tories

as a way of putting pressure on KacDonald. "NacBonald must not imagine,"

he told C.P. Scott in December 1928, "he could have Liberal support for

the asking - that we had no alteniative. Cooperation with the Tories,

on terms, would be quite possible." He clearly would still prefer to

work with Labour; but this time "it should be a real coalition with a

joint ministiy," He mentioned some of the younger Liberals who must

soon be given the chance of office if they were not to go over eventually

to Labour, "If Labour refused, then terms would have to be made with

the Tories. In the end Labour would have to come to terms, because for

1. Gordon West, uloya George's Last fight. (London 1930), p.36.
2. Scott diary, 7 December 1928. (Scott papers, 50907/225-6; Wilson ed.

p.494); Samuel note of talk with Lloyd George, 13 February 1929,
(Samuel papers A72/l); see also Lloyd George's letters to Franoes
Stevenson in January 1929, quoted below.

3. Webb diary, 12 January 1929. (M. Cole ed. p.188).
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the next 20 years or more, so long as the Liberals maintained their

separate organization, they would have no chance of a clear majority

over the other two parties. They might win 100 seats at the next

election, but still they would be a minority party,"1
From the Mediterrancean Lloyd George wrote two letters, eloquent

of his doubt and uncertainty, to Frances Stevenson, Revisiting

Rapallo, he recalled 1917 "the battle of Caporetto:-

"I won unity of command out of this disaster, I could not help
feeling a certain pulsation of pride that I kept my head and made
the best use of catastrophe. Wish I could feel after the next
election that I had succeeded in achieving a similar result out
of the muddle of 1926. I have attained a certain measure of
unity of command, June may give us victory. Then we can
dictate the terms of the Treaty to the Government of the day.
Whether we do or not, I shall not fret. I shall have my little
girl. If it is not reserved for me to lead the people for whom
I have fought all my life to the promised land, I shall feel a pang
of disappointment - but what a sweet consoler I shall have on
Mount Pisgah. I have no doubt that from that happy retirement I
will make occasional raids to harrass the foe - and them come back
for my reward."2

Frances tried to reassure him: "I feel this year is going to be

a big one for you, and I feel that you are going to have a reward for

your patience and your forbearance and for the difficult time you have
3

been through the last few years.But Lloyd George replied:-

"As to politics I am fuddled about them still. I have sent for
Tweed next week so as to pick up the tangled threads before I
return. Baldwin means to fight an anti-Socialist campaign -
Conservatism the only real bulwark against it. That must be
countered strongly, otherwise we lose. I have not yet formulated
in my own mind my own plan of campaign except that I know it must
be strenuous and energetic. But I am fighting with an army
paralyzed by divided generalship. It is cankered with jealously
and suspicion. It is the fight of Hannibal in Italy when faction
at home deprived him of support. Our papers are rotten. Look at
the way the Daily News treated Ramsay Muir over broadoaating ......

1. Scott diary, 7 December 1928. (Scott papers 50907/225-6;
Wilson ed., p.493-3)•

2.: Lloyd George to Frances Stevenson, January 1929. (L.G.-F.L.S.
correspondence).

3. Frances Stevenson to Lloyd George, 17 January 1929. (ibid.)
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Our first endeavour ought to be to pull these papers round and
mobilise them for the fi^it."l

Shortly after his return to London, Lloyd George had a rare meeting

with Baldwin, supposedly to disouss the Channel Tunnel. (Baldwin also

saw MacDonald, who "simply would not go away"). Lloyd George Baldwin

described as "fresh from 20 days of sunshine and full of beans, and of

talk, but of course I don't believe a word of what he says ...... he

thought that Labour would improve its position at the next Election, but

that there was no wide movement towards Labour in his view - which was

2
interesting, if I could really believe him." The next day Lloyd George

told Samuel -that "if any attempt were made in the next Parliament to

induoe the Liberal Party to support a Socialist Government, the Parly
3

would be split from top to bottom." Then on February 18 he had an

apparently important meeting with Churchill to discuss terms for possible

Liberal-Conservative cooperation - a meeting of which Lloyd George took

the unusual step (for him) of recording an accounts-

"I told him that ...... it was quite on the cards that the
Conservative Party might be the second party in the State instead
of being the first. I then urged him to persuade the P.M. in a
case of that kind not to resign in a hurry before giving an
opportunity for consultation with the Liberal Leaders; that w®
were just as anti-socialist as they were and had no anxiety to
see a socialist government in control of the affairs of this
country."

Lloyd George then stated his terms: electoral reform (to which

Churchill agreed); no tariffs (on which Churchill said there would have

to be an enquiry); and reconstruction of the Government to remove several

incompetents (which Churchill said Baldwin was already planning.)

"I then made it quite clear that we could support no Ministry which
would not taokle the problems of Unemployment - more or less on the

1. Lloyd George to Frances Stevenson, January 1929. (ibid.)
2. Jones, op.oit.II. p.171.
3. Samuel note of a talk with Lloyd George, 13 February 1929.

(Samuel papers KJ2jl).
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lines of our programme - Agriculture, Roads, etc. I told him
that this would involve raising a very considerable sum of money
by a loan."

Lloyd George and Churchill then discussed the procedure for the first

meeting of the House of Commons after the election, and agreed that any

arrangement made should last two years. Churchill wanted an anti-

Socialist pact before the election, but Lloyd George ruled that out -

the Liberals were pledged to run five hundred independent candidates.

His colleagues were all agreed, but the details would have to wait on

the election results.

What does this mean? Only that Lloyd George was trying to keep

his tactical options open. He was not offering to abandon any of his

policies. It is hard to believe that, after all his fulminations of

the past few years, he could possibly have supported another Baldwin

Government, however reconstructed, or that he seriously thought the

Conservatives likely to adopt the Liberal programmes. Nevertheless it

was essential for him to give the impression, as the election approached,

that he was not tied to KacDonald but could support either of the other

parties. He faced the perennial dilemma of the party leader holding

the balance of power in the British Parliament. lie cannot identify

his party too closely with either of the others, or it will lose the

ground for its independent existence, and much of its support. By

avoiding a commitment to either, however, he invites the charge that

he is using a fortuitous position to obtain disproportionate power by

■the cynical trading of policies and posts behind the electorate's back.

The balance of power is a dangerous snare for a third party, as Lloyd George

very well understood. Yet he could not help wanting to hold the

balance, thinking that it must yield some power if wisely used; besides,

what else was there to strive for, an outright majority being clearly

1. Lloyd George, 'Note of an Interview with Kr. Winston Churchill at
his room in the House of Commons,' 18 February 1929.
(Lloyd George papers G/k/U/23).
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impossible? He had very little idea, however, precisely how to

prevent a repetition of the fiasco of 1924. There was one thing he

could do. The Liberals in 1924 had had no honourable choice but to

support Labour, the Conservatives having fought and effectively lost

the 1923 Election on the specific issue of protection; the purpose of

Lloyd George * s talks with Churchill (always, after all, a sympathetic

old colleague to make plans with) was simply to ensure the Liberals*

freedom of action in 1929. He almost certainly discussed similar,

unrecorded, schemes with Snowden, who spoke out publicly in favour of

a Liberal-Labour arrangement."'" But nothing was binding. Nothing was

heard of any such scheme during the election.

The other, more constructive, thing Lloyd George could do was to

bring to it3 climax the process on which he and the Summer School group

had been working, separately and together, for the past several years:

to make it dramatically clear that the revived Liberal Party was offering

the country a distinctive policy opposed equally to those of both its

rivals. The relief of unemployment was already certain to be the central

plank in the party's platform; but the precise form that the Liberal

claim was to take may have owed something to the initiative of Seebohm

Rowntree, who wrote to Lloyd George on his return from Italy with the

following suggestion:~

"I have been thinking a great deal about the relation of this
unemployment campaign to the eleotion, and I think it supremely
important for you as leader of the Liberal Party to make the
most specific promise possible in connection with the matter.
People are sick of vague generalities. They want someone who
definitely means business and says so I want people to
feel that if you are given the chance, you would handle the
matter in the same way that you handled the munitions and war
problems. I believe that there are millions of people in this
country who think that unemployment is far more important than
political parties, and they would vote for any man regardless

1, See the Pall Hall Magazine. September 1928.
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of party, if they believed he would do the job. I am not
flattering you when I say that you are the only person capable
of carrying this job through, and I want to make the people feel
that just as the country needed you in the war, they need you in
their jobs."l

Lloyd George acted on Rowntree's prompting. On March 1, before

the date of the election had even been announoed - when it wa3 still

in fact almost three months off - he launched the Liberal campaign in

the most uncompromising way possible. To a large luncheon of over

four hundred Liberal candidates and peers at the Connaugjit Hotel, he

made a solemn but staggering pledge:-

"If the nation entrusts the Liberal Party at the next General
Election with the responsibilities of government, we are ready
with schemes of work which we can put immediately into operation:
work of a kind which is not merely useful in itself but essential
to the wellbeing of the nation.

The work put in hand will reduce the terrible figures of the
v?orkless in the course of a single year to normal proportions,
and will, when completed, enrioh the nation and equip it for
successfully competing with all its rivals in the business of the
world. These plans will not add one penny to the national or
local taxation.

It will require a great and sustained effort to redeem this
pledge, but some of us sitting at this table have sucoeeded in
putting through even greater and more difficult tasks in the
interests of the nation."2

The pledge was greeted with instant derision by the Tory press -

"A Programme of Imposture" by the Daily Telegraph, as "Make-Believe"

by the Scotsman, as "Specious" by the Glasgow Herald. The Times,

parodying Lloyd George's criticism of the invasion of the Ruhr in 1923,

headed its leading article "Digging with a Trombone", and went on to

jeer: "The money will doubtless be found at the end of the rainbow."

The Birmingham Post characterized as an "exceedingly vainglorious

statement" the claim that, if elected, "the Liberal Party will immediately

1. Rowntree to Lloyd George, 8 February 1929. (Quoted in Briggs,
op.cit. pp.206-7).

2* The Times. 2 March 1929. The pledge was reprinted in the front
of We Can Conquer Unemployment, and in other Liberal propaganda.
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proceed to work a number of first-class miracles." And the

Porziing : ost was not alone in suggesting that the unreality of the

pledge "is no doubt accounted for by the knowledge that it will never

be put into practice.""*"
A few days later, the full programme foreshadowed in Lloyd George*3

speech was published, as a sixpenny pamphlet entitled ,,e Can Conquer
2

Unemployment - the 'Orange Book'. IJie cover, following Rowntree's

suggestion, showed Lloyd George with arms outstretched, the bustling

munition factories of 1915 on one side of him, the dole queues of 1928

on the other. The content was essentially the 'National Development'

chapter of the 'Yellow Book', re-pre3ented in more popular and challenging

form. The plans for road-building, housing, reclamation and electrifi¬

cation were broken down, detailed and costedj extension of the telephone

system and of London Passenger Transport was added. By all these means,

it was calculated, 600,000 men could be directly employed for two years

at a cost of £250 million. The stimulus given to industry by the

building programme and by the increased purchasing power of those employed

would create permanent work for many more. The money would be raised by

a speoial loan which the work itself would largely repay in a few years;

for the rest, existing taxation would yield increased returns, great

aavings would be made in Unemployment Benefit, and some economies would

be made in armaments.^
The publication of the details of the Liberal plan made no difference

to the stream of ribaldry, condescension and abuse with which it continued

1. Daily Telegraph. Scotsman. Glasgow Herald. The Times. Birmingham Post
and Morning Post. 2 "arch 1929*

2. Interestingly, Lloyd George would have preferred the more cautious
title The Problem of Unemployment. (Briggs, op.cit. p.208). The
"vainglorious" packaging of the campaign was less the work of
Lloyd George himself, and more that of such sober minds as Rowntree,
than the press liked to believe. It was not a one-man show of
Welsh Wizardry.

3. »e Can Conquer unemployment: lr, Lloyd George's Pledge. (London 1929)
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to be dismissed by the other parties. The Tories thought that the

pledge was simply moonshine, a Lloyd Georgian gimmick to grab the

headlines. Leo Amery threw back in his face one of Lloyd George's

old slogans from the days of the National Insurance Acts "Where is

your ninepence for fourpence now? How modest a slogan it seems when

you compare it with this hundred millions for nothing!Joynson-Hicks,

on the other hand, tried to damn Lloyd George with retrospective praise:

"He was a great man during the War. He is a man to whom England owes

much, and yet this man who knows what can and cannot be done gave thi3

pledge to his followers I cannot understand how a man of his

ability could put such a proposal before the people of this country and

think it really is possible. Is he the only man of brains in the world?

Do you think we have not thought out schemes of transport and road work
2

during the past few years?" Ministers all conveyed the impression that

unemployment could not be cured except by a natural revival of trade, or

at least that no more could be done than was already being done. Baldwin

declared that the Government was conquering unemployment all the time:

the Liberals might be, as Lloyd George said, the party of promise, but

the Tories were the party of performance. He amused himself by

applying to Lloyd George a tag from Carlyle (no doubt dug up by Tom Jones):

"He has 3pent his whole life in plastering together the true and the

false, and therefrom manufacturing the plausible.

Labour was placed in a greater dilemma by the Liberal pledge.

Regarding unemployment as its particular issue but utterly lacking a

coherent remedy, the party did not know whether to deride the soheme or

1. The Times. 2 March 1929.

2. Speech at Tunbridge Wells, 8 March 1929.

3. Speech at Druiy Lane, 18 April 1929.
4. Speech at Leicester, 21 March 1929.
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olaim it as its own. Lloyd George's mockery of the leadership's

disarray was no more than the truth, vividly expressed:-

"The Labour Party cannot make up its mind whether to treat the
Liberal plan as a freak or to olaim its paternity. Mr. Thomas
has said it is an absurd abortion, but Mr. Henderson says it is
the child of the Labour Party. Mr. MacDonald, as usual tries
to have it both ways. He says - often in the same speech -
•This is a stunted thing'. Then looking at it fondly, he says,
'This is my child'."1

In a speech at St. Pancras Baths only hours after the announcement

of the Liberal pledge on March 1, MacDonald accused Lloyd George both of

"talking through his hat" and of "gleaning in other people's fields to
2

palm off other people's fruits as his own." MacDonald continued to

use both arguments. Like Thomas and the Tories he sometimes implied

(prudently) that there was no simple answer to unemployment. "If anyone

can cure unemployment in twelve months," he said at The Wrekin on March 27,

"Labour can do it. If Labour is in office and finds it can be done

Labour will do it, but Labour is not going to say to you that if you give
3

it power, in twelve months it will oure unemployment." Like Snowden

and Henderson, however, he often insisted that the Liberals had merely

lifted Labour's policy. "What the Liberals have done to the Labour

Party's programme", he said at Swansea on March 15, "is to come along

like a gipsy, steal our child, get it in gaudy attire, and then produce
4

it on platforms to perform at the General Election." The most bare¬

faced statement of this fiction - the most that Labour had ever proposed

was Government aid to works initiated by the local authorities: they had
5

never proposed, or costed, a national attack on unemployment - appeared

1. Speech at the Free Trade Hall, Manchester, 12 April 1929.
2. Speeoh at St. Pancras Baths, London, 1 March 1929.
3. Speeoh at The Wrekin, 27 March 1929.
4. Speech at Swansea, 15 March 1929.
5. See P. Slcidelsky, op.oit. pp.27-50.
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in the Daily Herald, which wrote off We Can Conquer Unemployment as

a "brochure ...... of minor significance. ...... It contributes nothing

new to existing ideas on the subject, and, on the face of it, appears

to be a hasty and rather crude plagiarism from Labour resolutions and

publications and from blue-books."^"
A week after its publication, however, the Labour, and more

particularly the Tory, attempt to laugh off the Liberal programme, rather

than to refute it or surpass it, received a severe jolt from the

electorate. Between March 19 and 21 a batch of five by-elections was

held, the last before the General Election, all in Tory seats. At East

Toxteth (Liverpool) and at Bath, the Government held on with a greatly

reduced poll; Labour (in the person of the young Jennie Lee) took

Worth Lanark by a landslide; but Eddisbury (Cheshire) and Holland-with-

Boston (Lincolnshire) were won by the Liberals. At Eddisbury, the

Liberal had a straight fi$it with the Conservative in a seat where he had

previously been well-placed, and it would have been a serious setback in

the circumstances if he had failed to win. Holland-with-Boston, however,

was a triumph. An Independent took 3,500 votes from the Conservatives,

but that might only have helped Labour; in fact the Liberal, James

Blindell, coming from third place in 1924, more than doubled his poll
2

to win by 3,706 from Labour and 4,743 from the Tory. Here, just when

it was needed, was a result which showed that the Liberals could still

1. Daily Herald. 13 March 1929.
2. Eddisbury 1924

Barnston (Con.) 11,006
Russell (Lib.) 9,337

Con. majority 1,669

Holland-with-Boston 1924
Dean (Con.) 15,459
White (Lab.) 10,689
Winfrey (Lib.) 6,4L3

Con. majority 4,770

1929
Russell (uib.) 10,223
Palmer (C on.) 8,931

Lib. majority 1,292

1929
Blindell (Lib.) 13,000
White (Lab.) 9.294
Van den Berg (Con.) 8,257
Dennis (Ind.) 3,54L

Lib. majority 3,706
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come from nowhere to beat both the other parties; if it were repeated

around the country, such a result could after all make a Liberal

Government a possibility. Even Lloyd George may briefly have believed

it. "I think", wrote Gordon West, "it was certainly Lloyd George's

most jubilant and triumphant moment in all that year of hopes and

disappointments The news threw the whole of Liberal Head¬

quarters at Old Queen Street into a state of Kafiking. The corridors

were filled with hysterically happy typists, rushing hither and thither

to break the news to other departments. Telephones were ringing

furiously And upstairs, in his oak-panelled room on the sixth

floor, Lloyd George and the Chief Whip, Sir Robert Hutchison took

hands and performed together a kind of • Here-we-go-round-the-mulberry-

bush' dance from pure joyi"*
The Liberal successes shook the other parties sharply into the

realization that Lloyd George's pledge could not be treated simply as a

"stunt"; on the contrary, it threatened to dominate the election. Mond

(now Lord Melchett) wrote to Baldwin urging him to postpone the election

until the autumn: "You can make L.G,*s Unemployment scheme entirely out

of date, and ingenious as he is I doubt whether he can get out another
2

3tunt in that time." Baldwin did not do that; but he did authorize an

unprecedented official reply to Lloyd George. The by-election3 also

rallied renewed support from the more volatile sections of the press.

Rothermere, sensing a movement of popular opinion, quickly swung the

Daily Hail round to voice it:-

"There can be no doubt that the leader in politics who is
most rapidly gaining influence among the electors is Mr. Lloyd George
We heartily congratulate him on his return to popularity. His power

1. Gordon West, op.oit. pp.34-35.
2, Melchett to Baldwin, 26 March 1929. (Melchett papers).
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is undeniable. It is useless for party men to bury their heads
in the sand and refuse to 3ee the truth. Conservatives must
face the facts."l

Beaverbrook, less impressed than Rothermere by sheer power, privately
2

recognized that the Liberal plan was "sound"; and though he himself,

in A.J.P. Taylor's words, "in spite of his vaunted independence, could
3

never shake himself free from the Conservative Party," he allowed his

newspapers to give credit where it was due. "Economists, men of affairs,

industrial leaders and successful business men," reported the Daily

Express, "have all agreed that ...... this is no unworkable dream, or

crazy-quilt policy of a party with no chance of office. It will

succeed."^" And the "vening standard commented: "Mr. Lloyd George has

profited because, to an invisible Conservative policy and a Labour policy

as wide as the firmament, he has opposed a Liberal policy which is
5

comprehensible and manageable."

On March 26, riding this tide of publicity, Lloyd George addressed

a meeting at the Royal Albert Hall arranged by Rothermere's Evening ISews.

(Both liothermere and Beaverbrook were present in separate boxes). His

speech was carried across London to an overflow meeting in the Kingsway

Hall, and broadcast around the country to audiences (totalling 50,000)

in twelve other towns - Ashford, Bournemouth, Coventry, Derby, Leicester,

Northampton, Norwich, Nottingham, Portsmouth, Ramsgate, St. Albans and

Southampton. He gave a long, lively but serious exposition of the

Liberal plans, and rebutted the negative criticism of Baldwin and

1. Daily Mail. 25 March 1929.

2. Beaverbrook to Sir Robert Borden, 26 Maroh 1929» quoted in A.J.P. Taylor,
Beaverbrook. p.259.

3. Taylor, ibid, p.260.
4. Daily Express. 25 March 1929.

5. Evening Standard. 25 March 1929.
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MacDonald. Of course there would be difficulties, delays, and

vested interests to be overcome. "What is the use of statesmanship

except to overcome difficulties?" It would not, as Baldwin had alleged,

involve dictatorship. All that was needed was a Government that knew

its job. To say that "the greatest industrial commercial country in

the world" could not rid itself of the curse of unemployment - "a

national discredit, a national evil, a national canker, a national peril" -

was a libel upon its people, whose resource, "I do not niind telling you,

amazed me in the Great War." The Tory Government had "failed

ignominiously" to tackle it; but "Let the nation take it in hand next

May and then you will have a spring tide of hope which will bring a

harvest of prosperity, of contentment, of confidence, and of joy through¬

out the land."'*'
"At last", wrote the Hew Statesman after this speech, "after five

years of political stagnation, somebody has said something; and once

more Mr. Lloyd George has become the biggest figure in English politics.

It is a position, of course, which naturally belongs to him, and as he

probably has before him another twenty years of active political life,

it is not easy to set a limit to what he may achieve ...... Is there any

other politician in Britain who can really set the heather on fire? ......

If we had no Lloyd George, we might presently, out of sheer boredom with
..2

Baldwin and the rest, be looking round for an English Mussolini."

Lloyd George did not, however, have to carry the Liberal campaign

altogether single-handed. On April 8, Sir Herbert Samuel undertook a

well-publicized speaking-tour, lasting the whole of April, from Land's

End to John o'Groats. Before he started Lloyd George sent him an open

1. Speech at the Royal Albert Hall, London, 26 March 1929. (See the
Liberal Magazine, April 1929).

2. Hew Statesman. 30 March 1929.

j, Lloyd George to Samuel, 3 ipril 1329. (Samuel papers k 72/2).
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letter of encouragement: "The Liberal message which you are carrying

through the country ...... has behind it the united voice of the Party

and their determined will to bring about better conditions for the
1

people of this land." This was very nearly true. The Asquithians

did not whole-heartedly approve of Lloyd George's pledge, but they

found it politic for the duration of the Flection to endorse it.
2

Runciman attended the lunch at which it was given reluctantly, and
3

privately recorded his doubt that it could ever be fulfilled; but

publicly he gave it hearty (thou^i perhaps subtly double-edged) support:-

"Mr. Lloyd George has staked his party and his own reputation on a
clean sweep plan, and it is a scurvy, unsporting trick of other
political parties to crib the idea as their panacea, and to say
that his plan is merely a conjuror's rabbit jumping out of his hat
for purely political purposes. Give him a chance; he deserves
it, and when his chance comes I hope that he will have expert minds
to aid his efforts and to rid the smitten masses of a festering
wound that will be hard to heal,"4

Most important, on April 10 Grey pronounced his blessing. He

expressed reservations about the wisdom of making a specific promise,

but concluded sensibly: "Even if the policy does not succeed in doing

all that is hoped of it, even if the pledge turns out to be over-sanguine,

even if the policy takes two or three or four years to accomplish all the

results we hope for, it will not be by any means a failure; it will still
5 6

remain the right policy." Maclean 3poke similarly, and Sir John Simon

went to great length to explain sway a warning he had given only a few

months earlier (after the publication of the 'Yellow Book'): "Ho not

1. Lloyd George to Samuel, 5 April 1929. (Samuel papers A 72/2).
2. Runciman to Harcourt Johnstone, 28 February 1929. (Runciman papers 221).
3. Runciman to W.M. Crook, 11 March 1929. (ibid.)

Daily News. 8 March 1929.

5. Speech to the Liberal Council at the Hotel Ketropole, 10 April 1929.
6. e.g. speech to the Launceston Liberal Association, 26 March 1929*
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let us," he said at Cupar in September 1928, "whatever party we belong

to, go forward at the next Election, like a cheap-jack in the fair, and

announce that we have some patent remedy that will sweep unemployment

away without question and without delay,"1 "I was referring," he now

insisted, "to the nostrums of Protection and of Socialism, I never

saw anything in my life less like a cheap-jack offer than the Liberal

Unemployment Proposals I am quite ready to admit that until I

had seen and studied the proposals in the Liberal book I was doubtful

whether specific plans could be devised which would contribute so much

towards recovery, as I believe the adoption of these plans will, but I

have tested them and made investigations at every point I could, and

when I find that my view of the policy is right and that it should be

pursued is confirmed by statesmen such as Viscount Grey, the cry of
2

cheap-jack leaves me entirely cold," Simon was beginning to think he

had been backing the wrong side.

Still, Harcourt Johnstone wrote to Runciraan in February the loyal

Asquithian view: "Our real business over the next three months is to

get ourselves returned to Parliament and specially to get a majority -

or strong minority - returned which will be hostile to L.G. To do this

we may have to compromise a little with our natural inclinations," (in

other words, attend the March 1 luncheon). And Maclean, standing for

North Cornwall, reported to Gladstone eleven days before polling: "I

get heckled rightly on the subject of L.G. but retain my independence

and don't seem to lose by it. John Simon seems to have acquired an

Eastern capacity for flattening himself in the du3t. Walter R. tells

me that he asked him to join in a manifesto with L.G. Of course W.R.

1. Speech at Cupar, September 1928,
2. Simon letter to a Liberal candidate, May 1929, published in the

Liberal Magazine. June 1929.

3. Harcourt Johnstone to Punciman, 26 February 1929. (Punciman papers
221)
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refused." Ke added: "Unemployment will undoubtedly stay the course.

It is astonishing to see the deep interest shown in secluded far-away

hamlets in it.""'"
The Liberals naturally tried to keep the electorate's attention

concentrated on unemployment; but Labour leaders were as anxious as

the Tories to divert it. MacDonald and Thomas, in almost identical

words, deplored the exploitation of "the woes and troubles of the
2

unemployed ...... for flection purposes." Churchill's style was

different, but his intention was the same: in his address to his

constituents he spoke loftily of "that small proportion of our fellow-

countrymen who are not able to find anything to do" and insisted that

it cannot be admitted that the whole fortunes of the British Empire and

the whole foundations of our present civilized society" should turn on

the treatment of those few,"^ His last Budget, however, opened on

April 15 (when the election campaign was unofficially well under way),

failed to provide any distraction from the Liberal initiative. He

merely raised derision of Lloyd George to new heights of absurdity:

"The Right Honourable Member for Caernarvon Boroughs is going to borrow

£200,000,000 and to spend it upon paying the unemployed to make racing

tracks for well-to-do motorists to make the ordinary pedestrian 3kip."'+
The argument that road-building would undermine the rail-ways may now

seem to environmentalists exceptionally far-sighted; but Churchill'3

1, Maclean to Gladstone, 19 May 1929. (Gladstone papers 46474/209).
2. MacDonald speech at The YTrekin, 27 March 1929; see also Thomas's

speech at Llanelly, 10 May 1929.
5. Churchill's Election Address, (quoted in the Liberal Magazine.

June 1929)•
4. Budget speech, 15 April 1929. (H.C. Debs. Vol.227, col.30).
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use of it was purely obscurantist, and only drew ridicule upon himself.

Unemployment retained the centre of the stage. "The Liberal Parly",

Lloyd George claimed, "ha3 secured the ear of the nation."'*" Beaverbrook

wrote to Sir Robert Borden in Canada on April 30:-

"Baldwin is promising nothing, and is deriving a certain amount of
glamour from this assumed modesty. He is in fact cunningly posing
as the typical John Bull, and may even get support on this ground.

Ramsay MaoDonald is anxious at all costs to appear reasonable
and moderate, and his speeches might a3 well be made by Baldwin.

Lloyd George is making the running of the election, and he
alone has persuaded the electors that he has a definite scheme for
the cure of unemployment, which is the one and only issue.

On the other hand, his past pledges are being oontinually
brought up against him, and are his opponents' chief weapon."2

This was true, Maclean's experience of heckling was common. An

Evening Standard journalist reported to Beaverbrook in May:-

"Real hostility 3eems to be aroused wherever Lloyd George's name is
mentioned. 'Where are the Homes for Heroes?' 'Who promised to
hang the Raiser1?' 'V.hat about squeezing Germany till the pips
squeak?' All the old war time cries are now used to confound the
Liberal candidates. And the Labour candidates score every time by
reading aloud bitter condemnations of Lloyd George made in recent
years by leading members of the Liberal Party. In these Lloyd George
is reviled in terms much more caustic than the average candidate would
think of using. Candidates seek to destroy the Liberal Leader's
prestige out of the mouths of old enemies in his own Party."3

Lloyd George had to spend a lot of his time justifying his past

indiscretions. He denied promising to hang the Kaiser: the 'land fit

for heroes* was an appeal, not a promise.*4" He also broadened his

campaign slightly to Include peace and disarmament as objeots whioh only
5

the Liberals could ensure. In his published Election Address he

included his old standby temperance reform, the expansion of education,

1. Speech to the London Liberal Candidates Association, 22 April 1929.
2. Beaverbrook to Borden, 30 April 1929. (Taylor Beaverbrook p.260).
3. F.W, Doidge to Beaverbrook, 6 May 1929# (Baldwin papers LV'55 71-2).
4. e.g. speech at Bangor, 25 May 1929»
5. e.g. message to Liberal candidates, 20 May 1929, or a speech to

Liberal women at the Royal Albert Hall, London, 9 May 1929#
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and "the devolution of purely national questions idthin the nation to

the nationalities concerned.1,1 But he concentrated on the oure of

unemployment by national development and, to a lesser extent,

agricultural revival. He made a point of contrasting his own record

of excutive achievement with that of his opponents - particularly with

that of Baldwin. In a speech at the Manchester Free Trade Hall on

April 12, which was relayed to twenty-eight other towns, he reduced

the issue of the election - indeed, it could be said, of the entire

inter-war period - to starkly personal terms:-

"I am going to give a challenge to the Prime Minister He
has been ten years in office; I have been seventeen. I ask
him to pick any ten out of my seventeen and compare them with
his. Any ten - the first, the middle or the last - Board of
Trade, Exchequer, Munitions, Old Age Pensions - the saving of
the credit of the nation from a panio at the beginning of the
War; the saving of our poor fellows in the trenches from being
crushed by the superior armaments of a terrible foe; take them
all. I am quite willing that any ten years of his should be
contrasted with mine from the point of view of hard work, of
performance. I don't want to say anything which is hard about
anybody, but if I am driven to it I must tell the truth. The
Prime Minister is quite a clever fellow, quite an agreeable
fellow but, however excellent a vehicle may be, without a driver
it is a lumbering, swaying, meandering nuisance on the road.
He is very clever as a passenger, but he i3 casual as a driver.
He dozes for long stretches, turns round and talks to the
passengers, and recharges his pipe. Easy going is all right if
circumstances are easy, but they are not. We have not yet
recovered more than four-fifths of our export trade. We have
over a million unemployed. We have terrible scenes of men
trampling each other down to get work. The honour of the nation
is on trial."2

Baldwin did not reply to the personal criticism; he remarked,

characteristically, that he was not accustomed to blowing his own

3
trumpet, but trusted the country to judge between him and Lloyd George.

He did, however, on May 12, finally issue a serious reply to Lloyd

George's policy proposals - in the quite unwarrantable form of a

1. Lloyd George's Election Address, published 24 May 1929»
2. Speech at the Free Trade Hall, Manchester, 12 April 1929.
3. Speech at Bristol, 25 April 1929.
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Government .«hite Paper, ^titled Memoranda on Certain Proposals

Relating to Unemployment, this was a Conservative electioneering

document written by six departmental Ministers with the help of their

oivil servants and published under the seal of the Crown, Even

The limes thought it an improper procedure,"1" and Lloyd George and
2

MacLonald were united in outrage. The memoranda themselves were

predictably negative, Keynes and Hubert Henderson, in a last brilliant

polemioal pamphlet, Can Lloyd George Do It?, had already satirically

anticipated the Treasury arguments:-

tt'You must not press on with telephones or electricity, because
this will raise the rate of interest.'

'You must not hasten with roads or housing, because this will
use up opportunities for employment which we may need in later
years.*

•You must not try to employ everyone, because this will cause
inflation.'

•You must not invest, because how can you know that it will pay?'
'You must not do anything, because this will only mean that you

can't do some-thing else.*

•Safety Firstl The policy of maintaining a million unemployed
has now been pursued for eight year3 without disaster. Why risk
a change?'

'We will not promise more than we can perform. We therefore
promise nothing ..,..,*
There is no reason, [Keynes and Henderson continued], why we should
not feel ourselves free to be bold, to be open, to experiment, to
take notion, to try the possibilities of things. And over against
us, standing in the path, ther is nothing but a few old gentlemen
tightly buttoned-up in their frock coats, who only need to be
treated with a little friendly disrespect and bowled over like
ninepins.

Quite likely they will enjoy it themselves, when once they
have got over the shook."3

The economic arguments of the White Paper were the orthodox

deflationary ones that Keynes was irrevocably to discredit in

1« The Times. 13 May 1929.
2. Lloyd George speech at the National Liberal Club, London, 13 May 1929j

KaoDonald speech at Seaham, 13 May 1929.
3. J.M. Keynes and H.D, Henderson, Can Lloyd George Do It? An

Examination of the Liberal Pledges, pp.43-4. (London 1929)•
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The General Theory of Employment. Interest and Money in 1936. Unemploy¬

ment was naturally self-correcting, and Government interference would

upset the balanoe of the economy; a Government investment loan would

either divert money from other channels, causing unemployment in one

place while reducing it (artificially) in another, or it would simply

create too much money and provoke ruinous inflation. There were no

'idle balances' waiting to be invested."*" Even in 132$, before the

publication of the General Theory, the Treasury view was out of date.

"There is not a single economist in the country," Keynes wa3 able to
2

assert, "who will come forward to support the White Paper's arguments."

But it appealed to conservative politicians of all parties who believed

that the mysteries of finance were above and beyond the realm of

government.

Some of the practical objections to the Liberal programme were

stronger. One, that skilled men could not be expected to work as

navvies, was largely answered by Lloyd George's demonstration that

construction work would stimulate a host of other, manufacturing

industries - the cumulative effect that Keynes was to call the multiplier.^
Another, that roads need surveying and careful routing and oould not

possibly be planned and built in two years, seems unanswerable, unless

local authorities already had detailed schemes which they only wanted

the money to put in hand. Nevertheless, as Grey had pointed out, the

time scale might be modified without invalidating the whole policy.

These objections were raised solely in a spirit of obstruction. They

express exactly that absenoe of the will to overcome difficulties of

which Lloyd George had spoken at the Albert Hall. More than that;

1. Memoranda on Certain Proposals Relating to Unemployment. (London 1929).
2. The Times. 29 May 1929.
3. See Lloyd George's speeches at Plymouth, 19 April 1929* and at

Darwen 27 May 1929, for his claim that road-building gave work
indirectly to forty-seven other trades.
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they express the Government's determination not to try to overcome

them. Not only was We Gan Conquer Unemployment the election programme

of an opposition party (which would have been reason enough for a

Government to damn it); it also embodied a philosophy which ran utterly

counter to Baldwin's idea of the purpose of government. It represented

everything he was in politics to oppose - the quintessence of Lloyd

Georgism. The arguments of Keynes and the arguments of the Treasury

were in a sense irrelevant; the issue was decided politically. An

active policy was resolutely opposed by a passive one, on principle.

"Safety First" was the only sort of appeal on which Baldwin, the last

truly conservative Prime minister, could have fought in 1929. (He

did the same in 1935). The White Paper was put out to give a spurious

seal of respectablility to a policy of "standstillism" whioh was settled

before We Can Conquer Unemployment, or even the 'Yellow Book*, was ever

written.

Lloyd George's confidence, as the long election campaign neared

its close, is difficult to gauge. Just occasionally, he allowed himself

to hold out the hope of a Liberal Government. In a message to the

Scottish League of Young Liberals he declared that "an old and discredited

Government is about to give up office, and the Liberal Party,

united and competent, stands ready to take its place ?«e shall

win a resounding victory.""*" In another message to the official Liberal

candidate at North Bristol (standing against Freddie Guest, who had

finally been disowned by Liberal Headquarters for persistently voting with

the Tories), he claimed: "We have the plans, the determination and the

men to form one of the most steady and experienced administrations of

this generation." And again, speaking in Anglesey (the constituency

1. Message to the Scottish League of Young Liberals, 26 April 1929.
2. Message to J.O.K. Skelton, 13 Kay 1929, published in The Times.

14 May 1929.



350

for whioh he had succeeded, after some arm-twisting, in getting hi3

daughter Megan adopted as Liberal candidate,"'" he went so far as to
2

predict a repetition of 1906. More often, more realistically, he

seemed to expect a repetition of the 1923 result, or something like it,

though he remained determined not to repeat the experience of 1924.^
In a speech at I ilford Haven, (in his son Gwilyra's constituency), he

claimed that if the Tories were defeated, Baldwin would not be obliged

to recommend the King to send for KacDonald - implying that he should

rather recommend a Liberal administration.He told C*P. Scott that

the Liberals should not support a purely Socialist Government - implying
5

a Liberal-Labour coalition. His favourite notion was that the

g
Liberals would have "a determining voice" in the new Parliament. Though

in his final speech to his constituents in the Caernarvon Pavilion on

May 29 he foresaw "a sensational revival" of Liberalism throughout the

country, he stopped short of predicting outright victory: "'Whatever the

complexion of the next Parliament may be, I venture to predict there will

be enough Liberals in it to force the Liberal programme through."^
The same day, however, in his eve-of-poll appeal to the whole

electorate, Lloyd George urged that there need not necessarily be a stale¬

mate: the two-party trap had not yet closed on the Liberal Party:-

"Remember that nothing will hinder you from having a Liberal
Government if you are resolved to get it and cast your votes for

1. See Lloyd George to Dame Margaret Lloyd George and to Megan Lloyd
George, March-May 1928, in Morgan (ed.) op, cit. pp.207-9.

2. Speech at Llangefni, Anglesey, 23 May 1929.
3. Most categorically, in a speech at Bangor, 25 May 1929.
4. Speech at Milford Haven, 27 April 1929.
5. Lloyd George to Scott, 30 April 1929. (Lloyd George papers G/l7/ll/34).
6. Speech at Cardiff, 17 May 1929.
7. Speech at Caernarvon, 29 May 1929.
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Liberal candidates. Nothing will stop a Liberal Government
from carrying out it3 declared programme for peace and the
conquest of unemployment if it is elected.

We have plans ready - plans the country has studied for
months and found to be practioal and well-laid. We have the
men. No other party can show so distinguished an array of
front-rank statesmen, of leaders of commerce, industry and
finance, and of outstanding figures in the intellectual world.
We have the will. We have given a pledge to the country which
we are eager to honour. A vote for the Liberal Party is a vote
for peace, progress and prosperity."!

1929 ought to have been a great General Election; it was a genuine

three-cornered contest, with a victory by any party conceivable; the

electorate was offered three contrasting philosophies and, by the Liberals,

the best-prepared programme, combining intellectual distinction with a

simple popular appeal, that any party produced between the wars. The

greatest platform orator in British politics offered an unprecedented

attack on the issue of most direct concern to a large proportion of the

population, and drew the concerted hostility of the other parties. Yet

the election never caught fire. "Polling took place throughout the

country," the Annual register recorded, "with a complete absence of
2

excitement," And Beaverbrook commented: "The public apathy is

astonishing I have never known anything remotely resembling the

indifference of the public on this occasion. Nor can 1 think of a

3
satisfactory explanation."

The turn-out was in fact relatively high - 7as high as in 1924

and 1931, both elections marked by last-minute scares, higher than any

other poll between the 1918 extension of the suffrage and 1950. Never¬

theless the sense of apathy was universal. Since it was the Liberals

who were trying to stir up the electorate, it is their failure that must

be explained. Primarily, they failed to reverse the spreading acceptance

1. nloyd 'George's Election Message, published in The Times. 29 May 1929.
2. .annual Pegister, 1929, p.45.
3. Beaverbrook to K.M. Young, 15 May 1929. (Taylor Beaverbrook p.26o).
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that they were a third party. Since 1924 Labour had become established

as the natural alternative Government and the natural party of the

working-class voter. It would have required a very remarkable feat of

persuasion to have shaken this growing allegiance. In fact, it appears

that the message of We Can Conquer Unemployment did not really get

through. The idea that the Government could reduce unemployment by

creating work, and promote prosperity by spending money, was 3till too

radical and too paradoxical to be credible to most people. The

endorsements of leading businessmen and industrialists probably only

increased suspicion of the scheme; they were contradicted by the

unanimous derision of the be3t-known politicians, and it was easy to

believe (a3 the Labour leaders themselves did) that a working-class

Government was by definition more likely to tackle unemployment than any

other; the impression that there was something unreal ejbout the Liberal

pledge wa3 heightened by the exploitation of Lloyd George's past

reputation for deviousness and broken promises. The Liberal campaign

leaned too heavily on Lloyd George: it has been suggested that most

Liberal candidates did not understand the policies they were supposed to

be preaching; that the party could not really have formed a Government

if it had won; and that Lloyd George's campaign was effectively a one-

1
man band.

If this was so, however, an odd fact emerges; that that one man

was not playing fortissimo. Par from leading a great national crusade

in May 1929, Lloyd George scarcely left his own constituency. Admittedly

he was, for the first time in thirty-nine years, facing a three-cornered

contest in the Caernarvon Boroughs: he was opposed both by a Conservative,

as he had not been in 1924, and by Labour, who had never opposed him before

1924. Moreover the "flapper" vote (to which he paid

1. See A.J.P. Taylor, English History, p.269; and K.O. Morgan, op.oit.
p. 104.
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special attention) had greatly increased the size of the electorate.

"To all outward seeming things are going well here," he wrote to

Prances Stevenson about May 16. "Immense meetings and great enthusiasm.

The young girls especially soi But with this amorphous electorate the

issue is too obscure for a premature crow. The canvass is only in its

infancy - I cannot hazard a prediction.Nevertheless his defeat was

almost inconceivable; in the event he won a comfortable majority, with

a lead of 9,133 over the Tory. G-roundless anxiety, however, kept him

in his own back yard for most of the election, speaking at places like

Deganwy and Llandudno Junction. He ventured into Merioneth and Flintshire,

to Anglesey and Pembroke to support his children, and to Cardiff. But he

spoke outside Wales only four times in the whole of May - twice in London

(to Liberal candidates and Liberal women), once in Edinburgh (four weeks

before the poll), and once for Samuel at Darwen (two days before). This

may be compared either with his own whistle-stop tours at previous

General Elections and at by-elections or with the intensive speech-making

of his opponents, MacDonald spoke at fifteen major towns in the last

two week3 of the election; even Baldwin spoke at ten, taking in places

as far from home as Ipswich, Manchester and Dumfries. The Liberal one-

man band theory suffers when it is seen that both Samuel, contesting a

Tory-held seat, and Sir John Simon 3poke more widely than Lloyd George,

and that the mo3t-travelled Liberal speaker was in fact Lord Beauchamp.

Most extraordinary, when the B.B.C. generously allowed the party leaders

onto the air in the last days of the campaign, the Liberal broadcast was

made by Simon - no-one* s idea of a crowd-puller. The Liberal campaign

leaned heavily on Lloyd George's name; but it was strangely short of his

presence.

It must be presumed that at this crisis of his later career, Lloyd

George was feeling hi3 age. Yet he was only sixty-six, and was always

1. Lloyd George to Franoes Stevenson, May 1929. (L.G.3F.L.S, corres¬
pondence). This letter can only refer to Lloyd George's Caernarvon
campaign, not to the whole Election.
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reckoned to have unusual health and energy. He knew the decisive

importance of the election for himself and for the Liberal Party, He

knew all about modern intensive campaigning. He could surely have left

the Caernarvon Boroughs to the capable care of his wife, (who ran his

election for him very successfully when he was ill in 1931)» and toured

the country with his message. But he did not; his 'great campaign' had

a vacuum at the centre. Some clue to the reason is to be found in his

performance the one time he did leave his own constituency. On May 27,

after speaking for Samuel at Darwen, he went on to speak for Ramsay Muir

at Rochdale: 15,000 people were gathered in the Town Hall Square to hear

him, but he seemed tired, was easily disconcerted by Labour hecklers,

and soon gave up."*" That was not the old Lloyd George. It may be

arguable whether Lloyd George's fuller participation in the 1929 Election

would have won the Liberals more seats: the Asquithians always contended

that he lost votes wherever he went. This seems on the face of it

unlikely: the evidence of the by-elections certainly points the other

way. Lloyd George was an entertaining and persuasive platform speaker,

who drew enormous crowds. Unlike Churchill in 1945, the man was more

impressive than his reputation; all sorts of slanders went before him

which it required his presence in person to dispel. Furthermore, the

Liberal appeal depended so much on his executive ability that it was

essential that his energy be demonstrated to the public, his difference

from Baldwin and KacDonald; it was necessary to recall his wartime

inspiration. Even if it did not directly affect the local voting,

however, Lloyd George's absence from the hustings must greatly have

contributed to the quietness of the election, to the failure of the

Liberals to arouse the country, as they had threatened to do in March.

The Times. 28 May 1929.
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Much of the sense of anti-climax can surely be traced to the Welsh

Wizard lurking in his tent at Cricoieth.

* # $ #

Most of the results of the election were declared on May 31.

Lloyd George, travelling baok by train from Caernarvon to London,

received the latest figures at every station.'3' They told a disappointing

story. His own final expectations are unknown, but betting at Con-
2

servative Central Office had given the Liberals between 77 and 117 seats,
3

while the Webbs had forecast 70 to 75I Beatrice had reckoned that they

needed to double their numbers (to 92) to survive as a political force.

In the final tally, the Liberals won only 59 seatsj they took thirty

from the Conservatives and two from Labour, but they lost seventeen to

Labour and one to the Conservatives. Labour, as expected, were the

largest party in Parliament with 288 seats, the Conservatives having 260;

but as usual the electoral system had distorted the result. The Tories,

with 8,656,473, actually got more votes than Labour (8,389,512), while

the Liberals, for their poor return, had won 5,308,510 - 23.*$ It took

1. Gordon West, op.cit. p.186.
2. Davidson papers.

3. Jones, op.cit. II, p.186.
4. B. Iftebb diary, 30 May 1929. (M, Cole ed, p.193).
5. A result remarkably similar to that of February 1974, except that

the Liberals then won even fewer seats for their share of the vote.
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It took nearly 90,000 votes to elect each Liberal M.P., compared

with 29,000 and 34,000 for Labour and the Tories respectively. The

Liberal vote had been too evenly spread to be effective. The 512

Liberal candidates averaged 28/ of the poll; but 310 of them (two-

thirds) got between li$ and 34r> - only fifteen of them won an absolute

majority, and only twenty-five lost their deposits. The Liberals did

best in their most traditional (mainly rural) areas - the Scottish

Highlands, North and Central .Tales, Eastern Yorkshire, Devon and Cornwall -

though in many rural seats the Intervention of Labour let in the

Conservative, They did worst in the largest tovms - Glasgow, Birmingham

and London - where the unemployment policy noticeably failed to bite."'"
Among individual candidates, two of the few for whom Lloyd George had

specifically spoken were among the Liberal gains - Gwilym Lloyd George

at Pembroke and Samuel (by 462 votes) at Darwen - and Megan Lloyd George

won Anglesey. Of the authors of the 'Yellow Book*, Ernest Simon won

Withington and Harry Nathan won Bethnal Green N.S., but Earnsay Muir was

beaten at Rochdale and Layton failed for London University. Of the

leading Asquithian3, on the other hand, whose return could not particularly

have pleased Lloyd George, Sir Donald Maclean won North Cornwall and

Isaac Foot (Bodmin), Leif Jones (Camborne) and Runciman (St. Ives, picking

up his wife's seat) helped to complete a Cornish sweep. Godfrey Collins

held Greenock, but Harcourt Johnstone lost again at Westbuiy. Freddie
2

Guest predictably went down on a split vote at Bristol.

The atmosphere at Old Queen Street on May 31 was very different from

that of three months before. "Headquarters was enveloped in a profound

1. For analysis of the 1929 Flection, see Chris Cook in New Outlook,
April/May 1970. Figures taken from British Political" Facts 1900-1967.
(London 1968), p.142. Other sources show slight differences.

2. After the Election, Churchill petitioned Baldwin for a peerage for
his cousin. "Freddy ha3 supported us in every possibly way and has,
as you know, been execrably treated by Lloyd George." (Churchill to
Baldwin, 4 June 1929. Churchill papers C2/164). Guest, the same
day, publicly broke with Lloyd George in a bitter letter to
The Times.
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gloom, and all those who for so many months had worked so enthusiastically

and unstintingly were burdened by a weight of depression that could not

be cast off by any exaggerated effort of cheerfulness. Indeed nobody

made such an effort.""'" Lloyd George was rumoured from Wales to have

been "in a raging temper with all his domestic entourage, venting his
2

wrath on them for the failure of his tremendous campaign." But, if this

was true, by the time he got to London he had regained his characteristic

optimism, and he arrived to di3pel the gloom, "in excellent form,
3

cheerful and apparently care-free." "It would be silly," he admitted

at Euston, "to pretend that we have realized our expectations. We have

once more been tripped up by the triangle." But he was not publicly

discouraged. "No party has done so well as it expected ...... It looks

for the moment as if we shall hold the balance. That is a very

responsible position."^ While Baldwin considered whether to resign,

and KacDonald faced the probability of forming another minority Government,

Lloyd George looked forward confidently to exercising his balancing power

more effectively than Asquith had done in 1924.

1. Gordon West, op.cit. p.185.
2. Jones, op.cit. II, p.191.

3. Gordon West, op.cit. p.186.
4. Speech to reporters at Euston Station, 31 Kay 1929.
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"History", wrote J.L. Garvin to Lloyd George as soon as the General

Election result was clear, "will call this your victory" - on the

ground that he had broken up the publio apathy and "got the nation

moving again, if not in your way exactly, yet in a way running parallel

for some time." Garvin thought that Lloyd George could take the credit

for much of the Labour vote; assuming (probably correctly) that many

electors had voted Labour when it was really Liberal intervention!sm

rather than Socialism that they wanted, he (who particularly loathed

the balance of power strategy but longed for another coalition)

perversely interpreted the result as an acoession of renewed authority

to Lloyd George. "Rise above taotios in the eye of the world," he

urged. "Take up your role again - the only one worthy of you. Be

the man of the nation,

Few contemporaries agreed with Garvin, and history has not called

1929 Lloyd George's victory. Most less wishful observers on the

contrary, saw the failure of the Liberal Party to win back enough Labour

votes to break the triangle after such an effort as the end of the road

for the party and probably for its leader. Beatrice Webb, after noting

"the final oollapse of the Liberal Party," gave to her diary a candid

prediction of the future which, though a little ungenerous, would prove

in a couple of years to be substantially accurate:*

"For L.G, the future is blank. And yet he is too restlessly
ambitious and energetic to put up with a blank wall; he will
try to dodge round, under or over it. Futile scheming or stunt
speaking are not attractive in a rapidly ageing man and I doubt
whether the Liberal M.P.'s, now that he has led them to disaster,
will follow him; each one will go his own way - some of them,
before the end of this Parliament, will have gone definitely to
the Right or to the Left out of the Liberal Party."2

The Asquithian Liberals who had supported Lloyd George only formally

1. Garvin to Lloyd George, 3 Jtine 1929. (Lloyd George papers G/8/5/I8).
2. B. Webb diary, 1 June 1929# (K. Cole ed. p,19^)«
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and reluctantly during the Election were delighted to be able to

saddle him with failure. "The verdict of the country is final on

L.G. anyway," wrote Maclean to Gladstone.^" Runciman and Hopkin Morris

(M.P. for Cardigan) agreed that "the country has demonstrated its views
2

of L.G. in a way that cannot be mistaken." "L.G. was a millstone

round our necks," concluded Phillipps, wondering gleefully "what some

of our rank and file are thinking now that it is all over! With all

the money and the boosting and bragging, twelve extra Liberals have

been brought back to the new Housel"5 They could naturally have done

much better on their own. Margot Asquith commiserated with Baldwin on

his defeat, at which she was "profoundly sorry"j but found one

consolation in the result - "the British public was not taken in by Ll.G.

and his silly promises and pledges."*1"
Baldwin, badly shaken by his defeat (which he was inclined to blame

on the "unpatriotic action" of the Liberals in putting up so many

candidates),5 was assured of the same crumb of comfort from several other

sources. Irwin, from India, told him that "the standard you have given

to the British public has been responsible for their continued reluctance

to return to the Goat," going on to predict that "the meagre results

attained by that worthy after superhuman efforts of men and money [will]

seal the praotioal extinction of the Liberal Party as we have known it."^
And Philip Sassoon, who had been Lloyd George's Parliamentary Private

1. Maclean to Gladstone, 5 June 1929. (Gladstone papers 46474/211).
2. Hopkin Morris to Runoiman, 4 June 1929. (Runciman papers 224).
3. Phillipps to Gladstone, 5 June 1929. (Gladstone papers 46475/312-3).
4. Margot Asquith to Baldwin, 2 June 1929. (Baldwin papers Bk/36 221-2),
5. Tom Jones to Eirene Jones, 1 June 1929. in Jones, op.cit.II. p.l87j

see also Brldgeman to Baldwin, 12 June 1929. (Baldwin papers
DV36 188-90).

6. Irwin to Baldwin, 12 June 1929. (Ibid. E5/103 42).



36Q

Secretary in Coalition days wrote, "Ll.G. has really proved himself

to be a national disaster and calamity"; he urged Baldwin to meet

Parliament wso as to put on the Liberal shoulders the onus of putting

the Socialists in."'1' This was the first decision that had to be taken

after the Election. There was little serious doubt that MacDonald

would form another minority Labour Government. Had the Conservatives

remained the largest parly, as in 1923, Baldwin oould legitimately

have oontinued in office, bargaining with the Liberals for support.

But Baldwin could never have bargained with Lloyd George. "If the

Goat thinks I am going to work with him he is mistaken," he had told

Tom Jones in Marchj if it came to that, he would rather "hand over to
2

Neville" - not that Chamberlain would have been any readier to deal

with Lloyd George. As it was, however, the only question was whether

to wait to be defeated in the House of Commons or to resign immediately

and recommend the King to summon MacDonald, On Sunday June 2, Jones

went down to Chequers to help Baldwin make up his mind. He has left

a graphic account of the Prime Minister's deliberations.

Jones at first agreed with the advice that was flowing in to Baldwin

from his colleagues - Churchill, Austen Chamberlain, Bridgeman - and

junior ministers - Sassoon, Ormsby-Gore - that he should meet Parliament,

on the ground that he would thus force Lloyd George to show his hand

publioly. (Ormsby-Gore* s was an interesting letter, showing the spirit

of the Carlton Club still strong in the Tory Party:- "I am convinced

that the Conservative party is doomed if it enters into any arrangement

or bargains with Lloyd George and that our course is clear as in 1923*

Throw the onus of putting the Socialists in on to the liberals and let

1. Sassoon to Baldwin, 1 June 1929* (Ibid. Vk/% 20iL-5).
2. Jones, op.oit. I, p.174.
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us be a united opposition - united against either of the other parties -

and particularly against Lloyd George").^" Jones "arrived at 11.30 on

Sunday morning in favour of [Baldwin] meeting Parliament. We talked

it out in the study. I found him in a great state of nervous tension,

the L1.G, obsession weighing heavily upon his mind. Austen was in

favour of meeting Parliament; so was Winston. I said very little,

but he spoke with great rapidity - most unusual with him, and only

possible when roused by Ll.G. It was Ll.G. who had put the Socialists

into office, and it was Ll.G. who throughout the day dominated our

discussion. What would he do? As the day wore on I moved round to

the view that the P.M. ought to resign straight away. Duff [Baldwin's

private secretary] strongly held this opinion. What we all feared was

that Ll.G. might keep S.B. in office for a week or a month, and humiliate

him and his party in every conceivable way. S.B.'s own instinct was

to go out at once •••.•• I left about 5*0 p.m. for Cliveden and my last

words to S.B. were 'Trust to your own instinct, and don't listen to
2

aiy of us'".

Baldwin resigned two days later, rating the fear of being humiliated

by Lloyd George hi^ier than the possible advantage to be gained by letting

the Liberals be seen to install Socialism in offioe. He himself did not

fear a Labour Government. He agreed with Ormsby-Gore that the real

enemy was Lloyd George (or rather "Rothermere, Lloyd George, Beaverbrook

and Co.")^ Jones had often noted his "obsession with Lloyd George, most

notably on the occasion in November 1923 when Mrs. Baldwin had shown him

same photographs of the young Stanley wrestling with a goat. ^ Those old

1. Ormsby-Gore to Baldwin, 2 June 1929* (Baldwin papers Dli/36 218).
2. Jones, op.oit. p.192.
3. Onasby-Gore to Baldwin, 2 June 1929. (Loo.oit.)
4. See above, p.69.
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photographs had evidently acquired a satisfying significance for

Baldwin as a symbol of the task he had set himself in politics. From

the time of his unexpected triumph at the Carlton Club onwards, wrestling

with and defeating "the Goat" was the principal purpose of his political

existence. His faith in the absolute tightness of his struggle found

its justification in the tributes he received from such men as Grey and

H.A. Gwynne (the Editor of the Morning Post) for cleaning up public life

after the alleged corruption of Lloyd George, Grey wrote to him in

January 1929s-

"As long as you are at the head of a Government, it will stand for
what is honourable. The iron entered into my soul, when Ll.G.'s
Government after the war let down and corrupted public life at
home and destroyed our credit abroad. Ever since it has been a
relief to have public honour reestablished and you will always
stand for that."l

And Gwynne wrote in April:-

"The greatest thing you have done for England is to begin the job
of making politics clean. Given another five years of office I
believe you will succeed in making honest men of politicians.
L.G. has debauched politics, you are making them clean again."2

To Baldwin (unlike Churchill) the idea that he should ally with

Lloyd George to keep out MacDonald was inherently ridiculous. He must

for once have seen more sense in the suggestion of Margot Asquith:

"Ramsay", she wrote, "will do no harm, and you and he, in the name of

the King ......can come to an honourable and quite frank tinderstanding

without alluding to Ll.G. and Co."^ It took two years to achieve that,

but it is clear that Baldwin, by 1929, already regarded MacDonald as his

1. Grey to Baldwin, 5 January 1929. (Baldwin papers L2/164 79-82).
2. Gwynne to Baldwin, 5 April 1929. (Ibid. DA/36 111-15). Two other

passages in this letter give seme idea of the nature of Gwynne's
political creed: "Democraoy, though it may be of Hellenic origin,
is essentially an English institution, utterly unsuited to
foreigners and orientals ...... Yet if you are going to make
democracy a safe and honest thing, you must look out for the interest
of the people with at least as much care as Mussolini looks after the
interests of his."

3. Margot Asquith to Baldwin, 2 June 1929. (Baldwin papers DV36 221-2).



363

spiritual ally. In June Tom Jones and Lord Dawson of Penn (the royal

and Prime Ministerial doctor), comparing notes, agreed that "S.B. and

J.R.M. got on together because they both hate and fear Ll.G. He is

rarely for long out of their minds. The speeches they make, the times

they make them, especially when the House is sitting, are largely

determined in relation to the movements of Ll.G. known or guessed."'*'
Further evidence of Baldwin and MaoDonald's mutual appreciation in the

face of Lloyd George well before 1931 is oontained in the extraordinarily

friendly letters KacDonald as Prime Minister wrote to the Leader of the

Opposition. Back in 1924* MacDonald had written from Chequers

"I think it would be a nice and appropriate thing if there were
a good photograph of you here in the study. Personally I should
like veiy muoh to be reminded of you by your face looking at me ...

... Your predecessor is here [presumably that photograph of
Lloyd George, which made MaoDonald "see red",2 not a picture of
Bonar Law] and puts the devil into me and makes me feel anything
but proud of my job. It is not, I think, in violation of any of
the proper party enmities that you should help me to feel better."3

MacDonald must have got that photograph, for when he became Prime

Minister again in 1929 he asked Baldwin for another, this time for the

staircase at no. 10 Downing Street. ("There is a good one at Chequers

but the distribution of light and shade on your face might be improved"),^
A couple of weeks later he wrote to his supposed rival with another

happy idea: "You will remember we had a conversation about the Freedom

of Inverness ...... It would be a great pleasure to me if we were both
5

together on such an interesting occasion."

Lloyd George, who had received the freedoms of more cities than he

knew what to do with (the few dozen decorated caskets he actually collected

1. Jones, op.oit. II, p.190.
2. See above p.127.
3. MacDonald to Baldwin, 29 March 1924. (Baldwin papers L2/159 230).
4. MacDonald to Baldwin, 20 July 1929. (ibid. L2/l64 164).
5. MacDonald to Baldwin, 3 August 1929. (ibid. L2/l64 165).
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now take up most of the Lloyd George museum at Llanystumdwy) would

not have found such an occasion remotely interesting, except as an

opportunity for a speech, and certainly would not have bothered with

it two months after becoming Prime Minister. These trivialities with

whioh he concerned himself,1 and his desire to be on comradely terms

with Baldwin are a serious indication of MacDonald's approach to his

job. They do help to explain his extreme reluctance to come to any

arrangement with the Liberals between 1929 end 1931* They also lend

telling psychological colour to the old allegation that MacDonald was

at least looking for, if not exactly planning, a coalition with Baldwin

all along. One further story confirms Baldwin and MacDonald*s shared

view of the political battle. In March 1928 Beatrice Webb recorded

in her diary that told Sidney that as he and Baldwin were waiting

in the entranoe of Buckingham Palace (after the State dinner to the

Afghan ruler) for their motor cars, they saw standing at the top of the

stairs L.G., Winston and Birkenhead. "The future Coalition', the P.M.

drily remarked - and he said it as if he really thought it, and not as

a joke. J.R.K. agreed that that, if any, would be L.G.'s politioal

destiny. Those three like eaoh other * they are emphatioally 'birds
2

of a feather* l" So were Baldwin and MacDonald themselves, cuckoos of

a very different feather from the three eagles whan they were determined

to try to keep out of the nests of power.

1. Another triviality, dreamed up in May 1931, was his idea for a
library at no. 10 Downing Street whioh "beyond a collection of
Hansards and a few teohnioal and annual volumes ...... does not
possess a single standard work of English literature or book of
reference!" MacDonald invited all the surviving ex-Prime Ministers
and other elder statesmen to contribute a few volumes, circulating
for their guidance an eleven-page list of suggested titles. Lloyd
George's contempt for the idea may be indicated by the fact that
his copies of both the list and the letter are torn in half.
(MacDonald to Lloyd George, 11 May 1931. Lloyd George papers G/l3/Vl3).

2. B. Webb diary, 14 March 1928. (M. Cole ed. pp.164-5)•
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The two party leadera, then, between whom Lloyd George was left

holding the balance in 1929, were tacitly agreed on a straight transfer

of power from Tory to Labour that would give him no opportunity of

exerting any influence. Baldwin resigned on June 4, and KacDonald

announced the names of his new Government on June 8, assuming Liberal

acquiescence but taking no steps to secure it, putting on the Liberals

the burden of turning him out if they dared. They did not dare; they

were cornered, with no practioal choice. Lloyd George could only insist -

helplessly for the moment, and therefore perhaps rather too stridently -

that the Liberals did in the last resort hold the Government's life in

its hands, and lay down the conditions on which they would support it.

He had always sworn that there could be no repetition of 1924. "Every¬

thing turns," he wrote in a newspaper article summing up the election on

June 13, "on the extent to which the new Premier realizes that the life

of his Government depends on his averting Liberal hostility. The

Liberals will give him steady support on condition that his policy is

Liberal. Where Socialism departs from Liberal tradition and principle

Mr. Ramsay KaoDonald must give his programme a Liberal turn. In effect

his programme must coincide with that put forward by the Liberals at the

General Election." He saw no reason why it should not. He expressed

great hopes of Arthur Henderson a3 Foreign Secretary in field of peace

and disarmament, and also of Jimmy Thomas, who had been given the supreme

responsibility, as Lord Privy Seal, for the conquest of unemployment.

"Mr. J.H. Thomas does not lack intelligence or energy. He is in many

ways the astutest of all the socialist ministers. I am therefore

confidently expecting a 'move-on1 at last on this question There
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ia no need for delay and I do not believe there will be any."1 To

the firat meeting of the new Parliamentary Liberal Party he repeated

much the same message, congratulating the party on ita recovery of

influence, pleading for greater unity than had been ahown in the laat

Parliament ("In whichever lobby we deoide to vote, we muat go there

together ...... In union there ia not merely 8trength but life itaelf

for the Liberal Party"), and declaring provocatively that "the very-

hour the Miniatry decidea to become a Socialiat administration ita

career ends." He dwelt satirically on the prospect of "a Socialiat

Government engaged in strengthening and perpetuating the economic

system their party ia pledged to destroy," but promised Liberal help

for their efforts. "If they tackle their problem promptly, boldly,

energetically and wisely they will have no more hearty and steady

supporters than the members of the Liberal Party. We shall be prepared

to afford them every support in securing the necessary powers to avoid

delay and to overcome refractory and selfish interests." He did,

however, mention one concession the Liberals were determined to obtain

for themselves: reform of the electoral system. "We mean to use all

our power in the new Parliament to the utmost to insist upon a speedy

redress of this glaring wrong. You cannot trust the destinies of a

2
great nation to a three-card trick."

Inevitably, Lloyd George*s threatening tone antagonized Labour.

Beatrice Webb, whose other half had gone to the Dominions Office as

Lord Passfielc^ wrote disparagingly:-

"L.G. alone is bitter and insulting: he orders the Labour Government
to do what he knows they are about to do, and he tells them that
if they apply * socialistic theories* he will turn them out and they

1. Newspaper article, 13 June 1929#
2. Speech to the Parliamentary Liberal Party at the National Liberal

Club, 13 June 1929.
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will have to depend on 'Tory votes'. Seeing that the
programmes of all the three parties abound in 'the application
of socialistic theories', and that Tory votes are just as good
as Liberal votes, L.G,'a threats and taunts are silly ...... L.G.
is, I think, at the end of his tether and knows it. That accounts
for his undignified and obviously futile rage."!

The Liberal position did indeed depend on the doubtful assumption

that the Tories would automatically oppose the Government at every

opportunity. However, the "Tory votes" argument out both ways. Proa

Lloyd George's point of view Tory support for electoral reform, If he

could get it, would serve just as well as Government support. He there¬

fore set about sounding the Conservatives - acting, as usual, through

Churohill, whom he met discreetly on June 26, Churchill assured him

that the Tbrles would be fair and reasonable, would not combine with

Labour to do the Liberals down, but on the contrary "wd. be glad if a

way oould be found wh. wd. meet the Liberal grievance, without doing
2

injury to Conservative interests." Churohill reported his conversation

to Baldwin, but made it clear that he hoped for an arrangement with the
e

Liberals covering more than just electoral reform. "I am deeply impressed,"

he wrote, "with the critical character of the present situation. Eight

million Tories, eight million Labour, five million Liberals! Where will

these five millions go? If Gretton, Amery & Co. have their way and run

Protection, of if the anti-Liberal resentments of others have their way,

there can be only one result - very likely final for our lifetime, namely

a Lib-Lab block in seme form or another and a Conservative Right hopelessly

excluded from Power. If the oounsels which I offer, and for which I am

bound to struggle are followed, swift, certain and long-lasting victory

oan be achieved. We must recognise the oonditions of the new franchise;

1. B. iSebb diary, 9 June 1929. (K. Cole ed. p.199).
2. Churchill to Baldwin, 26 June 1929. (Baldwin papers L2/165 58).
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they are inexorable."1 Churchill, out of office, was beginning to

strain once more for an anti-Labour coalition.

Lloyd George was, as always, attracted by the coalition idea; but

he recognized that that door had for the moment been closed by Baldwin,

and until Churchill could open it he saw his only possible course of

action as being to support Labour, in the hope of forcing some action

on unemployment, and perhaps eventually achieving some arrangement with

MacDonald and Snowden. He had no need to put an embargo on socialism.

He quickly realized that his task was going to be to goad the Government

on, not hold it back. "They may", Garvin warned him, "lack after all
2

the pre-requisite bigness, pluck and decision," Early evidence that

this was so oame as soon as the new Parliament assembled, in the debate

on the Address. The King's Speech, on July 2, offered wide-ranging

enquiries into all aspects of industry (and into the electoral system)

but, at least in domestic affairs, no immediate plans. 7»hen Baldwin,

with unusual wit, paraphrased it as "My Ministers are going to think",

he drew from Labour members the retort that that was more than his

Government had ever done.^ Nevertheless the Speech confirmed that

Labour had not done its thinking in advance, as the party had claimed at

the election. The Government's laok of prepared schemes to deal with

unemployment was revealed the next day as a matter of policy. Thomas,

in his first speech to the House of Commons since his appointment,

announced that the Government was ready to give assistance to works under¬

taken by local authorities, but would initiate no national programme of

its own. The Lord Privy Seal's conception of his job was limited to the

production of bright ideas of little practicality and le3S relevance to

1. Churchill to Baldwin, 29 June 1929. (ibid. L2/164 36-7).
2. Garvin to Lloyd George, 29 June 1929. (Lloyd George papers, &/8/5/19).
3. Annual Register. 1929* p. 55.
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the scale of the problem, such as that railway sleepers could be made

of British steel instead of imported timber. Fundamentally the new

Government, now that it was in office, agreed with the old that the

reduction of unemployment must wait on the natural revival of trade,

and determined to concentrate its efforts on the improvement of benefits.^
Tom Jones had helped KacDonald and Snowden (who was again Chancellor

of the Exchequer) to draw up the King's Speech. When they reaohed the

section on unemployment, he recorded, "Snowden was very caustic. *1 can

see Ll.G. getting up and tearing all this to bits'". "These Ministers",

Jones commented, "like their predecessors, are apparently haunted by the
2

spectre of Ll.G., never absent from the Cabinet Room," Snowden was on

this occasion over-anxious - Lloyd George did not tear the Speech, or

Thomas, to bits (Jimmy Maxton, from the Labour Left, did that); but he

did express his disappointment with both, and continued to press and

harry Thomas relentlessly until Parliament rose again on July 26* mean-

3
while preaching patience to his supporters.

The Parliamentary Liberal Party was in very good heart. Maclean,

baok in the House for the first time since 1922 wa3 impressed with the

calibre of his colleagues, and discovered the corrupting effect of Lloyd

George's money to be less than he had imagined from the outside. "The

quality is excellent," he reported to Gladstone on 30 July, and it is

clear that although 80$ of them must have received assistance, in part

or in whole, from the Ll.G. Fund for the Election, very few of them

regard themselves as being in any way tied by any special obligation to

1. Thomas in the House of Commons, 3 July 1929* (H.C. Debs. Vol.229,
cols.91-110).

2. Jones, op.cit. II, p.196.
3. Lloyd George harrying Thomas, by speeches and questions, on

3, 16, 19 and 22 July 1929. (H.C. Debs. Vol.229, cola.96, 141-159,
Vol.230, cols.226, 297-308, 813-21, 1007-16); speech at a Reform
Club Dinner, 17 July 1929.
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the holder of the Fund ....•• There is enou^i material there to form

an effective Opposition not far short of the Irish Party - I will not

say in its best days, but certainly well up to the normal effectiveness

of that famous fighting body, and anyhow vastly superior to anything

that the Labour Party could turn out. Our Front Bench has intervened

with unvarying suocess - Walter Runciman particularly good on Free

Trade, Tudor Walters on Housing and Samuel at the top of his form ••....

Lloyd George has been, for him, very quiet, but effective - notably his

cross-examination of Jim Thomas was a work of art. No dissension of

any kind is yet apparent ...... The Party meetings are very well attended,

the discussion free, and suggestions put forward by the leader's freely

but respectfully criticised. More than once, Ll.G*.' s first proposal

has been so modified as to be almost reversed. I must say that his

chairmanship has been tactful, conciliatory and, thus far at any rate,

open and above board."1
Maclean's opinion of the Liberal Front Bench was confirmed by Garvin,

who wrote in the Observer that Lloyd George's lieutenants easily outshone
2

their Tory counterparts. His gratification, however, at finding that

Lloyd George was not the overbearing dictator he had expected was tempered

by the justified suspicion that he was "in much closer touch with Winston,

Worthington Evans and Robert Home than he is with any member of the

Government." Maclean expected Lloyd George sooner or later to split

the party by swinging Right - combining with the Tories to turn Labour

out.^ The Liberal Council, too, was still determined to force a show¬

down over the Fund: Gladstone wrote to Runciman that Lloyd George was

1. Maclean to Gladstone, 30 July 1929. (Gladstone papers 4647V'218-222).
2. Observer. 28 July 1929.
3. Maclean to Gladstone, 30 July 1929. (Gladstone papers 4647V218-222).
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weakened by his failure in the Election; he was becoming isolated as

his henchmen (Mond and Guest) peeled off to join the Tories; he could

now be obliged either to surrender his whole Fund or to take it elsewhere,^"
At the beginning of August, therefore, Grey met Reading and Samuel to

deliver an ultimatum: "If the headquarters continued to live on doles

from L.G., the Liberal Council would in the autumn issue a statement

reaffirming the need for its existence and restating its objection to

financial dependence on L.G." He subsequently modified this in one

direotion, allowing that if Lloyd George were to part with a considerable

proportion of his money the Council would keep silent; but he stated

uncompromisingly that'feven if L.G. parted with all his Fund, the Liberal
2

Council would not dissolve, as we had no confidence in L.G. as leader."

This latest attempt by the Asquithians to get their hands on

Lloyd George's treasure chest, however, was no more successful than earlier

ones; Lloyd George replied, through Reading, with the long and contradictory
3

vindication of the Fund already quoted, and there the matter rested until

the New Year - though in December 1929 Muir, as a loyal follower, tried to

persuade Lloyd George "to 'depersonalize* that part of the Fund which is

to be used for party purposes." He himself recognized that "there might

very well have been no Liberal Party ••••.. but for the Fund;" nevertheless

"The plain fact is that the vast majority of the party are
enthusiastic about your leadership; but at the same time they
are nervous and unhappy about the fund, because of the incessant
talk about it; they are determined neither to be nor to seem to
be what the malicious papers of the other parties represent them
as being. They know that these charges are false, but they hate
them none the less, and cannot endure to give any colour to them."4

Lloyd George, however, did not respond with any new proposals. Then, on

1. Gladstone memo, after talk with Runoiman, 12 July 1929. (Runoiman
papers 224).

2. Grey to Gladstone, 3 August 1929. (Gladstone papers 45992/159-61)•
3. See above, pp.258-9.
4. Muir to Lloyd George, 1 December 1929. (Lloyd George papers G/15/6/I6).
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14 January 1930, at the annual meeting of the Liberal Council, Grey

launched another frontal assault; but this too Lloyd George easily

turned aside in a speech to a Liberal Candidates Association Luncheon

a few days later, concluding a long survey of the political situation

with a conciliatory, indeed flattering, appeal to Grey not to wreok the

party when it was doing so well by reviving ancient quarrels, but

rather to "lend his great aid ...... in its hour of responsibility.

Lloyd George that day received a vote of confidence from "the overwhelming
2

majority" of the Parliamentary Party. He also received the congratulations

of^Clifford Sharp (Editor of the Hew Statesman, with an interesting

comparison of Grey with Asquith, whose mirid Sharp claimed to have known

particularly well. Grey, he thought, "would not be a factionist if he

were left alone": but he was driven by the fanatics, Phillipps ("a

faithful dog, trying to reflect the oharacter and wishes of his dead

master") and Geoffrey Howard.

"The Asquith of even 6 or 8 years ago would never have countenanced
suoh foolishness •••••• He would have said: 'Well, I'm out of it.
Let L.G. carry on. More power to his elbow'....... He was generous
and wise out of real large-mindedneas. His 'honourableness' did
not, as Gray's does, arise out of the limitations of his understanding.
My lord, he did understand things. I have never met another such
man. But his self-appointed exeoutors are poor stuff. They never
even grasped their idol's magnanimity. You know, if I ever want to
grasp all that that word 'magnanimity' means I think of Asquith."3

With that tribute to their leader, let the Asquithians fade from the picture.

a * * *

After its short opening session in the summer, the 1929 Parliament

1. Speech to a Candidates Association Luodv at the National Liberal
Club, 20 January 1930.

2. Annual Register 1930, p.2.
3. Clifford Sharp to Lloyd George, 23 January 1930. (Lloyd George papers

G/32/1/1).
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adjourned for three months and reassembled at the end of October.

During the recess the Government's leading Ministers spent much of their

time abroad. KacDonald paid a triumphal goodwill visit to the United

States, where the easy plaudits of the Americans enhanced his stature as

a world statesman and provided a month's weloome distraction from the

more thorny problems confronting the Government at home. Thomas, too,

temporarily evaded those problems by going to Canada for four weeks,

ostensibly in search of new openings for British exports and British

emigration; his curious boast that he was the first Cabinet Minister "to

have transformed himself into a commercial traveller,"'*' however, was

embarrassingly exposed by his failure to bring back any orders. Henderson,

meanwhile, as Foreign Secretary, was more legitimately and usefully occupied

at Geneva, and Snowden won great credit for himself and the Government by

making a stubborn stand for British interests at the Hague conference on

reparations, successfully resisting the reduction (envisaged in the Young

Plan) of the British proportion of German payments. Lloyd George took

the opportunity to go to Italy for a oouple of weeks in September, perhaps

anticipating that he should not this year be out of England over Christmas.

On his return he joined in the applause for Snowden, expressing in a speech

at Nottingham on October 4 his "unqualified, unconditional praise and

admiration" for the Chancellor's bluntness, after the "slushy servility
2

to French policy" of the Tories. He was less impressed try MacDonald's

tour, however, and contemptuous of Thomas's desertion of his post.^
Nevertheless he was worried by the Government's apparent suocess,

which contrasted with 1924. On October 16 he wrote a long letter to

Churchill on the political outlook. Churchill, who was in America, had

1. Skidelsky, op.oit. p.104.
2. Speech at Nottingham, 4 October 1929.
3. Newspaper article 21 October 1929, and speeches in the House of

Commons, 4 and 5 November 1929. (H.C. Debs. Vol.231, cols. 687-94
and 890—2).
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cabled a few days earlier: "Situatioh seems rather delicate. Should

be glad of advice."'1' Lloyd George's reply clearly indicated that he

was ready to cooperate again with Churohill if only a way could be found.

Labour soon might not need Liberal support. "If the Government were to

dissolve in the course of the next few weeks," he wrote, "they would

secure a substantial majority •••••• The Liberals would drop heavily, and

the Conservatives even more ...... There is an impression created mainly

by the Conservative and Liberal press that the Government have not only

done surprisingly well, but even brilliantly. No government has ever

had suoh a boost from its opponents ..•••• Snowden has had a more

enthusiastic acclaim for his action at the Hague than any Minister since

the days of Palmers ton. The evacuation of the Rhineland i3 regarded as

a triumph, and Ramsay's American tour has been magnified by Tory and

Liberal journals as if it had been the march of a victorious General,

All the papers say his visit has been 'an unqualified success.'' It is

idle to expect that the effect of all this advertisement will pass away.

This deluge of praise has undoubtedly swept away the prejudioe which

existed in the minds of a vast majority of the electors against a Labour

or Socialist Government as suoh. Extracts from the anti-Sooialiat press

will make devastating material for Labour leaflets when the Election comes.

It is no use disguising or minimising these facts for they have effected

a formidable transformation in political values - much of which will last."

"So far," Lloyd George went on, "the Government have not tackled the

domestic job, but it would be a mistake to expect an early collapse on the

home front. Jim Thomas up to date has been an acknowledged failure, and

neglect to tackle the problem of unemployment on the 3ort of bold lines

we had been led to expect from them, will undoubtedly do them harm, but

1. Churchill telegram to Lloyd George, 10 October 1929. (Churchill
papers C2/164).
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I cannot help thinking that when Parliament meets there will be a good

deal of gingering up, and the Government will be forced to undertake

something on a big scale," He must have been doubtful about this,

however, for he still expected that only a natural revival of trade

would bring the Government any credit on the domestic front. But he

feared they might go to the country before disillusionment set in,

seizing the opportunity offered by Conservative disunity over tariffs.

Beaverbrook was just launching his Empire Crusade.

"I am not sure what his object is, whether it is personal ambition
or personal revenge. I sometimes think that he means to step into
Joe Chamberlain's shoe3 as the great Empire binder. His food
taxes, if adopted by the Conservative Party will entail certain
defeat in the towns, especially in the seaside resorts, which you
have now. If we pick up these seats I should naturally not lament
the loss, but I have a feeling that many, if not most of them would
go Labour. The Tory and Liberal press have sucoeeded for the
time being in making Labour respectable and 3afe. It is for that
reason that I regretted the decision to put Labour in. The risk
was too great. But it is no use jobbing backwards.

The question is what is to be done now. In the absence of a
working understanding between Conservatives and Liberals, the
Socialists will be in for at least 7 years. They will take a year
or two now, then dissolve and secure a majority.

There is a great deal of matter for serious reflection and
frank discussion between those who do not believe in Trade Union
Government of this country, and I should be very glad of an
opportunity of interchanging views with you when you reach these
shores. There ought to be, at any rate, a common policy with
regard to the mines •••.••"1

Again one must ask, what is to be made of this? Whenever Lloyd

George appears to be on a leftward tack, there are always contrary

indications of him exploring to the right. The explanation lies partly,

as in 1926, in the dialectical nature of his mind - his liking for a

balance of forces - and partly in the perfectly legitimate calculation

of Liberal advantage. Lloyd George was not, and never could be, either

a Socialist or a Tory. He was as unhappy at the prospeot, which he now

envisaged, of a Labour majority as he had been previously with a Toiy

1. Lloyd George to Churchill, 16 October 1929. (Lloyd George papers
&/VV24).
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majority. Either squeezed out the influenoe of his own party which

he saw as both moderating and stimulating, the influenoe of vigorous

common sense. His attitude to Labour was a mixture of dislike of its

professed creed and soorn for its practical incompetence. His attitude

to the Tories was a mixture of loathing for their social pretensions

and respect for their sense of continuity. Within both parties -

indeed within all three - he drew a sharp distinction between those

individuals he thought constructive, competent and open-minded and those

he thought narrow, timid and reactionary; the former tended to be those

who had supported the energetic prosecution of the war and, in the case

of the Tories, those who had continued to support the Coalition after¬

wards. Thus when Lloyd George spoke of combijijjkg with the Tories, it

was not of all the Tories that he was thinking; still less was he

intending to embrace Toryism. He still, as in 1922, regarded those

Tories who had remained loyal to the Coalition - Austen Chamberlain,

Birkenhead, Home, Worthington-Evans and, above all, Churchill - as in

some sense Liberals, or at least progressive oentrists, quite distinot

from Baldwin, Neville Chamberlain, Hoare, Hogg and Amery.

Could he have drawn these men once again to his side, it would have

been on his own terms, to support an active polioy of national development.

He had often teased Churchill for his Marlborough blood and his rcoantio

vision of the past, calling him on one occasion "the only remaining
t

specimen of a real Tory"; yet Churchill1 a restless imagination did

not fit Lloyd George's idea of Toryism. He must have remembered how he

had fired Churchill with radical enthusiasm back in 1908 at the Board of

Trade, so that for a few years the condition of the unemployed and the

iniquity of the House of Lords were his burning causes. Now Churchill* s

1. Prances Stevenson diary, 17 January 1920. (A.J.P. Taylor ed. p.197)*
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evident impatience with Baldwin drew him again to Lloyd George,

despite his mockery of the Liberal road programme during the Election.

Might not the same transformation of his outlook again be achieved,

twenty years on? In talking to Churchill, Lloyd George was not

betraying his Liberal purposes. He and hi3 party were caught in the

same paradoxical double trap - between the ideological extremes of

Socialism and Toryism (at once dangerous and barren), to which Liberalism

offered a moderate alternative, and between the mutual sympathy and dull

complacency in office of Baldwin and MacDonald, to which Lloyd George

himself offered an alternative of energy and imagination. Supporting

a Labour Government was bitterly frustrating to Lloyd George: he had no

confidence that it would achieve (or even attempt) the sort of national

regeneration he oonsidered both necessary and possible; yet if it did do

well it would finally destroy his own party. Unless KacDonald would

agree to terms which gave the Liberals some guarantee of influence and

survival (which in October 1929 he would not) it was quite reasonable of

Lloyd George to wish to exploit the Tory dissensions by seeing if he oould

not win back to his centre grouping some of the former Coalitionists who

had supported him before and some of the progressive younger Tories who

shared his concern over unemployment.

An opportunity for fostering Coalitionist revolt against Baldwin

arose as soon as Parliament reassembled - on the question of India. On

Ootober 30 Lord Irwin, the Viceroy, after consultation over the summer

with KacDonald and the new Secretary of State, Wedgwood Benn, attempted to

appease rising nationalist discontent by an official declaration that the

ultimate goal of British policy in India was the granting of Dominion

status - a promise which was regarded by much Conservative and Liberal

opinion in England as either dangerously premature or, when the Government

insisted that no departure from the programme laid down in 1919 was
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intended, deliberately misleading. Baldwin was accused by the Imperial

wing of his party of having agreed privately to the declaration without

reference to his colleagues; he had in fact given his assent while on

holiday in France in September, but only on the understanding that the

members of the Simon Commission on Indian government also approved it,

which they did not, fearing that it would completely torpedo their forth¬

coming, more cautious, report. 'Alien Simon's opposition failed to deter

Irwin from making his statement, Baldwin formally joined in the oritioism

of his timing; but he did not disown his friend the Viceroy's pledge.*
He was determined to keep India out of the realm of partisan controversy.

In thus lining up with the Government against his own backbenchers, he

offered his opponents within the Tory party a new stick with which to

beat him. Sinoe Birkenhead and Churchill were the loudest voices

opposing Baldwin on this issue, it was automatically assumed in the Baldwin

camp that Lloyd George was in collusion with them. In faot, India was

too Die-Hard an issue for Lloyd George, and he did not pursue it.

Lloyd George took his opposition to the Irwin Declaration, not from

the Tories, Die-Hard or Coalitionist, but quite naturally from his Liberal

oolleagues with knowledge of the subjeot - Reading, Irwin's predecessor as

Viceroy, whom he had appointed in 1921, and Simon, to whose work in India

he attached high importance. ("The Simon Commission", he had written,
2"will ever be a towering landmark in the history of the East." ) In his

only speech attacking the declaration, in the House of Commons on November 7»

he merely argued that it should not have been made before the Simon Report

was published, and urged Benn to make it clear that Britain was not

offering Dominion status in the immediate future; India was still too

1. For the story of the Irwin Declaration see the Earl of Birkenhead,
Halifax, pp.268-76, and Middlemas & Barnes, op.oit. pp. 537-44.

2. Newspaper article, 14 February 1928.
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backward for early self-government, her people mainly illiterate,

lacking in politioal tradition, and too diverse in race, language and

religion."*" He was always somewhat conservative over India (compared,

for instance, with his views on China); and he always felt that Empire
2

was a trust to be administered firmly; but he never associated himself

with Churchill's extreme Imperialism, even after 1931 when they were both

cut off from their parties and might easily have come together. In

October 1929» in the letter to Churchill on the politioal situation

already quoted, there is no mention of India as a possible subject for

cooperation, though Lloyd George certainly knew that it was about to

emerge as an issue: Irwin had briefed him (with Reading) on October 8.^
Churchill may have welcomed - indeed seems to have loudly applauded -

Lloyd George's support on India, but he must have realised that it was

not on such a platform that Lloyd George hoped to re-establish his centre

coalition.

It was in fact only the apprehensions of Baldwin's supporters

themselves which built up the idea of a Lloyd George/Churchill/birkenhead

plot over India in 1929* Irwin reported to Baldwin after his meeting

with Lloyd George and Reading that he found "the Goat in his naughtiest

mood, evidently looking forward to trying to make trouble and to attract

our Die-Hards to his Imperial flag"^ - as if Lloyd George would have talked

so irresponsibly to one Viceroy in the presence of another, if he had been

planning to make mischief! Irwin could not believe that Lloyd George

could ever be sincere. Then Davidson's long letter to Irwin of November 9>

1. Speech in the House of Commons, 7 November 1929. (H.C. Debs. Vol.231,
cola.1313-23).

2. See for instanoe, his newspaper article of 7 April 1930: "The British
people have no intention of dropping the reins of Empire because some
of the steeds are restless. This generation at least means to cling
to its Imperial chariot and drive it right through."

3. Irwin to Baldwin, 8 Ootober 1929. (Baldwin papers E5/103 109).
4. Ibid.
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telling how Baldwin foiled the Coalitionist plot on the 7th, is

grotesque, revealing more about Davidson's paranoia than it does about

Lloyd George.1 Davidson first recounted how "those in our Party who

regard SB as an ineffective, supine Leader, and whose sympathies are

clearly Coalition in character, decided to use the India situation to

get rid of him once and for all ...... aided by the Daily Express, the

Daily Mail and Lloyd George." He then briefly desoribed the speeches of

Reading and Birkenhead in the House of Lords and the proceedings in the

Commons - speeches by Baldwin, Lloyd George, Benn and Simon, after which

KacDonald attempted to close the debate. Then, Davidson continued:-

"The situation for a few minutes became most critical for our Party
and for India.

Winston had 3at through SB'3 speech glowering and unhappy; he
had sat forward during the 'Goat's' speech cheering every misohievous
passage in it. When Tom Kennedy asked leave to withdraw the Motion
for the Adjournment Austen, Worthy [Worthington-Evans], Winston and
about one-third of our Party were quite prepared to divide against it,
as were some of the Liberals. Fortunately Stanley nodded assent,
and Algy Fitzroy [the Speaker] accepted the Motion without a division,
and the House took it.

It is a really desperate thought, my dear Edward, that our Party
contains so many perfect fools. For days it has been obvious that
that arch-tactician, the 'Goat', was setting a trap which would have
resulted, if we had walked into it, in complete disaster to the Party.
He had wanted to put down a Motion of Censure on the Government, but
Stanley put his foot down and said that under no circumstances would
he have a discussion on India founded on a Vote of Censure. The 'Goat'
had made his speech Yfithout any reference to India [i] but solely in
order to get in a right and left. With his right barrel he hoped
to wing the Socialist Government, and with his left to kill SB and
split the Tory Parly. If there had been a Division - and as I say
it was touch and go - ...... it would have meant that SB and probably
two-thirds of the Party would have been brigaded with the Socialists
in the one Lobby, and the 'Gnat' and his old colleagues in the
Coalition, and the Diehards and all SB's personal enemies have trooped
into the other. And the fools never saw it, and even some of our

1. It should be remembered that one of the main reasons, according to his
own account, for Davidson's appointment by Baldwin to be Chairman of
the Tory Parly was that ,rhaving [as Bonar Law's private secretary]
lived next to Lloyd George in Downing Street for a number of years,
and actually having acted for six months as his private secretary
during the war, I was probably better acquainted with his character
and his performance than anyone else." (R.R. James, Memoirs of a
Conservative, p.263).
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leaders like Neville hadn't twigged the situation."!

The Indian 'crisis* on November 7 was a storm in a tea-oup;

whatever the hopes of Churchill and Birkenhead, Lloyd George's conduct

was not nearly so wicked or so calculating as his enemies imagined. His

main preoccupation continued to be unemployment. In the few days that

elapsed between Irwin's declaration and the Commons' debate, he made two

important speeches in the House on questions remote from India, and

unlikely to appeal to Churchill. In the first, on November 4, he

castigated Thomas for his failure to grasp the nettle; his employment

proposals were "timid, pusillanimous and unintelligent," not at all what

the voters had been led to expect; he had produced no programme that

would provide work for the coming winter, and unemployment was actually

going up; Thomas (the former railwaymen's leader) was "suffering from the

railway obsession", with all his little schemes - "I want him to get off

1, Davidson to Irwin. 9 November 1929. (Davidson papers; R.R. James
op.olt. pp.308-10).
The extent of Davidson's paranoia over Lloyd George's malign influenoe
is nowhere better revealed than in a letter written to Joynson-Hicks
the year before, when it was rumoured that Reading might be appointed
Chairman of the Royal Commission on the Police:-

"It is unbelievable that any suoh appointment could even be in
contemplation unless the enemy are really within our camp. After
his compatriot Herbert Samuel's performance as Chairman of the
Coal Commission, the red light has been burning so vividly that
no-one can have failed to have seen it ...•••

Reading of all people, the creature of Lloyd George; the
man who, to my own personal knowledge, has been in the closest
possible touoh with him up to two days ago; who has been, and
for some time may still be the Chairman of the Daily Chroniole;
whose report will be written by Lloyd George to an even greater
extent to that mischievous fellow Samuel's."

(Davidson to Joynson-Hicks, 19 July 1928, [Baldwin papers L2/163, 94**5])
The Royal Commission was in fact chaired by Lee of Fareham - another
old Lloyd Georgian, but not now so closely identified with him, and
not a Jew.
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his engine and just look at the whole problem."'*' The following day,

in a speech congratulating the Government on healing the diplomatic

breach with Russia forced by Joynson-Hioks in 1927, he slipped in another

dart at Thomas; pouring his usual scorn on the threat of Communist

infiltration in Britain, he warned that enduring unemployment was a

greater danger: "From the point of view of the propagation of Communism,

I am les3 afraid of the success of Stalin than of the failure of the Lord

Privy Seal,"2
In a powerful newspaper article in December, Lloyd George once again

recited the dismal reoord of a decade's unemployment - its persistence,

its cost, both in doles and in social demoralization, and its oauses: the

loss of export markets and the country's refusal to adapt to new conditiona,

"With British reluctance to recognize defeat in any sector", he wrote, in

a characteristic war analogy that seemed to equate the failure of

successive Governments in the field of unemployment with the stubborn

blundering of the generals at Passchendaele, "we have taken a long time to

make up our minds that we cannot hope to recover our markets in certain

lines of goods. We hold Ypres Salients in trade as in war, when they

produce nothing but losses," Recovery would depend on the development of

new industries, which would take time; but in the meanwhile he pleaded

for a united national effort to take the unemployed off the dole, quoting

as an example of what could be done Mussolini'3 successful draining of the

Pontine Marshes, "Whilst political parties and persons stand on their

little dignity and decline to cooperate, the mischief is eating into the

vitals of the nation. Let us sink our petty vanities, suspicions and

1.

2.

Speech in the House of Commons, 4 November 1929*

Speeoh in the House of Commons, 5 November 1929*

(H.C.Debs. Vol.231,
cols,687-94)•

(Ibid.. ools.913-8).
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rancours for a while, and save Britain from this corroding canker."'*'
A means of forcing the Government to cooperate presented itself

the same week: the Government published its Coal Mines Bill, a olumsily

patched-up compromise between what the Labour Party was pledged to do for

the miners - restore the seven-hour day - and what the coal-owners, whom

the miners knew, since 1926, they could not defeat by strike action, were

prepared to accept. Lloyd George had already, in October, had a whiff of

what wa3 being planned, as he had told Churchill when suggesting joint

action

"I have had some information that they [the Government] mean to get
out of their difficulties with the aid of the coal-owners by putting
up the price in the home market in order to subsidize our export
trade. That is the worst and most disastrous form of subsidy, and
would harm our industry, but it would enable them to satisfy the
coal-owners whose profits will thus be greater, and the miners by
reducing their hours of labour, and perhaps then slightly increasing
their wages."2

This was precisely the format of the Bills to compensate the owners

for the reduotion of the working day to seven and a half hours, a cartel

was to be set up whereby production quotas were allocated to each pit and

prices fixed, to avoid competition between collieries. There wa3 no

mention of the nationalization of the mineral royalties, nor of the

compulsory amalgamation of uneconomic pits, both of which measures had

been recommended by the Samuel Report and by Lloyd George* s Coal and Power,

and would have been assured of Liberal support in the House of Commons.

The Liberals were not impressedj not only were their own remedies

for the mines omitted, they objected to the quota system as quasi-

protectionist, likely to bolster up the inefficient pits and raise the
3

cost of coal for the rest of industry. However they did not want to

1. Newspaper article, 16 December 1929*
2. Lloyd George to Churchill, 16 October 1929. (Lloyd George papers

GAA/24).
3. See Samuel in She House of Commons, 17 December 1929. (H.C.Debs.

Vol.233, cols.1293-1311).
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defeat the Government and risk precipitating an election; they decided

to seek certain amendments to the Bill, particularly to give the

Government power to enforce amalgamations, a3 the price of their support.

The Government appeared amenable; before the Second Reading (held only

two days after the First, on December 19 - Tom Jones thought Labour's

slogan had become "Socialism before Christmas") it was made known that
2

"substantial concessions" would be made to the Liberal point of view.

Lloyd George, however, overplayed his hand: instead of making a mild

speech to which the Government could make an accomodating reply, he

launched, in Maclean's words, "a brilliant, uncompromising, provocative

attack."^
"It is an incredibly bad Bill. It is really an incredible Bill at
all for the Labour Government to have introduced. It contains,
in my judgement, the worst features of Socialism and individualism
without the redeeming features of either. It is State interference
without State protection. It has all the greed of individualism
without any of the stimulus of competition ...... [It] is a complete
surrender to one interest ••.... without regard to the general
interest of the community."4

"Although the questions were with consummate skill mixed up in it,"

Maclean told Gladstone, "the general result when he sat down was to create

a deep division between the Liberal and Labour parties. Ramsay MaoDonald

refused to allow the agreed reply to be given on the ground that no

Government oould afford to submit itself to such obvious humiliation. I

must say I sympathised with him, as a lively scorpion had been tendered

by L.G. in place of the olive branch." In the absence of the agreed

1. Jones to Burgon Bickersteth, 23 Deoember 1929, in Jones op.oit. II, p.229.
2. Annual Register. 1929, p.113.
3. Maclean to Gladstone, 22 December 1929. (Gladstone papers 46474/339-34).
4. Speech in the House of Commons, 19 December 1929. (H.C.Debs. Vol.233,

cols.1672-89).
5. Maolean to Gladstone, 22 December 1929. (loc.oit.)
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reply, Lloyd George took mo3t of the Liberals into the lobby against

the Government; but the party 3plit for the first time since the election.

Maclean, Runciman, Ernest Simon, Leif Jones and a couple more abstained,

and Geoffrey Mander and Sir William Edge voted with the Government, which

survived by 281 votes to 273.

Whether Lloyd George actually intended to administer a defeat to the

Government, risking the consequences, it is difficult to say; he was

probably content to have given it a fright. (He told Lord Beauchamp

that he wanted no recriminations over the split vote^)1 Jules Menken

wrote to Philip Kerr that Lloyd George's speech was an "extremely clever

manoeuvre" to prevent the Government making concessions on the Second

Reading and so conserve the Liberals' bargaining strength for the Committee
2

Stage. Robert Skidelaky has suggested that Lloyd George's conduct on

this occasion confirmed Labour suspicion of the Liberals and helped to

block the formation of a "progressive alliance."^ Yet he himself admits

that the immediate effect of this flexing of Liber®! muscles was to make

the Government more, rather than less, anxious to compromise on the Coal

Bill; and within six months it was ready to concede some element of

cooperation on unemployment. Suspicion undoubtedly remained, but

generally Lloyd George's relations with Labour grew better from the end

of 1929» not worse.

He spent most of the Christmas recess working out, with Clement Davies,

Liberal amendments to the Coal Bill and negotiating with Willie Graham,

President of the Board of Trade, for their acceptance by the Government.

Walter Elliot, who had hoped to talk to him about African development*

told Sir Edward Grigg on Leoember 29 that Lloyd George was "up to the

1. Lloyd George to Beauohamp, 3 January 1930. (Lloyd George papers
0/3/5/25).

2. Menken to Kerr, 14 January 1930. (Lothian papers 242/495).
3. Skidelsky, op.oit. pp.133-4.



386

neck in home affairs";^" and Lloyd George himself, most unusually,
2

apologized to his wife on January 3# 1950 for being so busy. The

principal feature the Liberals wanted to incorporate into the Bill was

machinery to promote amalgamations; in this they were successful. While

ready, in return for this, to support most of the rest of the Bill,

however, they still strongly objected to the quota arrangements; and

here the Government, stiffened by the Miners* Federation, would not yield.

On February 27, Lloyd George, in accordance with his policy announced on

January 20 of judging evezy question on its merits until the Government
3

offered a properly agreed programme, pressed the issue to a division:

the result was almost a replica of that of December 19. Mander and Edge

again voted with the Government, and were joined by Percy Harris and

Harxy Nathan; eight more Liberals (the same group as before) abstained;

and the Government escaped defeat by 280 votes to 271.

The debate wa3 memorable for a bitter attaok on Lloyd George by the

newly-elected young M.P. for Ebbw Vale, Aneurin Bevan. Replying to the

Liberal criticism that the Government's quota scheme would increase the

price of coal, Bevan retorted passionately: "It is better to have slightly

dearer coal than cheaper colliers •••••. You cannot get from the already

dzy veins of the miners new blood to revivify the industry. Their Veins

are shrunken white and we are asking you" - he was now addressing himself

directly to Lloyd George - Mto be, for once, decent to the miners - not to

pay lip service ...... not to say that you are very sorry for the low level

of wages and for the conditions of famine which have existed in the mining

1. Elliot to Grigg, 29 December 1929. (Grigg papers).
2. Lloyd George to Dame Margaret Lloyd George, 3 January 1930, in

Morgan (ed.) op.oit. p.210.
3. Speech to a Liberal Candidates Association Ltujch at the National

Liberal Club, 20 January 1930.
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districts since the War, and then use all your Parliamentary skill, all

your rhetoric, in an act of pure demagogy, to expose the mining community

of this country to another few years of misery,

Frank Owen, who was in the House, has described how Lloyd George

sat opposite Bevan during this speech, "listening intently, crossing and

recrossing his legs," visibly disconcerted at being thus confronted with
2

"the ghost of his own angry youth," He rose to reply as soon as Bevan

sat down: "I am sorry," he began humbly, amid interruptions, to have

fallen foul of a young countryman of mine, for whom I have a great deal

of admiration," He regretted, "as an old Parliamentarian" - forgetting

his own outrageous allegations against Joseph Chamberlain thirty years

before - Sevan's imputation of mean motives to his opponents: "We are

all doing our very best, according to our lights," That said, however,

he went on, unrepentent, to reaffirm his opposition to the quota clause,

pointing out that "it is not so easy as my young friend imagines." Not

only coal was affected; the costs of every industry in the country would

be increased by limiting output. Every M.P., he concluded, would have to

justify himself to his constituents if he supported such a measure.^
The twelve Liberals who, by their votes or their failure to vote,

assisted the passage of the measure certainly had to justify themselves at

a party meeting a few days later. They were a mixed bunch, drawn from

both left and rl^ht of the party: Maclean, Runoiman, Harris and Leif Jones

represented the Asquithian old guard; Mander, Nathan and Ernest Simon were

radicals who would eventually join Labour; Edge was a big businessman and

an old Coalition crony of Lloyd George. Their common refusal to defeat

1. Bevan in the House of Commons, 27 February 1930. (H,C.Debs. Vol.235*
cols. 2462-8).

2. Owen, op.olt. p.715.
3. Speech in the House of Commons, 27 February 1930. (ll.C.Debs. Vol.235*

cols. 2/469-8O) •
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the Government on the Coal Bill was motivated partly by devotion to

Free Trade, threatened again by the Tories but safe so long as Snowden

was at the Treasury, partly by the feeling that the Bill marked at least

a step in the direction of industrial compromise, and partly by the simple
1

desire to avoid a crisis and a possible election. Their action, however,

was resented by their oolleagues, who attached the greatest importance

to the party's unanimity in the House. Muir, as Chairman of the party

Organization Committee, wrote rather bitterly in a newsletter to the

constituencies: "Only one of these gentlemen indicated the line of action

he intended to take at the Party Meeting, at which it was agreed, with
2

only one dissentient, to oppose the quota,"

At the post-mortem on March 4, however, the rebels must have stuck

to their guns; for it was Lloyd George who ohanged his taok. Re-elected

leader with only one dissenter (Hopkin Morris), he made the preservation

of unity his first priority and took Runciman and Maolean into the Shadow
3

Cabinet a3 a gesture of appeasement. A few days later, on March 10, he

revealed a new tenderness towards the Government; opening a debate on

unemployment in which he had been expected to launch another broadside at

Thomas - Liberal headquarters had deliberately aroused that expectation -

he was instead unusually understanding of the Lord Privy Seal's difficulties

and strangely muted in his criticism,^ It may be that he was simply not

feeling well, for he immediately retired to bed for a week; but the

general impression that he had revised his attitude to the Government was

confirmed when he returned, on March 18, to propose that the Liberals

1. See Trevor Wilson, op.cit. pp.357-8 J but also Maclean to Gladstone,
22 Deoember 1929. (Gladstone papers, 46474/229-34).

2. Lloyd George papers, G/15/6/23.
3. The Times. 5 March 1930; Annual Register 1930, p.13.
4. Speech in the House of Commons, 10 March 1930, (H.C.Debs. Vol.236,

cols.951-67); for the H.Q. statement and Lloyd George's illness,
see The Times. 10 and 11 March 1930.



589

should abstain in the remaining divisions on the Coal Bill - ostensibly

so as not to embarrass the Government during the Naval Disarmament

Conference then in progress. The party followed this advice so loyally

that when the Tories mischievously revived the quota question on April 1

no Liberal voted in either lobby; and on April 3 the Bill passed its

Third Reading by a majority of 35, with only one Liberal (Edge) supporting

it and three voting against#

The four-month passage of the Coal Bill througi the House of Commons

marked a watershed in the relations between Lloyd George and the Labour

Government. In the autumn of 1929 the Government had been secure and

confident# scornfully independent of the Liberals# concealing its domestic

incompetence behind a mask of spurious statesmanship; Lloyd George#

seeing little chance of bringing Labour to terms, was looking towards

Churchill. By the spring of 1950 - indeed earlier# by the turn of the

year - Labour's self-confidence had orumbled as its helplessness in the

face of rising unemployment was exposed# and Ministers wilted under the

pressure of the Liberals' superior Parliamentary skills. Samuel, Ernest

Brown and Hore-Belisha# Sinclair# Nathan and Kingsley Griffith were among

those especially oommended by non-Liberal papers for their performance#

apart from Lloyd George himself, for whom there was a sudden chorus of press

praise. "Mr. Lloyd George", declared the normally grudging Times on

December 23# "has been so effective in debate as to inspire in some

observers the belief that he may recapture his former dominating position
2

in British politics." Others felt he had already recaptured it: "The

strongest single force in the House of Commons," wrote 'Scrutator'

1, Speech in the House of Commons, 20 March 1950. (H.C.Debs. Vol.236,
cols.2178-81; The Tlme3. 19 March 1950; Annual Register 1950, p.14.
The Times. 23 December 1929, (mentioning also Samuel, Brown, and
Hore-Belisha).
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categorically in the Sunday Times, by sheer force of personality and

geniu3 in debate, is undoubtedly Mr, Lloyd George.""*" Garvin, in the

Observer, noting "the astonishing decline in the prestige of the

Government, and the continuous and meteoric rise in that of Mr. Lloyd George,"

gave his conclusions, as usual, a Coalition twist:-

"The position he occupies at the head of an attenuated and disunited
political group is one of unexampled doubt and difficulty. But
few would be bold enough to claim that the return of the old Lloyd
George, exhibiting once more the driving force, the constructive
vision, the courage and the Parliamentary flair associated with such
historic triumphs, can be wholly without significance."2

The Nation, however, saw more clearly the way things were going.

After condemning at length the Government's weakness over unemployment -

"Their policy is a grotesque failure" - and the Coal Bill - "If the

Government had not been so scared of working with the Liberals they might

easily have produced a more drastic Bill which, as is now clear, would

have pleased their own followers much better than the timorous concoction

that came of a rather abject effort to bribe the owners to shorten the

miners' day" - it concluded:-

"By common consent these last few weeks have witnessed the renewed
ascendancy of Mr. Lloyd George in the House of Commons. There wa3
a time when the Labour benches thought it good sport to treat him
with derision and contempt. That time has gone by. T/hen he
3peaks now he compels a hearing, and it is increasingly a sympathetic
hearing, for it is dawning on Labour members that the Liberal veteran
is more democratic in many ways than their own Cabinet. This was
emphatioally the case in the debates on the Coal Bill, when
Mr. Lloyd George, in his consummate performance on the Second Reading,
said what many Labour men would have said if their courage had been
greater than "their party loyalty. Reading or listening to that
speech was like following a solo by some virtuoso playing his
instrument with perfect ease and precision The fact is, of
course, that with the doubtful exception of Mr. Churchill, there is
no-one now in the House to touch him for all-round efficiency at the
job of debating."3

By the beginning of 1930 the Government was coming to feel that it

needed, after all, some arrangement to protect it from Lloyd George'3

1. Sunday Times, 29 December 1929.

2* Observer, 29 December 1929, (mentioning also Sinclair, Nathan and Griffith),
Nation. 28 December 1929.
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damaging criticism if it was to survive in office. At the same time,

though the Daily Herald continued to assert that Labour was being prevented

from pursuing vigorous policies by Liberal obstruction,^ the sense of

growing impatience on the baok benches was beginning to find expression

in calls for the Government to modify its line of proud independence.

On January 12, for instance, the M.P. for South Nottingham, Holford Knight,

told his constituents that the Government's prospects were being

sacrificed to the personal squabbles of elderly politicians, and declared

that it was foolish of Labour to alienate valuable Radical support by
2

"niggling backchat about Mr. Lloyd George." Similarly the New Statesman.

on January 25, called on MacDonald to recognize the facts of the three-

party situation, stop indulging his personal dislike of Lloyd George, and

accept the necessity of working with him. ^ When, precisely, these

pressures began to bear fruit it is impossible to establish; but there

appear to have been some contacts between Lloyd George and KacDonald in

February which indicate that Lloyd George may have obtained some assurance

from the Labour leader in return for the Liberals dropping their opposition

to the Coal Bill in March. On February 20, in a letter to his wife in

which he remarked that "Politics are in a more queer state than they have

been in my day. Never seen such a mix up", Lloyd George mentioned that

"Tonight I meet the great Ramsay at dinner!" adding ironically, "Am I not

proud man?"**" This meeting may have had no political significance; two

weeks later, however, Garvin - an odd go-between - reported to Lloyd George

1. e.g. Daily Herald, 27 January 1930.
2. Speeoh at Nottingham, 12 January 1930.
5. New Statesman. 25 January 1930. Even Bevan's outburst can be read

as an appeal for Lloyd George to help, instead of harassing, the
Government.

4. Lloyd George to Dame Margaret Lloyd George, 20 February 1930, in
Morgan (ed.) op.cit. p.210.
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that MaoDonald was complaining about hia intriguing with Labour people

behind his back but was ready to meet him to work out a "two years

compact on terras of reasonable consultation pending electoral reform,""*"
This meeting, if it ever took place, went unrecorded, but the next

month Arthur Henderson wrote to Herbert Samuel to arrange a furtive

rendezvous with Lloyd George to discuss electoral reform. (Could this

have been behind MacDonald's back?) "I could see you both at the

Metropole as suggested," Henderson wrote. "I would prefer to meet at

the House the following week as I am convinced that publicity is calculated

to defeat the object we have in view, and we could not meet anywhere in

London during the Parliamentary reoess without some publicity resulting ....

Why should [Lloyd George] not have a talk with Snowden in the meantime
2

and then let us meet when the House opens."

Lloyd George and Snowden may be presumed to have been on good terms

at this time, since only two days before Lloyd George had given a most

cordial welcome to the Chancellor's Budget, devoting his speech to attacking

not Snowden but his predecessor, Churchill. Snowden, he said, "is paying

the gambling debts of his predecessor, for the honour of the House, and it

is rather hard, and I think a little discreditable, that he should be

taunted for "that by the gambler."'* Lloyd George and Snowden - indeed the

Liberal and Labour parties - were being thrown together by the strenuous

efforts of Beaverbrook and Rdthermere to commit the Tory party once again

to full-blooded Protection. Lloyd George* s devotion to Free Trade was

often questioned by those Liberals to whom it was more a religion than a

policy; but his conviction that it was the soundest economic policy for

1. Garvin to Lloyd George, 5 March 1930. (Lloyd George papers G/8/5/23).
2. Henderson to Samuel, 18 April 1930. (Samuel papers A 73/5)*
3. Speech in the House of Commons, 16 April 1930. (H.C.Debs. Vol 237»

cols.2937-45).
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Britain never wavered, and he made it a major plank in his platform

over the next year. In January 1930, urged by Muir to dispel a rumour

that he was flitting with Beavervrook's "crusade", he did so unequivocally,

trenchantly exposing the flaws in the Empire Party* s vision and concluding

soorafully: "If we want to get out of our present difficulties we must

stir ourselves and coaicezttrate upon the reorganization of the country and,

above all, stick to realities and drop fantasies."1 In May he again

powerfully rebutted Protection in a speeoh at the Free Trade Hall,
2

Manchester, and in an article mocked Baldwin's craven submission to

"journalistic diotation." (Baldwin did not rout his tormentors with his

"prerogative of the harlot through the ages" speech until Maroh 1931; in

1930 he was 3till trying to decide where Lloyd George fitted in to the

Press Lords' plot, as he assumed, despite Lloyd George's speeches, that

he must.^ In his artiole, Lloyd George publicly admitted that Labour and

the Liberals were drawing together: "The fact that the Socialist Government

are shunning sooialist ideas in their legislation," he wrote, "makes the

rapprochment all the easier. The growing readiness of the Government to

consider sympathetically a measure of electoral reform which will ensure

for the Liberal Party representation in Parliament more proportionate to

the number of its adherents in the country, is another element which

promotes greater friendliness between these two parties."^"
This was too optimistio. Maybe Lloyd George spoke too soon,

presumed too much or seemed to be trying to commit the Government before

it was ready. For if KacLonald had been blowing warm, he now blew

1. Muir to Lloyd George, 14 January 1930. (Lloyd George papers &/15/6/19);
speech in the House of Commons, 29 January 1930. (HtC.Debs. Vol.234,

cols. 1030—63).
2. Speech at the Free Trade Hall, Manchester, 20 May 1930.
3. See Baldwin to John Buchan, "What is your reading of the Beaverbrook-

Rothermere game? And tinder which thimble is the pea, or in other
words Ll.G." (Quoted, without date, in Middlemas & Barnes, op.cit.p.558).

4. Newspaper artiole, 5 May 1930.
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3uddenly cold. On Kay 21 the negotiations between the two leaders over

eleotoral reform broke down. 'Hie Liberals insisted that they must have

a full system of Proportional Representation - Muir, having made a special

3tudy of the subject had "come to the conclusion that the outlook for the

Party is hopeless unless we get P.R."1 KacDonald, however, would only

offer the Alternative Vote which Lloyd George, on the basis of Muir's

calculation, rejected. It was said that MacDonald himself was in favour
2

of P.R., but that he could not have got his party to have accepted it.

Yet he could induce his party to accept almost anything, and there was no

lack of support for a proportional system among his senior colleagues:

Snowden was in favour,^ Thomas was actually a Vioe-President of the

Proportional Representation Society, and Parmoor was Chaiiman.^ Six
5

years earlier MacDonald too had written in favour; but after the 1929

Election, thinking no doubt that Labour had made certain of the second

place in the re-established two-party system, he had changed his tune and

declared P.R. "impracticable".^ He may have wavered again in 1930, but

it wa3 probably his personal decision, alarmed by Lloyd George's blandish¬

ments, to close the door in the Liberals* faoea. (The Labour Party should

be grateful to MacDonald for this one thing at least, that he did not

surrender for the short-term security of his Government the long-term

advantage that the party would derive from the continuation of an electoral

1. Muir to Samuel, 8 May 1930. (Samuel papers A 73/lO),
2. Annual Register. 1930, p.49.
3. Viscount Snowden, An Autobiography. (London 1934), Vol.11, pp.885-9)*
4. See a P.R. Society letter-head, in the Grigg papers.

5. MaoDonald, Socialism: Critical and Constructive. (London 1924) p.245.
6. Manchester Guardian. 4 June 1929. (Quoted in Snowden, op.cit. p.886).
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system of whioh he had admitted the injustice.) The Parliamentary

Conference on Electoral Reform, set up the previous November under the

chairmanship of Lord Ullswater, also encountered deliberate Labour

obstruction - the Tory members voted with the Liberals that if any change

were to be made it should include the adoption of P.R., but the Labour

representatives would hear nothing but the Alternative Vote, which the

Tories vetoed, and the Conference broke up in July without agreement.*
Compensation for this rebuff, however, was immediately offered the

Liberals in another area. The unemployment issue was coming to a crisis.

After a year of Labour government the number of the workless, far from

falling, had nearly doubled and was about to pass 2,000,000. While

no-one held the Government responsible for the increase, it had clearly

failed totally to attack the problem that had faced it when it took office.

In particular, Thomas had failed disastrously. Perhaps he was given little

chance. Working from the office of the Lord Privy Seal without the

resources of an established department behind him, he had no special

authority to co-ordinate and compel the many other Ministries concerned -

Trade, Transport, Labour, and above all the Treasury. It takes the

inspiration of a Lloyd George or a Beaverbrook (and then perhaps only in

1. Ullawater to MacDonald, 17 July 1930. (Liberal Magazine. August 1930);
see also Snowden, op.cit. p.886.

It may be argued that the Liberals only discovered the need for
Proportional Representation when they had become the minority party
which would benefit from it, and that since they only supported it
out of self-interest, Labour was entitled to oppose it on the same
principle. In faot it was only since the rise of Labour and the
eclipse of the Liberals that the old system had become unfair. Before
1914, when Labour had been growing up, it had received every
encouragement from the Liberals who reserved some of their winnable
seats for what they regarded as their Trade Union wing. Liberal did
not fight Labour until 1918; only then, when the three-cornered fight
became the rule, did P.R. become the only equitable method of
reflecting the will of the electorate in the House of Commons. At the
end of the war, Liberals and Labour supported P.R. equally: Labour
support declined only as it ceased to suit the party'3 interest.
It is true, of course, that Lloyd George took no interest in P.R. when
he was in a position to do something about it.
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war) to create a dynamic department out of nothing; Thomas's boozy

bonhomie was not enough. Even had he been given the tools, however, it

is doubtful whether he could have done the job, for he lacked the 3heer

intellectual grasp to understand the problem: he was, a3 Sir Oswald Mosley

ha3 cruelly demonstrated, "completely out of his depth."1 By May 1930

thi3 was embarrassingly obvious to all, and he was lapsing pathetically
2

into embittered and lachrymose alcoholism.

Kosley, meanwhile, who had been incongruously harne33ed with George

Lansbury and Tom Johnston as one of Thomas's juniors, had produced with

the help of his civil servants, of Keynes, and of his two colleagues (who

were equally impatient at their chief's incompetence) a daring memorandum

comprising his own proposals for curing unemployment and restoring the

national economy. His short-term plans approximately duplicated those

of the Liberals' we Can Conquer Unemplo.yment - an intensive programme of

public works, initiated by the central government and financed by loans;

his long-term policy, however, included protective tariffs to "insulate"

the home market from "the electric shocks of present world conditions."^
Mosley presented this memorandum to the Cabinet in January 1930; it was

rejected, on the advice of Snowden and the Treasury, in May. On May 20

Mosley resigned from the Government in disgust, taking a good deal of
L

sympathy in the Parliamentary Labour Party with him.

In this emergency the Government needed to make a fresh start on

unemployment; at least it needed to give that impression. Thomas,

accordingly, was removed to the safety of the Dominions Office, and

KacDonald himself formally took over his responsibility'^ More unusually,

1. Sir Oswald ilosley, 2y Life. (London 1968), p.231.
2. See Jones op.oit. II, p.260.
3. Mosley in the House of Commons, 28 Kay 1930. (H.C.Debs. Vol.239#

col.1355).
K. See Skidelsky, op.cit. pp.183-9.
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he also attempted to draw the critical teeth of the opposition parties

by inviting their cooperation. When Johnston, casting around for

salvation on May 20, had suggested: "Cannot we rope in Conservatives

and Liberals into the administration? Put Lloyd George in a Council of

State for agriculture. Put it on a non-party basis like [the] Public

Aooounts Committee," MacDonald had replied: "At this crisis they will

not come."'1' Nevertheless he had already asked them the day before,

reviving his favourite idea, first advanced after the Election, that the

parties in Parliament should regard themselves "more as a Council of State
2

and leas as arrayed regiments facing each other in battle." He proposed

that the Government should take the opposition leaders into it3 confidence,

and provide them with information in the hope that, from the pooling of

ideas, agreed policies on unemployment and on agrioulture might emerge

3
which the Government would then be allowed to carry out. It was typical

of MacDonald that he should approach both Baldwin and Lloyd George, rather

than simply seek an arrangement with the Liberals; but he cannot seriously

have expected Baldwin, hard-pressed as he was by the protectionists in his

party,,to have agreed thus to sustain a Government pledged to Free Trade.

On the other hand Lloyd George, who had been urging cooperation for the

past year, could not refuse. He responded to KacDonald*s advanoe on May 28

by refraining from making capital out of Mo3ley'3 devastating resignation

speech in the Commons, Speaking immediately after Mo3ley, he took a mixed

vinrefhia proposals, which were "good in parts. Some of them I found quite

palatable;; there were others which were a little high." The whole he

dubbed "an injudicious mixture of Karl Marx and Lord Rothermere." He

1. Jones, loo.oit.
2. MaoDonald in the House of Commons, 3 July 1929# (H.C.Debs. Vol.229,

cols.64-5).
3. KacDonald's latter of May 19 is not in the Lloyd George papers.

MaoDonald described hi3 offer in the House of Commons on 18 June 1930,
(II.C.Debs. Vol.240, col.431).
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endorsed. Mosley's plea for an urgent national effort on unemployment

and had some sport by recalling Snowden's disparaging view of the

Liberal plan - "It is a good programme so far as it goes ...... There is

not an item in it which is not in the policy of the Labour Party"; but

he professed pleasure that the Prime Minister was now taking the matter

personally in hand and pledged continued Liberal support if only the

Government would geta move on and fulfil its own promises, (The party

unanimously abstained on the vote of censure on Thomas forced by the

Conservatives at the end of the debate). He reminded the House of the

Prime Minister's suggestion (made before the election) of an all-party

unemployment committee on the analogy of the Committee of Imperial Defence,

and clearly indicated his willingness to serve on such a body if definitely

invited."1" This gave an opportunity to Churchill, speaking later in the

debate, to offer MacDonald an ironically friendly warning

"I should be very careful, if I were he, before I invited the Right
Honourable Member for Caernarvon Borou^is to come over and take
charge of the Labour Government. I am 3ure that once he was there,
with his great knowledge, his immense drive and his grip of every
aspect of the administrative maohinery of Government, the best course
thereafter for the Prime Minister to adopt would be to make a bargain
that he should be permitted to go and sit among the Liberal party,
and no doubt he would find himself quite happy. "2

MaoDonald oannot have relished having his private ni^itmare quite so

vividly and publicly described. He was only too well aware that if he

gave Lloyd George too muoh rope he might easily hang the Government. Over

lunch on June 3 Philip Kerr suggested to Hankey that "in two or three months,

when he has got possession of all the official information," Lloyd George
3

might be "in a very strong position to launoh forth on his own," No

doubt Hankey was too discreet to repeat this conversation to MaoDonald, but

1. Speech in the House of Commons, 28 May 1930. (H.C.Deba. Vol.239,
cols. 1372-87).

2. Ghurchill in the House of Commons, 28 May 1930. (ibid, cols.1^20-29).
3. Jones, op.cit. II, p.262.
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the thought must have occurred to him anyway when Lloyd George insisted,

as the terms fbr his cooperation, that he should have full access to all

papers and to Government experts.^- Nevertheless the Cabinet agreed, on

2
June 4, to send him a formal invitation, which he formally accepted a

fortnight later.^ The stage now seemed set for a real effort to 'oonquer

unemployment* on Liberal lines; for not only was Lloyd George himself to

be brought into consultation - several of his fowner advisers, the authors

of the • Yellow Book' and Can Lloyd George Do It?, had already been drawn

into the Government machine. Back in February the Government had finally

yielded to the suggestion, first made by Beveridge in 1923 and repeated in

the 'Yellow Book', that the Cabinet should be served by some sort of

economic "General Staff", and had established an Economic Advisory Council.

Hubert Henderson was on its permanent staff, and Keynes and Stamp among

its members. (Layton, too, had been a party to the talks preoeding its

formation).^ Thus the experts to whom Lloyd George demanded access were

his own experts of scarcely a year before: the Summer School Liberals

appeared to have penetrated the Government.

The effect, however, was disappointing. For one thing, the Economic

Advisory Council was a large and unwieldy body on which the possible

influence of Keynes and Henderson was outweighed by the usual ballast of

representative businessmen, Trade Unionists and civil servants - a company

so composed as to ensure that no agreed policy could ever emerge. It was

a talking-shop, not a "think-tank": the incomparable Low realised its

uselessness the day of its first meeting - his cartoon for 17 February

showed a double-decker busload of top-hatted gentlemen arriving at Downing

1. Ibid.; Lloyd George interview in the Daily Herald. 17 June 1930.
2. Jones, op.cit. II, p.263.
3. Lloyd George to KacDonald, 18 June 1930, published in The Times.

2 July 1930.
b» Tom Jones's diary from 28 November 1929 gives a full account of the

genesis of the E.A.C. (Jones, op.pit. II, pp.218-228, 244-51)•
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Street while the constable on duty told an enquiring member of the

public: "' Aven't you 'eard? The Government1 s about to get an idea.'

Secondly, by the time Lloyd George was invited into the Government's

confidence, Keynes and Henderson had qualified their belief in public

works as a sufficient remedy for the worsening situation and had come to

favour the imposition of an import tariff, thus at the same time cutting

themselves off from Lloyd George and making their advice more than ever

2
unacceptable to Snowden. Tom Jones reckoned that Lloyd George's

accession was "a tribute to Snowden's influence," in that he would
3

"strengthen the free trade element." This is an illuminating remark.

Snowden, who had just demonstrated, at Mosley's expense, his still

inflexible opposition to big-spending schemes, clearly had no doubt that

he and the Treasury between them oould similarly override Lloyd George's

advocacy of such schemes; he weloomed Lloyd George as an ally in the

defence of Free Trade. This indicates how far events had moved on since

the 1929 Flection: the intractable million unemployed in the twenties whom

the Liberal plan aimed at putting back to work had been joined by another

million, thrown out of their jobs by the 'economic blizzard', the world

depression of the thirties, to combat which different measures were being

advanced. The need to protect the home market was becoming the central

i3sue of politics. Free Trade was under increasingly serious attack,

not merely from its habitual enemies in the Tory party but from new directions -

from its traditional defenders, the Liberal economists, and a growing number

of Liberal !*.P.'s who were coming, like Kosley, to see its assumptions as

1. evening standard. 17 February 1930, (printed in Jones, op.cit. II, p.242).
2. See Harrod, op.cit. pp.424-6, and Jones op.cit., pp.262-3.
3. Jones, loc.cit.
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untenable in a hostile eoonomio climate. We Can Conquer Unemployment

was beginning to look inadequate to the soale of the orlsis.

Lloyd George, however, remained a firm Free Trader. The rumours of

his "open mind" on the subject were the invention of those on the right

who hoped that he would somehow emerge as national saviour, and never

believed that he was inhibited by constant principles. An article in

John Bull gives the flavour of these hints

"That the [Liberal] Party will ever recover from the deadly blow he
dealt it in 1918 is doubtful. That he himself will never lead it
back to victory is certain.

But it does not follow that his own career has no more

surprises in store.
He has always fought for his own hand, and is most adroit when

the waters are most troubled.

They are troubled now, and likely to be still more troubled in
the future."1

Nevertheless Snowden was right. Despite extreme frustration,

provocation and disappointment, and at the cost of splitting his parly,

Lloyd George remained his ally. Faith in Free Trade, more than the

small hope of achieving effective action on unemployment, committed him

to the Labour Government for the second phase of its dismal life.

1. John Bull. 14 June 1930



CHAPTER TEN

THE SECOND LABOUR GOVERNMENT, II

1950-1931



402

Early in July 1930, Lloyd George sent a message of encouragement to

the Liberals of Clapham. "Never", he wrote, "was there more urgent

need for a strong and aggressive Liberal Party, The present Socialist

Government has shown hitherto a deplorable weakness in its handling of

the national problem of Unemployment while the Conservatives, rent with

internal dissensions on politics and personalities, are accordingly

committed to a plan which, under the title of Elmpire Free Trade, is

calculated to disrupt the Empire, to bring disaster upon our international

commerce, and to raise the price of food throughout the land. Liberalism

alone provides a bulwark against the futility and folly of these parties,

and has need of all its resources to maintain the best interests of the

country."^"
The oheer-leader*s rhetoric is conventional enough, but the message

does usefully set out Lloyd George's view of the political situation and

the priorities by which his course over the next twelve months would be

determined. In partioular it demonstrates his judgement that the folly

of the Tories was worse than the futility of Labour, and his decision

that it was better to shore up the Government in the hope of inspiring it

to positive aotion than to let Baldwin back into office with the negative

policy of protection.

At a Liberal garden party at his London home in Addison Road a few

days earlier he had given notice of his new direction by making one of

his most personal attacks on Baldwin, It was not unprovoked, Baldwin,

speaking of Rothermere*s threat to run Empire Party candidates against

the Tories, had declared with unnecessary venom: "The Lloyd George
2

oandidates at the last election smelt: these will stink," Lloyd George

1. Message to Clapham Liberals, 11 July 1930, (Lloyd George papers
g/32/1/20).

2. Baldwin speech at the Caxton Hall, London, 24 June 1930,
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in reply loftily deplored the Tory leader's gratuitous vulgarity and

remarked with equal childishness that he was not surprised that Baldwin

enjoyed the company of pigsl He went on, more seriously, not only to

defend the honour of his party but to assail Baldwin's "morbid self-

complacency" which led him to abuse anyone who got in his way. "There

is no man in public life who is less entitled to arrogate to himself

these airs of superiority than Kr. Baldwin." Thou^i all statesmen had

their failures, some also had successes to their credit; Baldwin,

Lloyd George again declared, had none. His only two personal achievements,

the 1923 American Debt settlement and the 1925 coal subsidy, had both

proved very expensive to the nation. He again jeered at Baldwin's

revived enthusiasm for Protection 3ince 1929: why had he done nothing

to implement it before, if he thought it was the answer to unemployment?

"Fickle, inert, resourceless" was his final summary of his character, with

the shrewd qualification - "except when his own personal position is

challenged." As to the issue of the moment, KacDonald's offer to the

opposition leaders to cooperate with the Government on unemployment, he

disingenuously contrasted the Liberals' readiness to help with the Tories'

refusal, which he put down to Baldwin's characteristically "selfish and

partisan attitude towards the King's Government."1
Having himself accepted MacDonald's invitation, Lloyd George had to

select two colleagues to accompany him in his discussions with the

Government. He caused some surprise by going beyond the Parliamentary

Party to two of the authors of the 'Yellow Book': Seebohm Rowntree,
2

whom he recalled from a Swiss holiday as "the only man who could help me" -

a reasonable choice, since he was probably the man in the whole country

1. Speech at a Liberal Garden Party at Addison Road, London, 28 June 1930.
2. Lloyd George to Lydia Rowntree, 8 June 1930. (Quoted in Briggs,

op.cit. p.210).
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who had studied the unemployment problem most closely - and his old

adviser Philip Ken? (who had just reluctantly inherited his cousin's

title and become the eleventh Marquess of Lothian), Tom Jones commented

(too optimistically, overestimating the role MacDonald would allow Lloyd

George): "At thi3 rate we shall soon be back in the garden at No,10 with

a Kindergarten"^" - a reference to Lloyd George's war-time "kitchen cabinet",

of which Kerr had been a key member. During June, Lloyd George, Rowntree

and the new Marquess met together at Churt with other experts, principally

Sir Arthur Salter, to consider their advice to the Government, Rowntree

still favoured large scale public works as "the only way to tackle the
2

problem," Salter emphasized the longer-term need for industry to

modernize itself with the much more active assistance of the banks, on

3
the continental model, Lothian, in a letter to Lloyd George on May 29,

argued for both approaches in the context of a whole new programme which

should bring the 'Yellow Book' up to datej-

"It is evident that a politioAl crash is maturing for the autumn and
that the country will follow any party or group whioh really has an
effective plan for dealing with the situation.

It is obvious too, I think, that the public works programme by
itself is now insufficient to deal with a tidal wave. We have got
to try and show what is the way out, however long and difficult it
may be.

My own view is that if we are to grapple with the situation we
shall have to have a programme which is both national, Imperial and
international."4

In addition to national development and measures to promote and assist

the rationalization of industry, therefore, Lothian urged Imperial develop¬

ment and an international conference to try to combat the depression

within a framework of free trade; more important, he al30 resurrected

1. Jones, op.cit. II, p.263.
2. Rowntree to a friend, 8 May 1930. (Quoted in Briggs, op.cit. p.209).
3. See Skidelsky, op.oit. pp.221-2.
4. Lothian to Lloyd George, 29 May 1930. (Lothian papers 250/486),
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Lloyd George's land policy and placed more emphasis than previously on

one of the oldest Liberal principles of them all, retrenchment - the need

for economy in Government spending. This appears contradictory. In

fact it was no denial of their belief in a big spending programme, but

merely politic, for the Summer School Liberals to make some concession to

the clamant orthodoxy that considered "eoonomy" essential to restore

business confidence. The 'Yellow Book' itself had devoted some pages to

the desirability of reducing expenditure in 3uch areas a3 defence,"1" The

memorandum which Lloyd George and his two colleagues eventually submitted

to the Government embodying their revised policy for unemployment (which

largely followed Lothian's recommendations) included an eloquent statement

of the consistency of their attitude

"It must pay the community better, in one way or another, to have its
citizens engaged on useful work in regenerating agriculture and in
equipping the nation to maintain its competitive industrial position
in the world, than to have them deteriorating in idleness; the
expenditure which will bring this about is wise investment, and wise
investment is true economy. There is nothing inconsistent in cutting
down unnecessary and unproductive co3ts and simultaneously spending
freely in new equipment. It is the practice of all successful
enterprise."2

The disoussions with the Government, once joined, however, went badly.

Meetings with a variety of departmental Ministers, accompanied by their

civil servants, only confirmed Lloyd George's impression that they had no

grip on the problem. "They have not yet taken it seriously," he wrote

to Prances Stevenson in the middle of August. "Ramsay goes off to

Oberammergau without settling anything and then makes off to Scotland."

He meanwhile remained in Wales, where he had gone for his annual visit to

1. Britain's Industrial Future, pp.426-8.
2. 'Memorandum on the Liberal Proposals on Unemployment and Agriculture;

Summer 1930. (Lloyd George papers G/l3/3/l.)
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the national Eisteddfod. A few days later he wrote again: "I travel

to London Sunday night. Conference Monday (quite futile oeremony but
1

necessary)." At that meeting, with Vernon Hartshorn, the new Lord Privy

Seal, and Herbert Morrison, the Minister of Transport, the attempts of

Lloyd George, Lothian and Rowntree to instil some sense of urgency into

the Government's road programme were thwarted as usual by official insistence

on the difficulties involved, and ended in an unresolved argument about how

long it took to survey a mile of road. The two sides were simply at cross-

purposes. Hartshorn reported to MacLonald that Lloyd George's tone was

"distinctly truculent ...... T formed the impression that he was determined

to misunderstand and to find a ground for breaking off negotiations, so as

to be free to demonstrate in the House of Commons." MacDonald replied that

he expected no better of Lloyd George, but did not see why Rowntree and

Lothian should not be more helpful, and determined characteristically "to
2

try to come across one or the other privately when I get to Town."

Lloyd George, however, - who knew only too well the uselessness of

"demonstrating in the House of Commons" and would have much preferred to

get on with the job in Whitehall if allowed to - put his case to KaoDonald

a couple of days later in a long and detailed letter protesting at the

Government's failure to keep the Liberals informed, as promised^of its

plans, and indeed at its failure to produce any adequate plans to deal with

unemployment and agriculture. "I cannot believe", he wrote, "that this is

what the Government means by co-operation for dealing with the urgent

problems of agriculture. Up to the present I know no more about their

proposals than any other member of Parliament or the general public, and

have had no opportunity of discussing the problem with Ministers, thou^i

1. Lloyd George to Frances Stevenson, August 1920. (L.G.-F.L.S.
correspondence).

2. Correspondence from the MacLonald papers, quoted in Skidelsky,
op.cit. p.223.
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I have held myself in constant readiness with my colleagues to do so,"

The position over unemployment had been little better than over

agriculture: the Liberal representatives had received no more information

than the House of Commons, and their own detailed reports to the

Government on roads, drainage and other subjeots had apparently been

ignored. "As regards long-distance plans," Lloyd George complained,

"we have had no discussions at all," despite the "vast amount of common

ground" between the two parties. He wanted discussions, not with the

departmental Ministers, but with the most senior members of the Cabinet

to make cooperation a reality and agree on a programme. He particularly

charged that MacDonald'3 Government lacked "that driving energy •••...

which is essential in the emergency in which we stand." The lead must

come from the Prime Minister himself: "It is obvious that no such drive

1
is being applied at present."

These were 3trong words; and they had some temporary effect. A

few days later, on August 27, Lloyd George and his two colleagues had a

meeting with a group of Ministers which inoluded MaoDonald himself, Snowden

and Henderson; Lloyd George repeated his complaint that there had so far

been no real co-operation and MaoLonald agreed, promising better things
2

in the future. This meeting was attended by rumours in the press that

a coalition was about to be formed, on a protectionist programme, with
3

Lloyd George coming into the Government to replace Snowden. Beatrice

tVebb also formed the impression that Lloyd George was "working for a

quarrel with Snowden •••••• so as to be able to run his little party as more

advanoed than the Labour Front Bench," (which she conceded, so far as

1. Lloyd George to MacDonald, 22 August 1930. (Lloyd George papers
G/13/2/6).

2. Lothian memorandum, 27 August 1930. (Lothian papers 253/502).
3« e.g. The Times. 28 August 1930.
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Lloyd George himself wa3 concerned, to be probably true - "he would

have done more, wise or unwise").^" The only evidence, however, of

a rift between Lloyd George and Snowden was a Parliamentary rumpus in

July when Snowden had angered Lloyd George by refusing to accept a

Liberal amendment to the Finance Bill that proposed to exempt from income

tax profits which firms devoted to the re-equipment of plant; Lloyd

George unexpectedly forced the issue to a division, the Tories suddenly

appeared in the lobby in full strength and the Government escaped

defeat by only two votes, once again saved by Liberal defections. Lloyd

George, however, swore that he had not intended to defeat the Government,
2

and the affair was quite amicably patched up.

Snowden, in fact, was on Lloyd George's side on the outstanding

question that bedevilled Liberal-Labour relations in the late summer of

1930 - electoral reform. On September 19 he and MacDonald had an

important three-hour meeting with Lloyd George and Lothian (still Lloyd

George did not take Samuel as his right-hand colleague). Initially they

discussed unemployment and agriculture, as fruitlessly as ever; but then

Lloyd George raised the subject of a definite agreement between the

parties, proposing that if the Government, despite the failure of the

Ullswater Committee, would undertake to introduce a measure of electoral

reform, the Liberals would sustain it in office for at least as long as

was needed to carry the Bill through Parliament - for two years if it

was necessary to override the opposition of the House of Lords. On only

one issue did he foresee any difficulty in guaranteeing Liberal support,

and that was over the Government's intention of restoring to the Trade

Unions the automatic political levy which the Tory Act of 1927 had taken

1. B. Webb diary, 9 September 1930. (K. Cole ed. pp.251-2).
2. Annual Register. 1930, pp.59-60; Snowden op.cit. II, p.862-7.
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away; but "if 3uoh an understanding as he was suggesting could be

reached, he had no doubt that the Liberals would try to avoid the

defeat of the Government on this issue." If no agreement with Labour

proved possible, however, he indicated that the Tories too were "open

to bargain with him", and claimed that they would be prepared to give

the Liberals Proportional Representation in return for their help in

defeating the Government - though of course he would much prefer to
1

continue to co-operate with Labour.

The following week the Cabinet, though still for the moat part

opposed to Proportional Representation, bowed to this gentle blackmail

and agreed to examine further the possibility of conceding the Alternative
2

Vote. In October, the King's Speech at the beginning of the new session

of Parliament contained a promise to introduce an unspecified measure of

reform. At the same time the Government promised legislation on agri¬

culture, education, consumer protection, London Passenger Transport and

the taxation of land values. Yet on the central question of unemployment
3it could only express concern and announce a Royal Commission on Insurance.

There was no sign of any new or oo-ordinated attack on the eoonomic crisis.

Still less was there any mention of the proposal most forcibly put by the

Liberal memorandum of the summer - that the normal slow processes of what

Lloyd George, in a speech at Caernarvon, had called "the old inadequate

windmill 3et up by Simon de Montfort,',if should be temporarily suspended,

1. Snowden, op.pit.. pp.883-5.
2. Roskill, op.cit. Vol.2, pp.530-1; see also James Wilkie, "The Secret

Deal that Kept Labour in Office" in the Scotsman. 6 April 1974.

3. ii.C.Debs. Vol.22+4, cols.5-7> 28 Ootober 1930.
4. Speech at Caernarvon, 12 June 1930, at a ceremony to mark Lloyd

George's forty years in Parliament.
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in favour of an emergency programme. "The clumsy and dilatory methods

of normal parliamentary procedure," the Literals had declared, "are

obviously quite inapplicable to our present critical circumstances."

From their talks with the Government, Lloyd George, Lothian and Kowntree

concluded that "the main difficulty concerned not the principle of our

proposals but the execution of them. The governmental machine seemed

to be jogging along at a normal pace and to be incapable of removing or

surmounting the obstacles which invariably present themselves in the way

of vigorous and progressive action." The development of the telephone

3y3tem, for instance, one area in which enlightened national investment

could provide valuable employment, was "still being undertaken at the

speed normal to a bureaucratically controlled department." They there¬

fore solemnly recommended: -

"That an emergency session of Parliament shall be declared, and
emergency methods adopted for its conduct, whereby there may be
pressed through with the utmost despatch a special body of
extraordinary legislation that will give the Government the
necessary powers to meet the urgent call for action which comes
from the extraordinary growth of national unemployment and industrial
depression."1

No extraordinary legislation, however, was unveiled in the King's

Speech. It was an ordinary ragbag of proposals, some of them useful,

no doubt, but largely irrelevant to the deepening crisis. Labour members

were as disappointed as the Liberals, though the latter were freer to

express their impatience. Yet if the Liberals were free to oriticize,

they were not free to translate their criticism into votes; for the

half-promise of electoral reform, as well as their fear of provoking an

election which would probably reduce their own numbers and return a

protectionist Government, virtually obliged them to keep the Labour

1, 'Memorandum on the Liberal Proposals on Unemployment and Agriculture',
Summer 1930. (Lloyd George papers &/l3/3/l).
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Government in office. In the division at the end of the debate on

the Address, the bulk of the party refrained from supporting a Tory

amendment with which they broadly agreed, on the ground that Neville

Chamberlain's advocacy of it had included a call for tariffs; but

while the majority abstained, the usual small group of rebels was to be

found in each lobby. The five who voted with the Tories, led by Sir John

Simon and Sir Robert Hutchison (the Chief WhipI) marked the first really-

important 3plit in the party since the 1929 eleotion. In a published

letter to Lloyd George, Simon declared that the Government had been "a

complete failure", despite "all your well-meant efforts to help it to do

something effective"; he had no more confidence in it and intended in
2

future to vote accordinglyj "tactics must take care of themselves."
3

Hutchison resigned the office of Chief Whip, and was replaced in that

thankless position by an understandably reluctant Archibald Sinclair.

Simon and Hutchison's argument was a perfectly reasonable one, though

perhaps not quite so high-principled as Simon made out. It was becoming

veiy difficult for the Liberals to support with a clear conscience a

patently inadequate Government, Lloyd George's position was an

uncomfortably compromising one, reminiscent of Hilaire Belloc's injunction,

"Always keep a hold of Nur3e, For fear of finding something worse" - not

an inspiring cry for a party leader. Should one turn out a Government in

which one has little confidence, he a3ked hi3 son's constituents on

4
October 25, in order to replace it with one in which one has none? Once

again the lure of the balance of power was being shown up as a cruel

Annual Register. 1930, p.85.
2. Simon to Lloyd George, late October 1930. [Visoount Simon, Retrospect.

(London 1952) pp.163-4]
3. Hutchison to Lloyd George, 5 November 1930. (Lloyd George papers

G/lO/9/13).
4. Speech at Tenby, Pembrokeshire, 25 October 1930.
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deception. The Liberals, while they objected in principle to the

Tory remedy, had no quarrel with what the Government said it was going

to do about unemployment: they were merely frustrated that they did

not do it, or did not do it fast enough. "It is all a question," Lloyd

George told the party conference at Torquay, "of who drives the coach.

We propose to press for more expedition and determination."^ In one

area the Government earned Lloyd George's warm applause. In November

Dr. Addison, the new ! inister of Agriculture, introduced a Land Utilisation

Bill, giving the Government power to bring uncultivated land into

cultivation and to set up a large number of small holdings to attract

unemployed men back onto the land; Lloyd George described this Bill,

(shortly to be followed by an Agricultural Marketing Bill), as "a measure

after my own heart," and hoped that Addison's readiness to act so boldly
2

would help to revive the whole Government. It is not without signifioanoe

that Addison was, until he was ruthlessly sacrificed to Tory pressure, one

of Lloyd George's most trusted and energetic Ministers - at Munitions,

Reconstruction and Health - during, and for three years after, the war.

Lloyd George continued to hope, as he put it in Suffolk in September,

that the Government might not be "incurable". Yet he indicated in that

speech and in the Pembrokeshire one that he considered that the situation

called for men of sterner qualities than KacDonald and his colleagues.

",ve are not passing through, but into a crisis ...... When I contemplate

some of the men who have been entrusted by Parliament with the handling of

this gigantic task, I am filled with misgivings."^ He regarded the crisis

a3 moral as much as political, a crisis of leadership in which any

resolute action was better than none. "Whatever the Government undertake,"

1. Speech to the National Liberal Federation at Torquay, 17 October 1950.
2. Speech in the House of Commons, 18 November 1930. (H.C.Debs. Vol.245>

cols. 302^17).
3. Speech at Stowmarket, Suffolk, 20 September 1930.
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he said at Tenby, "let them undertake it boldly, like men who believe

in it. It is no use doing little things in a big situation. When you

have got a big emergenoy, you must have big remedies, applied with a

great spirit of enterprise, with daring, with all the qualities that

have made thi3 country great. If the Government do that, I do not care

what Government they are - Liberal, Conservative, Labour or what not -

I am for my country every time, and I stand up for it."''"
The implication was clear, and characteristic; that the necessary

qualities were not to be found on the front bench of any party alone, but

called for seme form of National Government drawn from the "big" men of

vision and vigour in all parties, including, presumably, himself. Thus

while he was publicly responsible as Liberal leader for keeping Labour in

office, he was privately holding informal conversations with all the old

rogue elephants and young lions in the political circus, to see if they

could not construct a dynamic alternative to MacDonald and Baldwin. On

the one hand Lloyd George had talks with Rothermere and Beaverbrook and

with Churchill, who in January 1931 resigned from the Conservative Front

Bench, specifically over India, but generally out of disillusion with

Baldwin: Birkenhead^just died (aged 58), or he would certainly have been
involved. On the other, he was in touch with Mosley and some of his

Labour supporters, including Aneurin Bevan, and a group of progressive

Conservatives of the war generation - Oliver,Stanley, Walter Elliot,

Brendan Bracken, Harold Macmillan and Robert Boothby. None of these

younger men had the political muscle in 1930-31 to break with their parties

and force a realignment around Lloyd George; but Hosley has written that

"If Lloyd George had been able to form an administration, I do not think

that any of the men who took part in these discussions would have refused

1. Speech at Tenby, Pembrokeshire, 25 October 1930.
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to serve#""1" And Tom Jone3 recorded the same impression in October 1950

when he met the young Tory group at Cliveden, all chafing at Baldwin's

leadership. "Mosley's courage admired," Jones noted, "but his personality

loathed by most of the company. The tide has turned very much in favour

of L.G. because of his incomparable executive power, and I think most of
2

this group would follow him if he could be got into the saddle again."

There wa3 no ready-made Coalition between the elephants and the lions,

however, for most of the latter abhorred Beaverbrook and Rothermere.^ Nor

is it easy to imagine what Lloyd George found to discuss with the Press

Lords, for he was still staunchly upholding Free Trade in his public speeches.

Probably they just indulged the old pleasure of deriding Baldwin. Mosley

has described his meetings with the "brilliant old men usually at

dinners given by L.G., but sometimes by Lord Rothermere, 'who was much

interested. L.G. on these occasions sparkled, revolved and coruscated

with his sensitive antennae feeling in all directions.Still, these

were only the "outs" he was impressing, those "effectively.exoluded by
„5

their mediocre contemporaries, who commanded the party machines." There

were others, less jaundiced in their view of the Establishment, or more

modest, who wanted to see Lloyd George brought back into office at the

side of one of the existing leaders. Sir Edward Grigg, for instance,

now returned from Kenya and resuming his endeavours of 1924-25, wrote to

Garvin in July 1930:-

"Good men must get together, as they did in the war, if the splendid
old fabric is to be saved, but how difficult cooperation seems.
I have never felt more clearly that the break-up of the Coalition

1. Kosley, op.oit.. p.277.
2. Jones, op.oit. II, p.275.
3. See Tom Jones' diary, 26 October 1930, and Jones to his daughter

Eirene, 3 ''arch 1930, in Jones op.oit. II, pp.274-5 and 24-7*
4^ Mosley, op.cit., p.277.
5. Ibid.
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in 1922 was a disaster of which we had not yet paid by any means
the whole price. The Ll.G, and Baldwin business in particular is
infuriatingly silly, but there seems to be no remedy for it."l

In November Grigg tried to ascertain Lloyd George's terms for cooperation

with the official Tories, but found him still contemptuous of too many of

the men who would oomprise a Baldwin Government to be prepared to turn

out Labour and destroy his own party to put them in; the terms he asked -

Proportional Representation, the inclusion of Liberals in the Government,

and a "free hand" on tariffs (no bread tax) - were high enough to prohibit
2

any further advances from the Tory side, Grigg wrote regretfully to

Lord Francis Scott in December:-

"There has been a great hardening on the Liberal side, owing I think
mainly to the fact that the Conservative leaders would not oonsider
any form of electoral reform Some sort of Liberal and Labour
understanding is developing rapidly,"3

Lloyd George's more active participation in a reshuffled Labour

Government was ever more widely canvassed, in papers of all persuasions.

The Ration, in an article recalling the consistency of his warnings and

policies since 1924, noted that all his plans "depend for their success

upon executive ability of a rare kind," and went on: "Probably the only

man who could carry them out properly is their author, and we seriously

suggest that he should be asked to do so. As Chairman of a Development

Committee, or a Heme Marketing Board, Mr, Lloyd George's peculiar gifts,

his driving force and his power of persuasion, would have full play and

would be of incalculable value to the community. The logical sequel to
4

consultation would thus be achieved."

The Daily Dispatoh suspected that Lloyd George was planning a "big coup"

1. Grigg to Garvin, 30 July 1930. (Grigg papers).
2. Grigg memorandum on a talk with Lloyd George, 11 November 1930. (ibicQ
3. Grigg to Lord Francis Scott, 19 December 1930. (ibid.)
4« Nation. 25 October 1930.
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by which KaoDonald and Snowden would be ousted and Henderson installed

as Prime Minister.1 In November, the Times of India chipped in with
2

the proposal that Lloyd George should become Chancellor of the Exchequer,

while by the turn of the year even the Labour paper New Leader was

predicting Lloyd George's eventual inclusion in the Government: "At

present Mr. Lloyd George is asking for a powerful Cabinet Minister who

will be specially responsible for Unemployment. We should not be surprised

if events developed so that he himself became that Cabinet Minister."^
Most of this speculation erred, however, in regarding Lloyd George

as an independent individual, who could be brought in to ginger up the

Government without the complication of forming a full-scale coalition

between the Labour and Liberal parlies. The same mistake was made by

the "reconstrustors" of the Right like Garvin, who kept on urging that if

only Lloyd George were willing "to lay down his leadership, to stand alone,

to speak right out at any oost he would soon become a far greater

national figure than he is now."^ They all underestimated Lloyd George's

attachment to his party: poor and divided though it was, it still provided

him with a working organisation and a reservoir of traditional allegiance,

as well as a parliamentary following. Romantic old friends like Herbert

Lewis mig£it tell him: "The young people are waiting for the call of
5

Arthur! I hate to think of you wasting your jewels on the party rut;"

1. Daily Dispatch. 17 November 1930.
2. Times of India. 14 November 1930.

3* New Leader. 2 January 1931•
4. Observer. 21 December 1930.

5. Herbert Lewis to Lloyd George, 7 January 1931.
(Lloyd George papers G/l2/l/17).
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and he might in his heart agree. But, temperamental coalitionist as

he was, Lloyd George had no intention of oasting off, like Mosley, into

the wilderness alone. He still valued the party whose leadership he

had fought so hard to attain. He wa3 still concerned that it make a

respectable showing at by-elections, even if it could not win them.^
He was beginning, in 1930, to see its survival as the means of foroing

the coalition that he thought must come. The Liberals, he told Grigg,

"were an essential element of any stable Government - both the others

would be dangerously extreme without it ...... It was no good the other
2

parties thinking they could knock [the Liberals] out. They couldn't."

But if he wa3 to keep the Liberals together as a fighting force,

Lloyd George had to treat his troops with due deference. In particular

he oould not afford to go too far ahead of them in making terms with the

Government. On December 5 he met the Liberal Candidates Association and

found the delegates strongly opposed to giving MaoDonald any long-term

guarantee of support. If the Government would not grant Proportional

Representation, they would prefer the party to retain its freedom to judge

every division on its merits; the Alternative Vote was not enough.

Lloyd George, arguing that it was worth aocepting the Alternative Vote as

a seoond-best, on the ground that it would at least serve to defeat

protection, ran into cries of dissent. He went on - changing his intended

tune? - to affirm that the Liberals must maintain the pressure on the

Government, even to the point of inflicting defeats - the only result in

the past had been to improve its Bills. But they should "give the

1. e.g. Lloyd George to Joseph Hunter, 9 August 1930, urging a "thorough
drive" at the Bromley by-eleotion in September. The Liberals
increased their poll at two by-elections in late 1930, at Shipley
and at Stepney, but generally they were doing consistently badly.

2. Grigg memorandum on a talk with Lloyd George, 11 November 1930.
(Grigg papers.)
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Government another chance ...... Ask Labour rank and file to help us

to lift Ministers out of their perambulators ...... Insist that Parliament

shall be a real Council of State." They should try to avoid landing the

oountry in either "the sleepy hollow of Baldwini3m or ...... the quagmire

of proteotion." He ended with a fine flight of party rhetoric

"What is the prospect of Liberalism? ...... I will tell you. The
prospect of Liberalism is a prospeot of enduring service of a high
order for the nation and for this generation. Office, power and
emoluments are not eveiything for a party ...... When the history
of these times comes to be written, it will be recorded that in
these days Liberalism stood between Britain and irretrievable blunder;
that, but for Liberalism, this great country would have been consigned
to the degradation of that most selfish and sordid aspect of
nationalism, which i3 represented by the haggling, grasping and clawing
of tariffs. That I think we should with wisdom be able to save the
nation from.

The influence of Liberalism is not merely restraining. It will
be recorded how, even in the days of its discomfiture, the Liberal
Party undertook the surveying and prospecting of the surest paths to
further progress; how it pointed these paths out to the nation and
encouraged the Government boldly to tread them. The influence of a
party with no selfish purpose is bound to grow as its mission becomes
clearer to itself as well as to others, and it will inevitably
attract to itself more and more of the beat minds and hearts of a

people, and thus become the foundation of its policy and real guide
of its destiny."

Appeals to the sanctity of Free Trade and the altruistic impulse of

Liberalism always went down well with the faithful; but Lloyd George had

to be on his feet again in a moment to reassure them more specifically:

"We have never engaged in any pact to keep [the Government] in for a single

month There i3 nothing at the moment that binds the hands of the

Parliamentary Party or ties them in any respect in any judgement which

they may take ...... There is no deal and no pact. I want to make that

quite clear, so that there shall be no misunderstanding about it."1
Did he protest too much? His protestations were accepted by the

party, which voted the following week to "maintain contact" with the

Government without entering into any "oompact", only Simon demanding

1. Speech to the Liberal Candidates Association at the National
Liberal Club, 5 December 1930.
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1
immediate withdrawal of support; but the Government lost no time in

bringing forward simultaneously its Trade Union Bill and an Electoral

Reform Bill containing the Alternative Vote, on the universal understanding

(Grigg's comment has already been quoted) that the latter would buy

Liberal acquiescence in the former. Maybe there was no definite pact;

but the suspicion remained that Lloyd George was seeking closer relations

with the Government than many of his oolleagues, though they approved his

general orientation, would willingly sanction. There was still great

strength in the idea, of which Asquith had been (at least since the war)

the embodiment, that the first priority of the eternal Liberal Party should

be to preserve its independence, even at the cost of possible achievement.

Lloyd George, living for the present and believing that parties existed

to serve the needs of action and not as ends in themselves, had never had

much use for this prim concept of politioal virtue. To him, virginity

merely denied -the prospect of fertility. If he could, to pursue the

analogy, bring the Liberal Party fruitfully to bed with Labour, he thought

the result would justify the loss of independence. He faced the problem,

however, at the end of 1930, that the party was reluotant to enter into

any relation more compromising than holding hands.

Not that there was much ardent courtship on the Labour side. But

KaoDonald's resistance to Lloyd George was weakening; as his Government's

position grew more and more hopeless, as unemployment ruse, the Insurance

Fund got further into debt and his left-wing supporters, - first Mosley

and then the I.L.P. - openly rebelled, the Liberals came to seem the only

lifeline. During January and February 1931 Lloyd George, with Lothian,

Rowntree, Sinclair and others, continued to press his advioe on the

1. Annual Register. 1930, p.107.
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Cabinet. Lloyd George'3 letters to Frances Stevenson give the

impression that the Prime Minister had lost his former proud suspicion

of Liberal aid. "R.M. is as near a broken man a3 I have ever seen in a

big job," he wrote on February 3.

"He looks tired, jaded, spiritless. The fizz is out of him. He
is no longer riding the clouds. He is like a man who has fallen
from the top of the Taj Mahal where he has been posing and
gesticulating for weeks. He hasn't a bone on his body.l It is
all pulp. His difficulties are almost overwhelming. He has to
faoe a realized deficit this year of £40,000,000 and an anticipated
deficit of £70,000,000 next year! I had no idea it was so bad.
His followers are troublesome ....•• Snowden is impossible ...... I
did my best to pump oxygen into this poor limp creature who i3 on
the point of a serious attaok of syncope which may involve us all
in disaster. I am preparing some statement for him today with the
help of Seebohm [Rowntree]."2

The next day his sympathy was failing.

"I am full of trying to hiring this oowardly Government up to the mark -
a hopeless task. Sisyphus is not in it with me. I am trying to
roll a melting, sloshing snowball up the hill. Seebohm saw Ramsay
this morning about his speech on unemployment next week and told me
it was like talking to a white rabbit. This ranting hero of the
Socialist hordes squealed with terror when he was invited to faoe
the financial weasels of the city. What leaders for a Revolution.
I told Seebohm that I meant to get up in the House to propose that
the Union Jack should be hauled down over Whitehall as long as this
Government was in and the White Flag hoisted. Poor Wallace [Rowntree's
secretary] is sweating away now at a sort of minimum speech for this
paralytic prophet of the new era - R.M."3

6

Lloyd George was actually a little more charitable than he had

threatened to be, when he spoke in the House the following week. By

that time the Government had given way to the Liberals on the two main

points of their programme. On February 11 Snowden agreed to appoint a

committee to recommend cuts in national expend!turej then on February 12

MacDonald agreed at long last to carry out, without quarrelling over their

parentage, the sort of national development schemes unanimously proposed

1. This was plagiarism: it was only seven days earlier that Churchill
had called MacDonald the "boneless wonder". (27 January 1931,
H.C.Debs. Vol.247, cols.1021-2).

2. Lloyd George to Franoes Stevenson, 3 February 1931. (L.G.-F.L.S.
correspondence).

3* Ibid. 4 February 1931.
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in 1928 by Labour and the Nation and the 'Yellow Book'. This apparent

surrender, however, was achieved only by blurring the vital question of

how precisely the schemes were to be financed; and since Snowden can

never have had the slightest intention of relaxing his opposition to the

big national loan on which the Liberal plan hinged, the economy committee

(whioh duly reported, with devastating resultf,in August) was the only

part of the new double programme whioh stood a ohance of implementation.

Nevertheless, Lloyd George welcomed the Government's avowed change of

heart and promised for the umpteenth time loyal Liberal support if it

would only "go forward boldly". To encourage it, he devoted the body of

his speech to a sweeping attack, in his best radical style, on the "money-

barons" of the City. Their financial advice had been wrong on every

occasion since the war, he said, and Snowden should not be so frightened

of them. Recalling the battle he and Asquith had fought for popular

government in 1910, he warned:-

"We got rid of the veto of the Lords. Take oare that you do not
establish a more sordid one •••... Do not let the Government run

away the moment a few volleys are fired from the City of London.
It may save them trouble for a short time but no progressive
government can survive long under the protection of the white flag.
I ask the Prime Minister to go on; that is what this motion means."1

This touch of the old Lloyd George created quite a stir. "The

leadership of the extreme left," the Morning Post deolared dramatically,

"has passed to Mr. Lloyd George." "When he sat down tonight, half

Mr. KacDonald's followers would have been ready to depose him for the other.

Whether a new party is in Mr. Lloyd George's aspiration or not, he has

driven in a wedge between Mr, Snowden and the rank and file, he has put
2

a bulkhead between the Cabinet and the party." The Liverpool Post

1, Speech in the House of Commons, 12 February 1931. (il.C.Debs. Vol.248,
ools.725-33).

2. Morning Post. 13 February 1931.
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the next day bore witness to the continuing reverberations of the

speeoh:-

"The stirring events of the week in the House of Commons ...... have
disclosed the dominant position of Mr. Lloyd George and his
undiminished vitality, and his possible leadership of a combined
force of Liberals and Socialists was being talked about yesterday ...

... Mr. Llqyd George is not only at the top of his oratorical form,
but at the height of his power as the holder of the balance in
Parliament. He dominated the House this week."l

Neither the Morning Post nor the Liverpool Post might be thought the

most authoritative guide to Labour opinion. Yet there is remarkable

evidence that they were not imagining the effect of Lloyd George's speech

on the Labour benches. It oertainly evoked an extraordinary response

from at least one dedicated Socialist - the very conscience of the Left

himself, George Lansbury. Never a friend, either personal or politioal,

of Lloyd George, but of unbending loyalty to the Labour movement, Lansbury

had come to recognize him as the most powerful and purposeful figure on

the British Leftj and he wanted him on his side in the coming crisis.

So he approached him directly:-

"I have thought of writing to you, many times, during the past few
years. Your speech last night has finished my thinking, so here
goes.

Why won't you join the Labour Party? 'Labour and the Nation'
is only Socialism reduced to everyday expedients. You are willing
as an outsider to help us to put these expedients into operation.
Your help would be invaluable, as one of us. As matters now stand
we gibe, humour, abuse, coax each other to the bewilderment of all
who read or hear us ...•••

People have said you are opportunist, and will take any line
that suits you. At times I have thought and said so. But these
past months' experience and your observations last night compel me
to believe you are as sincere as any of your critics ...... I can't
believe of you anything worse than of myself and because this is so
I want you in the best place for doing good work, and that I am sure
is in the Labour Party. All your people in the House would not
come with you, but those who count, the young in mind, those who
have faith in our common stock, they will come and in any case your
coming would crown a progressive life with the knowledge that as
the world of thought and action moved on, you never closed your mind,
and when the hour came and you were needed, you flung aside all

1. Liverpool Post. 14 February 1931.
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thought of self and came over to the new groupings of true
Liberalism and progressive thought, taking your plaoe onoe more
as a pioneer among pioneers."1

Lansbury offered Lloyd George the prospect of the deputy premiership

and three or four Cabinet seats for his colleagues if he would "come

over". It is possible that he wa3 authorized to make thi3 advance by

MaoDonald, but unlikely; it has the smaok of a purely personal approach.

So has Lloyd George's reply, which is worth quoting in full, as a candid

statement of his view of politics in February 1931:-

"My dear Lansbury,
I was very gratified to receive your frank and oordial letter.

It indloates that there is some prospect of clearing up the
atmosphere of suspicion which has hitherto confined and hindered
co-operation between progressive minds in both our parties. I
propose to reply to you in the same spirit of good will and complete
candour.

The great majority of our party are in accord with yours on the
general line of advance for the next ten years. The differences are
not vital and can easily be adjusted. It will be time enough to
determine the programme for the following decade when we come within
sight of completing our present tasks. I am for the moment leaving
out of aocount the possibility that economic developments throughout
the world may drive us all to revise our ideas. The outlook is
alarming.

I quite agree with you that attacks and counter-attacks which
a lack of understanding between us inevitably provokes weakens and
imperils the chances of fulfilling our economic policy. Anything
whioh removes these misconceptions would be of advantage to us both.
I have given a parliamentary undertaking on behalf of myself and ny
colleagues that we will give real support to the Government in any
effective plana they put forward and press through to carry out the
unemployment proposals sketched out in Labour and the Nation. So
far we have been given no chance of implementing our pledge. The
one exception is Addison's Bill. You know the problems of the
town workers better than any living man. I have been brought up
amongst the country workers. That is why Addison's Bill gave me
real joy. By the way A, and I had passed through a real bad quarrel.
That did not prevent ny hailing his first Bill with delight.

As to the best method of ensuring co-operation I should like to
3peak freely. 'Coming over' is not the beat way to help. It
would antagonize millions of Liberals with hereditary parly loyalties
who otherwise would gladly support any Government from another party
provided it carried through a bold programme for the reconditioning

1. Lansbury to Lloyd George, 13 February 1931. (Lloyd George papers,
G/1VV1).
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of Britain. I am sure I can render more effective assistance
to a government of energetio action by remaining where I am.
If the Government go ahead fearlessly with measures for the
redemption of their electoral promises on unemployment they will
not be turned out by our party, so far as I can foresee events.
And when the Dissolution comes then through the agency of the
Alternative Vote there will be such co-operation at the polls as
will ensure a fresh opportunity for a progressive Government to
complete the great programme upon which we are agreed.

Personally I have had enough of office. Seventeen years is
just as muoh as anyone can put up with. Like yourself I am now
merely concerned with spending the remainder of my life and strength
in advancing ideas and causes which I was brought up to believe in.
Despite the 'opportunism' which is one of the temptations and
necessities of office and now and again defleots every man from his
oourse, I have always sincerely striven to do my best for the class
from which I sprang. As an Independent Member I am confident I
can now be more helpful to that class. I can and will give
effeotive assistance to the Government - if they mean business.

At present I am genuinely perplexed and disappointed by the
stickiness of some of your colleagues. They are always finding
reasons for not doing things. They are too easily scared by
obstacles and interests. Unless you can inooulate them with some
of your faith and courage your Party and ours will be landed in an
overwhelming catastrophe.

Ever sincerely,
D. LLOYD GEORGE."1

It is not surprising that Lloyd George refused to join the Labour

Party, (though it is remarkable that he should have been asked). For

one thing, such a move would hardly have been received as 'flinging aside

all thought of self, as Lansbury suggested, but rather as the ultimate in

ambitious and opportunist time-serving. More important, rural radical

that he was he could never have fitted into Labour's coalition of urban

trade unionists and socialist intellectuals. He had had too muoh trouble

with the dogmas and disciplines of the Liberal Party to dream of submitting

himself to the far stricter obligations of the Labour constitution.

Finally, though still a Liberal, he already fancied himself, as his letter

to Lansbury shows, a3 half way to an Independent member: hi3 position as

Liberal leader conveniently combined independence of the big battalions

1. Lloyd George to Lansbury, 16 February 1931. (ibid. G/ll/b/2).
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with some guaranteed following. His insistence that he did not want

to hold office again was no doubt sincere in so far as office would hare

circumscribed his independence. Yet he was not in retirement; he was

still every hour of the day a full-time politician, absorbed in his fruit

trees only to the extent that he had to channel his administrative energy

into some-tiling; he still worked harder in opposition than Baldwin or

MacDonald did as Prime Minister,1 he hated holidays and was always

impatient to get home. Politics were his life; he also genuinely and

with reason thought that he could contribute something to the solution of

the economic crisis; given the chanoe of office, he could not have refused

it; it was in fact disingenuous to pretend that he was not, by his every

action, seeking it.

Whatever his motives, the impression that Lloyd George was moving

left was pretty general, Ormsby-Gore asserted in the House of Commons

that he was working with Mosley to win the leadership of the left and to
2

replace Snowden as Chancellor, Beatrice Webb noted a subtler interpreta¬

tion of his machinations

"The long continued conversations of the Prime Minister and other
Labour leaders with Lloyd George and his group of followers, in and
out of the House of Commons, looks like a definite concordat against
the Left. The likelihood of the Government being turned out by
their own followers supported by the Tories is growing greater every
day."3

Sir Sdward Grigg adhered to the more orthodox view, and wrote to Lloyd

George on February 16: "You are evidently going left - with a vengeance,

1, Harder than Baldwin, certainly; perhaps only more ooncentratedly
than MaoDonald, of whom Lloyd George remarked in the debate on the
King's Speech, 29 October 1930: "I do not say that he has not
worked hard, but he has always worked hard at other things. He
seems to be too bu3y to do his job," (H.C.Debs. Vol244, col.55)•
MaoDonald was indeed a White Rabbit,

2, Ormsby-Gore in House of Commons, 18 February 1931* (H.C.Debs. Vol.248,
ools.1369-70).

3, B. Webb diary, 12 February 1931. (K. Cole ed. p.266).
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which I quite understand - and most of the Liberal Party with you."

He (Grigg) retained his admiration for his old chief, but could not

follow him in his new direction."'' He was in fact working in the

opposite direction, "in very close cooperation" with Baldwin and Neville
2

Chamberlain, trying to form the disaffected elements of the Liberal

Right into a definite splinter party and deliver them to Baldwin as

Liberal-Unionists in return for Tory help in their constituencies."*
If the return of a "stable" Government involved the acceptance of tariffs,

tariffs must be accepted. Grigg disolosed his conversion to agricultural

protection before the end of 1930; Sir John Simon cautiously announced

his apostasy, particularly shocking to the Free Trade faithful in view of

his reputation as a high priest of the doctrine, on March 3.^ After

further divisions in the House of Commons (the Government, having given the

Liberals the Alternative Vote, was defeated on its accompanying proposal

to abolish the university franchise, which only nineteen Liberals supported),

the party was plunged into renewed crisis. Sinolair in his turn wanted to

resign as Chief Whip. A party meeting was called for March 24; before it

Sinclair summarized the situation with admirable clarity for the benefit

of H.A.L. Fisher:-

"Broadly speaking the position is that the vast majority of the
Party are working well together under Mr. Lloyd George's leadership ...

... Nevertheless there are certain members of the Party - and among
them some of the best known Liberals in the country such as Simon

1. Grigg to Lloyd George, 16 February 1931* (Lloyd George papers G/8/1I/9).
2. Grigg to Sir Abe Bailey, 12 June 1931. (Grigg papers).
3. Grigg to Baldwin, 27 February 1931, and frequent correspondence all

summer with Baldwin and N. Chamberlain, (ibid.)
4. Simon, speech at Manchester, 3 March 1931. Grigg had a problem with

Simon, as he told Baldwin: "The difficulty in making practical
progress is Simon, who will not lead himself, and yet blocks the way
to any other effeotive lead of the kind he is universally supposed to
be contemplating. I am just now discussing that problem with
Neville Chamberlain." (Grigg to Baldwin, 4 June 1931» loo.cit.)
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and Hutchison - who are definitely bent on turning out the Government
and making an agreement with -fee Conservatives, and they are in a
position to ensure those who follow them that they will have no Tory
opponent at the next General Election. They constitute a nucleuscf
disloyalty and disaffection in the party; their interventions in
debate and constant opposition in the division lobby weaken the
influence of the party in the House of Commons, while their oriticism
of our policy as unprincipled as well as unwise bewilders and
discourages our supporters in the country

In Mr. Lloyd George's opinion, our chief concern mu3t be to
oarry out in thi3 Parliament the mandate which we received at the
last election from over five million electors and obviously this can
only be done by agreement with the Labour Party. The view, therefore,
to which he is now inclining is that we should endeavour to come to
3ome agreement with the Labour Party covering India, Disarmament,
Free Trade, National Development and Unemployment, and Electoral
Reform; and, while reserving our right as an independent party to
criticise or oppose the Government on matters not covered by the
agreement, assure them of our general support so long as the agreed
policy is being carried out.

Mr. Lloyd George has no desire to drum any Liberals out of the
Party, and it is obvious that members who have been returned to
Parliament as candidates of Liberal Associations are entitled to
receive the Whip. Nevertheless there would be an advantage if we
knew that there were 40 or 45 members on whose loyalty and cooperation
we could definitely rely.

If some definite and advantageous understanding could be reached
with the Labour Government on this basis, we should be able to get a
great deal of useful work done in this Parliament during the next two
years, and we should be able to face the eleotors with much better
prospeots at the end of that time than we could in the existing
oiroumstances.

If, on the other hand, the Party refuse to support any suoh
arrangement or if we fail to come to terms with the Government, there
would be a great deal to be said for a General Election in the near
future."1

The party meeting passed Lloyd George's programme, which he identified

with the Yarmouth policy of 1928, but only by a vote of 35 to 17. Two days

later he had to defend it before the larger forum of the Candidates

Association, in a meeting at the Caxton Hall. There he kept harking back

to the pre-war Asquith Government, both as an example to KaoDonald of

executive energy and as a precedent for a Government dependent on the

support of minor parties, (in that ca3e Labour and the Irish). Dealing

1. Sinclair to Fisher, 20 March 1931. (Fisher papers)
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with the Liberal split, he denied that Simon had as many as sixteen

followers, "Protection", he remarked savagely, "is one of the questions

to which Sir John Simon has lent one of his countenances"; but no more

than four or five members of the parly were ready to follow him in that;

the others differed from the majority mainly on matters of drafting,

Ernest Brown, one of the seventeen, gave some support to this analysis by

declaring that there were no rigid divisions within the party, but merely

shades of opinion; he only objected to giving too binding a promise to

the Government - he wanted the party to retain its freedom of action,

Lloyd George could not see where Brown's position differed from his own.

He ended his speeoh on a personal note:-

"Personally, let me tell you at onoe, I would be only too glad to
be relieved of the most bewildering and thankless task ever
entrusted to any political leader; but until I am relieved of it,
and of the responsibility of it, I propose to plaoe such power, gifts,
experience and strength as are left to me to do my beat to advanoe
progressive legislation in the House of Commons,"1

If Lloyd George was bewildered, so was the rest of the political

world as it tried to make sense of his manoevre3; the newspapers read

exaggerated significance into his eveiy aotion, a3 the Nation satirically

commented in December 1930, (after reports had reached the press of one

of his dinners with Boothby, Bracken and Maomillan), It offered a Fleet

Street view of a typical morning in the Liberal leader's busy life:-

"8,30 a.m. Breakfast with Mr. Hartshorn. Rumour of pact with Labour,

10.30 a.m. Plays squash with Mr. G.K, Chesterton. Going over to
Rome?

11.30 a.m. Seen talking to Mr. Leif Jones. The Prohibition menace.

11.45 a.m. Seen talking to Mr. Jack Jones. We breathe again.
2

1.00 p.m. Lunch with Mr. Snowden. Going to sing at Covent Garden."

The Western Mail in March gave a more serious account of the same

1. Speech to the Liberal Candidates Association at the Caxton Hall,
26 March 1931.

2* Nation. 20 December 1930.



429

tendency. "Rumour," it reported, "had a merry game with Mr. Lloyd George

during the week. First he was going to retire. Then he was oredited

with the intention of joining the Government as Lord Privy Seal. Finally

a Lib-Lab Coalition was suggested. All these rumours were the subject

of unnecessarily belated denials, and meanwhile the Liberal leader was

X
carrying on seoret negotiations with the Government."

Of these negotiations, which were a very open secret, a good account

was given by Lothian, in April, to a friend in Canada, John Stevenson:-

"Political conditions here are very confused. There is no doubt
that there is a rapprochement going on between Labour and that
two-thirds of the Liberals who follow Lloyd George, It is a
rapprochement based partly on the realization by the top storey of
Labour that their own Socialist programme is impracticable as an
immediate programme, and partly on the fact that an election with trade
in its present condition would return the Conservatives to power for
at least five years. Whether the alliance can survive the strain of
the Report of the Insurance Commission and the manoevres of the Miners'
Federation, to say nothing of the occasional blunders of the Labour
Government itself, it is impossible to say. Pressure, however, on
two partners in a common misery to stand together is pretty strong.
I have little doubt that the people at the top would like to make a
permanent arrangement to create a semi-Socialist progressive party,
but the rank and file of neither party would agree to it at present.
The Labour rank and file still dream of the mlllenium, and the Liberal
rank and file fight Labour vigorously in every munioipal election.
If there was an election at present the Conservatives would probably
win purely on Protection. I don't think they are gaining on any
other ground. If trade recovers before the dissolution Protection
will lose its attraction, both Government and Liberal prestige will
begin to recover, and whether in that event the alliance would stand
the strain imposed by a growing self-oonfidence, it is also impossible
to predict,"2

That Lothian was speaking for Lloyd George when he predicted a revival

of trade is confirmed by Tom Clarke, who twice dined with him aroung this

time at the Metropole Hotel - the first time along with Layton, Sinclair,

A.J. Cummings and Stuart Hodgson, the seoond time with only Hodgson and

Thomas Tweed. On both occasions he found Lloyd George in excellent form,

"fresh and lively - merry of eye, and in a very good temper" on March 9»

1. Western Mail. 23 March 1931.

2. Lothian to John Stevenson, 29 April 1931. (Lothian papers 260/595).
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"younger and brighter-eyed than ever" on April 14. His strategy,

though he still denied any definite paot with Labour, was for the

Government to hold on, with Liberal support, until August 1932 or the

spring of 1933, by whioh time the depression would be lifting and the

Protectionist wave receding. One new reason for his keeness to keep

Labour in was India; far from wanting to join with Churchill to make

trouble, he was worried that if Labour were defeated the good woik

achieved by the Irwin-Gandhi agreement would be lost in reaction and

bloodshed. Nevertheless he was concerned to keep MacDonald up to the

mark by reminding him of the possibility of defeat by the Liberals if

he did not "get a move on" over unemployment. He tried, through Clarke,

to enlist the help of the News Chronicle:1 "If you talk about a possible

defeat of the Government you might waken up Ramsay MacDonald. Don't

attack him. Try to lead him into his great chance of doing something.

I am very friendly with him at the moment. So please be nice to him.

He is so feminine, and, if attaoked, might do anything - and I don't want

that."^
Friendliness overflowed a couple of days after this conversation,

on April 16, when the Conservatives moved a vote of censure on the

Government for its failure on unemployment; Lloyd George did not merely

abstain from supporting it (which would have been enough to save the

Government), but actually led thirty Liberals into the Government lobby,

on the ground that Tom Johnston, the new Lord Privy Seal, (Hartshorn having

died), represented a vigorous new broom; Simon , Hutchison, Brown,

Sir Thomas Robinson and P.J. Pybus voted with the Tories, but the

1. The Daily News and Daily Chroniole were merged in June 1930 to form
the News Chronicle.

2. Clarke op,pit., pp.112-3, 118-9. For Lloyd George's view on India,
see also his newspaper article of 17 March 1931.
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Government had a majority of 54, and MacDonald and Clynea expressed

great pleaaure at the Liberal vote.^" Two weeks later, however, at the

National Liberal Federation Conference at Buxton, Lloyd George was faced

with another atrong challenge to his policy from the right of the Party.

He replied with a storming speech which, according to The Times, "moved
2

the audience of 2000 •••... to a remarkable demonstration of enthusiasm."

He began by issuing to the delegates a solemn warning: he accepted the

right of the conference to judge the parliamentary party - "All I say is,

if you decide to disapprove of what we have done, you will weaken, if not

altogether destroy, the influence of the Liberal Party in the House of

Commons." He then recalled the history of the past two years, olaiming

that Baldwin had been responsible for putting Labour in offioe in the

first place; the Liberals had not, in the first year, hesitated to

criticize or to defeat the Government, and by so doing had greatly

improved the Coal Bill. Then the Tories had definitely adopted Protection

and the situation had been transformed.

"We had to choose between this Coal Bill, still bad in some of its
provisions, but greatly modified, and unlimited protection, the
catastrophe of tariffs, and when we were invited to go into the
Tory lobby to defeat the Government and to have a dissolution when
trade was slumping down, we knew that at the end of that lobby the
scaffold of Free Trade had been erected, and that Mr. Baldwin had
his hand at the lever* Bo you blame us for our aotion then? It
would have been folly to have accepted that Tory invitation."

Now the Government was doing better\ It had introduced Addison' a Land

Bill, had gone as far as it could go to meet the Liberals' wishes on

electoral reform, and at last, prodded by Sir Tudor Walters, Johnston seemed

to be moving on road-building, housing and slum-clearance. The Liberals

could not defeat a Government pledged to such Liberal ideals as national

1. H.C.Debs. Vol.251,
2« The Times. 16 May 1931.



432

development, free trade, Indian "contentment and partnership",

disarmament and peaoe.

"We of the Liberal Party are all right, but we must stop all these
defeatist tactics....... Let us take our courage in both hands, let
us be of good cheer. They may say that Liberalism will be wiped
out next time. I don't believe it, but if this were our last
voyage I would like it to be one when we are carrying a great oargo.nl

"This harangue", recorded the Annual Register in a paragraph that

cannot be bettered, "added one more to Mr, Lloyd George's many oratorical

triumphs. If he did not entirely silence opposition, he at least reduced

it to very narrow dimensions. A handful of delegates continued to charge

him with having sacrificed the independence of the party, and to clamour

for a restoration of their lost freedom. The great bulk of the conference,

however, were elated with his speech, and had no hesitation in voting for

a motion whioh, on the one hand, reaffirmed the absolute and unfettered

independence of the Liberal Party, and, on the other hand, recorded

approval of the policy pursued by the Parliamentary Liberal Party. The

result of the conference was a great disappointment to the Conservatives,

who had confidently expeoted that it would plaoe a sharp check on Mr, Lloyd

George's Socialist leanings, and they took their revenge by dubbing him
2

and his followers henceforward 'the Right Wing of the Socialist Party.'"

That the gulf between the Conservatives and the majority was now

unbridgeable was formally dramatized at the end of the month. On May 28

Baldwin launohed, at Liverpool, a Tory campaign for tariffs; on May 29

and 30 the Liberals held a speoial oonferenoe in London to launch a Free

Trade campaign. Lloyd George addressed it on the second day. The defence

of Free Trade was becoming, as the summer of 1931 developed towards the

August crash, his dominating theme - in speeches in the country, in by-

election messages, in a broadcast speech. Within a few months it was a

1. Speech to the National Liberal Federation at Buxton, 15 May 1931»
2. Annual Register. 1931# p.45«
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lost oause. Lloyd George, improbably, was almost its last champion.

It is worth, therefore, summarizing his arguments.

He always affirmed that it was no party shibboleth that held him to

Free Trade, but hard economic reason. Protection was an irrelevant

panacea to which the Tories always turned, irrationally, in bad times -

irrationally beoause in the present crisis (this was his favourite

argument) the protectionist oountries like Germany and the United States

were worse off, and suffering even heavier unemployment than Britain.

Protection was a distraction from the important job of modernizing and

re-equipping industry for the future - it sheltered inefficiency. Tariffs

made all countries poorer, for Free Trade was the foundation of world

prosperity, and particularly of Britain's seaborne prosperity. The

experiments tried during and after the war (which, he could not help

remarking in a speech at the Caxton Hall, Simon had piously condemned) had

not worked: the motor industry had sold more cars sinoe the import tariff

had been taken off. British industries generally were adapted to Free

Trade: they would be thrown into confusion by any change in the fiscal

system - the fiscal system which had made Britain great, the fiscal system

which had won the war. At this point he tended to lapse into more

traditional, emotional and patriotic appeals: Protection, by raising prices,

taxed the home market for the benefit of foreigners} it went against the

facts of life, chopping off the branches that bore the heaviest fruit.

Protection was as wrong now as it had been in 1886 and 1903 - Disraeli

and Salisbury (and indeed Baldwin, until he was pushed by Beaverbrook) had

paused before plunging the country into "the vortex of tariffs." And

Cobden? Cobden had shown the world, in Free Trade, the pathway to peace.

"If Britain abandons Free Trade now, she will betray a great trust. She

would be bartering away her great inheritance for a mess of potage."

("And what a mess," he added, unable to resist the oldest biblioal joke of
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them all). He always ended on this high moral note. He never took

aooount of the arguments of Keynes and others that Free Trade, though

the ideal, had become impractical for Britain in a world in whioh no-one

else upheld it. He argued, rather like Bertrand Russell on nuclear

disarmament, that Britain must hold her comer, alone if necessary, for

the cause of virtue (which was also expediency), until the rest of the

world came to its senses. "Tariffs", he deolared in a speeoh at Glasgow,

are an obstacle to peace. Protection is the handmaiden of war ••*... I

ask you to let us carry forward, strengthen our craven hearts, and let us

continue to advance, steadily and fearlessly against the chariots of

selfishness, greed and ignorance, against the legions of international and

racial suspicion." "Do not", he said at Liverpool, "let the gloxy of

Britain be turned into a pillar of salt on the plains of history."^"
In June there occurred a curious little row between the Liberals and

the Government over the land taxes which had been the only important

innovation in Snowden's otherwise admittedly makeshift Budget. The Liberals

initially welcomed the proposal in the spirit in which it was made, as a

revival of Lloyd George's unsuccessful attempt to tax land in the Budget of

1909} hut then they discovered (following Simon) that the Chancellor's

plan involved taxing certain types of property twice, (the land tax coming

on top of income tax). The party raised a unanimous clamour, and Lloyd

George suddenly adopted an attitude of uncompromising opposition to the

new tax. In a speech at Edinburgh he encapsulated more neatly than ever

before the Liberal dilemma: "We are in the position of a body of men whose

3ole sanotion to enforce their behests is capital punishment. There are

1. This digest of Lloyd George* s arguments for Free Trade in the summer
of 1931 is drawn from the following speeches: at Scarborough, 1 Kay
1931; on a B.B.C. broadcast, 4 May 1931; to the Liberal Free Trade
Conference at the Caxton Hall, 30 May 1931; at Glasgow, 9 June 1931;
and at Liverpool, 25 June 1931.
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two objections to that. You cannot inflict capital punishment for

minor offences, and you can only inflict it once for any offence."1
Nevertheless he declared that on this point the Liberals were prepared to

invoke the death penalty if the Government would not accept their

amendment; perhaps he thought that if the end had to come sometime, it

might be as well to precipitate it on an issue on which the Liberals were

for once united. However, he immediately returned to London to work out

a compromise, and three days talking produced a formula which saved the

face of both parties. ("The Government", a Liberal friend told Tom Clarke,
2

"gave up half its revenue and the Liberals half their principles"). Its

adoption in the House of Commons still occasioned a graceless display of
3

public bickering between Snowden and Lloyd George.

At the end of the month, possibly as a result of this episode, Simon,

Hutchison and Brown finally relinquished the Liberal Whip. Lloyd George

responded with a vicious speech in the House of Commons in which he oompared

Simon, who had always been held up to him as the model of doctrinal purity,

to a teetotaller turned alcoholio. "I do not object in the least to the

Right Honourable and Learned Gentleman changing his opinions ...... but I

do object to this intolerable self-righteousness ...... Greater men ••....

have done it in the past, but they, at any rate, did not leave

behind the slime of hypocrisy in passing from one side to another." He

predicted, wishing that Simon's grapes might be sour, that the Tories would

1. Speech to the Scottish Liberal Federation at Edinburgh, 11 June 1931»
2. Clarke, op.oit.. p.122.
3» H.C.Debs. Vol.254, cols.53043* The row, however, did not quell the

rumour that Lloyd George was about to join the Labour Party. For
instance, the Western Mail. 6 July 1931s "There seems little doubt
that if the question of his admission were put to the vote in the
Parliamentary Party it would be carried by an overwhelming majority."
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fob off their new recruit with third-rate officesin fact Simon's

timely defection took him within four months to the Foreign Office and

over the next fourteen years to the Home Office, the Treasury, and finally

the Woolsack - a remarkable record for a man for whom, it can fairly be

said, few colleagues ever had a warm word.

On July 3 Tom Clarke reoorded that Lloyd George, "who looked like

doing something energetic not long ago sulks among his pigs and

potatoes at Churt,rt refusing to speak to the political correspondent of
2

the News Chroniole. Frances Stevenson, too, in her memoirs, recalled

that "L.G. became impatient and irritable. I thought it was the

disappointment and frustration that was telling on him, but in fact he

was a sick man at this time."^ This may be true, but Lloyd George seems

to have been very much his usual self, according to two accounts, two
L.

weeks later. It may not even have been disappointment and frustration

that were depressing himj on the oontrary, it may have been one of those

attacks of nervous uncertainty that tended to afflict him before every

great crisis of his life. For in July 1931 he stood closer to regaining

office than at any other time between 1922 and 1940. It is impossible to

say exactly what was going on between Lloyd George and MacDonald during

that month} but it looks very much as if MacDonald*s resistance to Lloyd

George had finally been broken down; that he was near the point of

1. Speech in the House of Commons, 3 July 1931. (H.C.Debs. Vol.254,
cols.1657-68).

2. Clarice, op.oit. p. 121.
3. Frances Lloyd George, op.oit.. p.222.
4. See below, p£. Harold Nicolson's diary for 21 July; also

MacNeill Weir's account of Lloyd George's devastating attaok on the
Conservative leaders in the House of Commons on 20 July, (H.C.Deba.
Vol.255, cols.1140-55) in Weir The Tragedy of Ramsay MacDonald
(London 1938), pp.331-2. The Times confirms that "this speech had
a great success on the Socialist benches," and Weir himself wrote
in Forward on 1 August 1931, "His is not a temporary comeback but
a permanent rehabilitation."
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removing Snowden from the Treasury and reforming his administration with

Lloyd George and other Liberals coming into the Cabinet. He was

certainly thinking of a reshuffle; there was talk of Snowden and perhaps

Henderson going to the House of Lords and the Webbs, as early as May,

were prepared for "the appearance of Liberals sooner or later on the
2

Labour Front Bench." This, as Robert Skidelsky has argued, seems the

most obvious interpretation of MacDonald's mysterious letter to Sidney Webb,

of July 14, into which such sinister meanings were read, by Labour loyalists,

after the formation of the National Government: "We have not the material

in our Party that we ought to have. The solution will have to come, I
3

am afraid, by moves whioh will surprise all of you."

The hypothesis that MaoDonald was about to take the Liberals into a

coalition at the end of July can almost be proved. The difficulty is that

the crucial document no longer exists; or at least it has been lost.

But Frank Owen, in his biography of Lloyd George published in 1954, printed

an extract (unfortunately only a very short extract) from a memorandum

dictated by Lloyd George to Frances Stevenson after a meeting with MaoDonald

in "the last days of July 1931." This memorandum must have been among

the Lloyd George papers, to whioh Owen was given aooess by Lord Beaverbrook;

but it is no longer among them, and no search has brought it to light. We

have only, therefore, Owen's brief extract by which to assert that Lloyd

George was about to enter MaoDonald's Government

"Generally speaking, Labour would like an alliance. They would be
willing to drop certain of their present Ministers ...•••

Ramsay would be Prime Minister. Lloyd George would be Leader
[of the House] at the Foreign Office or the Treasury. Ramsay thinks
he oan adjourn early in August and resume late in the autumn, and

1. See Snowden, op.oit.. pp.922-8.
2. B. Webb diary, 31 May 1931. (M. Cole ed. p.272).
3. MacDonald to Passfield (Sidney Webb), 14 July 1931. (Quoted in

Skidelsky, op.cit.. pp.327-9).
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then continue till the next Budget. No fear of immediate Election.
It mi^it be contemplated that the Army, Air and Navy join up under
one Ministry ......"1

This seems fairly clear; the fact that he oommitted it to paper

indicates that Lloyd George was interested in MaoDonald's offer; but it

was not yet a firm invitation, and it is not incompatible with Prances

Stevenson's reoolleotion, thirty-five years later, that "nothing definite
2

emerged" from Lloyd George's talks with KaoDonald. There is another

record of the same days, however, which suggests that Lloyd George actually

had no intention of joining MacBonald, even if asked, but was still looking

in the other direction, towards the strong men, young and old - Mosley and

Churchill. Harold Nicolson was then Mosley's right-hand man. His diary

for July 21 describes a meeting, at Archibald Sinclair's house at Coombe,

from which Mosley at least hoped to see emerge a Lloyd George National

Government. The company consisted of Sinclair, Lloyd George with his

daughter Megan, Churchill and Mosley with their wives, Nioolson and Brendan

Bracken. The serious conversation had to wait until the ladies had

retired - an inoongruous nod to convention, in so far as Cynthia Kosley

and Megan were Members of Parliament in their own right! Then Nicolson's

account continues

"When left alone, Ll.G, begins at once: 'Now, what about this
National Government? We here must form a National Opposition. I
have every reason to believe that Baldwin and Ramsay at the slightest
drop in the pound will come together in a Coalition. That moment
must find us all united on the front opposition bench, and' (this
very significantly, tapping on the table) 'we shall not be there long
......' Having said this, he switches off onto a long conversation
about the eoonomio crisis, tariffs, unemployment, throwing out little
sparks of oomplimenta to right and left, drawing iVinston in, Bracken
in, Tom [Mosley] in, never direotly referring to the National
Opposition - but assuming that it will materialise. 'Yes, on that
we should etc. Using the word 'we' as indeterminate whether
it meant 'I and my Party' or 'You and me'. The impression was that
of a master-at-drawing sketching in a fig-leaf, not in outline, but

1. Frank Owen, op.cit.. p.717. I a® grateful to Mr, A.J.P. Taylor for
the 3tory of the missing document.

2. Frances Lloyd George, op.cit. p.222.
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by means of the shadows around it. Winston is very brilliant and
amusing but not constructive. We all part on the assumption that
although nothing has been said, the Great Coalition has been formed.
Tom, I think, is pleased."1

What evidence Lloyd George had for his belief that Baldwin and

MacDonald were ready to draw together we do not know; probably his

intuition, one of those three or four extra senses, unavailable to

ordinary mortals, with whioh Keynes had credited him. Whether Nioolson'a

story invalidates Owen's it is also hard to say; unfortunately we do not

know the date of Owen's memorandum. By the very "last days of July"

Lloyd George was already ill, so the meeting with MacDonald must have

taken place before July 27. If it was before the 21st, it would be

possible to speculate that, by the time he met Mosley's group, Lloyd George

had deoided not to join MacDonald - either because he had finally lost

confidence in MacDonald*s capacity to face the crisis, or because he

suspeoted that MacDonald was trying to bring in Baldwin and the Tories as

well as the Liberals and himself; or even because MacDonald was now wooing

Baldwin and had withdrawn the offer to himself. (On July 11 the three

party leaders had come together for a great Disarmament rally at the

Albert Hall, relayed to sixty meetings around the oountry; MacDonald may

well have been impressed by this meaningless carnival of sham goodwill,

and aspired to carry its spirit into serious politics). On the other hand,

if the MacDonald meeting took place after the Mosley meeting, it might be

that Lloyd George, having received a definite proposal from MacDonald, was

ready to abandon the shadowy Mosley-Churchill coalition of individuals in

favour of a more practicable one between the Liberal and Labour parties*.

Most probably he was simply still exploring every possibility, sounding

the confused situation to see where he could most effectively bring the

1, Harold Nicolson, Diaries and Letters. 1930-39 (ed. Nigel Nioolson,
London 1966), pp.81-2.
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influence of himself and of his party to bear in the interest of the

remedy in which he believed} Nicolson*s account certainly makes him seem

oarefully ambiguous as to both policy and personnel, probing rather than

planning. One v/ould like to know what he said in that company about

tariffs; but Mosley' s autobiography confirms that he never aocepted the

need for them, and that he remained "unwilling to start a new party.

It does not really matterj for whatever he wa3 planning or hoping, it was

all in vain.

On July 27 - Bank Holiday Monday - he was struck by what was

described at haematuiia and confined to his bed at Addison Road. On

July 29 he underwent, at the hands of Lord Dawson of Penn and of his son-

in-law Sir Thomas Carey-Evans, an operation for the removal of his prostate

gland. Just before the operation, he dictated to Megan a message to the

Liberal Summer School then meeting at Oxford, whose woolliness almost

suggests that the anaesthetic was already getting to him:-

"It is a time of unusual perplexity for all parties, and not least

for the Liberal Party. Under such conditions divergencies in council

are inevitable, but unity in action is essential. Let us oonfer together,
2

consult together, decide together, and act together."

By the time he was fit again, MacDonald and Baldwin had done just

that.

1. Mosley, on.cit. p.282.
2. Message to the Liberal Summer School at Oxford, 29 July 1931*
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Until July 1931, when he was 68, Lloyd George had never been seriously

ill in his life. He was always liable to minor complaints, but these

were more psychological than physical, often the reaction after some

special effort. He was, in fact, something of a hypochondriac; but

essentially he had a fine constitution and enjoyed the rudest good health.

It was cruel timing, therefore, that struck him down at the critical

moment of 1931 and kept him out of action while finanoial crisis compounded

economic crisis and preoipitated the politioal crisis which he had done so

much to hold at bay for over two years.

The day after his operation, the May Committee published its report

on Government economy, revealing an unexpectedly massive deficit on the

budget of £120,000,000 (actually an underestimate) and recommending outs

in Government spending, particularly on Unemployment benefit, to correot

it. MaoDonald and Snowden, agreed for once, determined that the outs

must be made, whatever the political consequences. The following three

weeks were occupied in frantic efforts by the Cabinet to square the circle -

to construct a package of economies which would balance the budget and

satisfy the foreign bankers without appearing to put the whole burden of

saorifice onto the unemployed. They called in the Opposition leaders

(Neville Chamberlain and Hoare for the Conservatives - Baldwin was at

Aix-les-Bains - and Samuel and Maolean for the Liberals) to strengthen

their will and give approval to their plans. During this period the

daily bulletins on Lloyd George's progress made a neat counterpoint to

those on the state of the pound; the former were far more cheerful. By

August 2 he was reported "comfortable"; by the 4th he was said to be free

from pain and sleeping well; by the 6th his pulse and temperature were

normal and there were no complications; by the 12th he had made "an

exceptionally good recovery."1 Samuel and Maclean kept the invalid in

1. The Times. 29 July - 12 August 1931#
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touoh with their consultations with the Government. But on

August 24, the day Lloyd George was first allowed out of doors for a

short drive, the Government finally fell apart and MaeDonald, abandoned

by most of his Labour colleagues, formed a National Government headed by

himself, Baldwin and Samuel.

"Crisis ougfrt never to have arisen," Lloyd George wrote to Samuel.

"Our enormous extraneous wealth ought to have been mobilized ...... Object

strongly to having our domestic polioy dictated by financiers, certainly
2

by foreign financiers," But 3ince the crisis had arisen, he supported

the emergency Government. He allowed his son Gwilym to take office, along

with a dozen other Liberals, as Parliamentary Seoretaiy at the Board of

Trade, though Neville Chamberlain did not recognize his rlgfrt to "interfere"

in the Liberal appointments.^ He even exchanged letters of fulsome mutual

flattery with MacDonald. The Prime Minister wrote fir3t to him on

August 26:• "We have just been at the Palace and the new venture ha3 been

launched ...••• At this moment you are first in my thoughts. Samuel has

reported his interviews with you, but we all feel what a loss is your

absence, and how provoking the cause is. I hope with all my heart that

you will soon be back not only alive but kicking lustily as before you

went away. We shall have to do things that neither your folks nor mine

will like but we must see this thing through.Lloyd George replied:

"The attitude you have taken is truly a heroic one. The alternative - or

shall I say both alternatives - were disastrous; and therefore when it

1. Samuel, Memoirs (London 1945), p»205.
2. Lloyd George to Samuel, 25 August 1931. (Samuel papers A 78/12).
3. Note, 7 September 1931, in the Baldwin papers, Dl/44.19. Gwilym was

"very disinolined" to accept offioe on 28 August; Lloyd George
"offered no opinion", but probably made it dear that he thought
Gwilym should accept. (Lloyd George to Dame Margaret Lloyd George,
12 September 1931, in Morgan (ed.) op.pit. p.2l0j.

4. MacDonald to Lloyd George, 26 August 1931. (Lloyd George papers
G/13/2/15).
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was intimated to me that you would probably be forced to throw your

hand in I was in despair. But equally did I rejoice when I heard the

following morning that you had decided to take the hazard and form an

administration. I am sorry I have not been able to give you any real

help, but if the promise of the Doctors is redeemed I may be of some

use later on." He added ominously: "I sincerely hope there is nothing

in this talk of an early dissolution. That would undo all the good work

which I hope will be accomplished,

It was naturally assumed at this stage that Lloyd George would enter

the Government as soon as he was fit: Samuel was merely his deputy. But

there were those who thought that he was well out of it. Garvin and

Lothian agreed that Lloyd George should "reserve himself absolutely as

2
this orisis is only the first of a series." Sinolair, taking office

apprehensively as Secretary of State for Scotland, wrote to H.A.L. Fisher:

"Ll.G. seems to be going on well, but I hope they will manage to keep him

quiet and well out of politics. It is a good thing he is still in

reserve."'* And Thomas Tweed wrote to Frances Stevenson:-

"If the Chief had joined the Government they would at least have
possessed one man of guts, vigour and real leadership and he might
have transformed the situation, but he is not in, and I listened
ever so oarefully to the carefully guarded but ambiguous utteranoes
of Reading and Samuel with regard to their consultation with him and
noted the absence of any message and I knew then that it was not
illness or the tedium of a long convalescence which kept him out, but
that his heart was not in it and that confronted with the serried
ranks of vested interests which compose this new Government his
sympathies were as always with the bottom dogs ••••••

I have great aocounts of L.G.'s remarkable recovery but I hope
you can persuade him not to try and run the Liberal team in the
Government. [Note by Frances Stevenson in the margin: "He will be
persuaded,"] I feel in my bones that his beat policy will be to
simulate a very 3low convalescence. It would be fatal to openly
disavow the action of Samuel and Co. at the moment, but before many

1. Lloyd George to MacDonald, 30 August 1931. (ibid. G13/2/16).
2. Garvin to Lothian, 25 August 1931, and Lothian to Garvin, 26 August 1931.

(Lothian papers 257/259,262).
3. Sinolair to Fisher, 30 August 1931. (Fisher papers).
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weeks are past the leadership of Labour may be his for the taking,
and stranger things have happened than that of seeing L.G. as P.M.
in the next Parliament."1

Lloyd George did not disavow the action of "Samuel and Co." for the

moment; there is no reason to think that he wanted to do so. But he

rapidly changed his mind as soon as it became clear that there was some¬

thing in the talk of an early dissolution. The Tories were pressing

for an election, and although the Liberals in the Government were

unanimously opposed to the idea, MaoDonald weakly gave in. "It is

urgently necessary that I should see you," Samuel wrote to Lloyd George

on September 25. "Five days ago the P.M. definitely assured me that he
2

was against an election. Today he is on the point of surrender,"

MacDonald himself wrote again to Lloyd George, saying that he had been

wanting to see him "to exchange views with you on a situation of almost

unparallelled complexity," but was told it was not possible. "I started

out," he explained, "with what I believe is your opinion, that we should

not have an Election immediately, but I now think that events have been too

strong for us, A feeling of uncertainty is steadily growing ...... and ...

... I am convinced that that feeling will grow until the country has

settled it one way and another." Having accepted an election, however, he

still hoped to be able to resist the Tory demand that it should be fought

by the Government on a full-scale programme of tariffs. "Beyond a formula

which does not commit me to more than that," he promised, redoubling his

negatives for extra emphasis, "I cannot go."^
Lloyd George thanked him for the oourtesy of his letter; he was sorry

that MacDonald had been unable to see him, but he still thought that "an

1. Tweed to Frances Stevenson, 29 August 1931. (Lloyd George papers
G/28/2/2).

2. Samuel to Lloyd George, 25 September 1931. (Ibid. G/l7/9/l6).
3. MacDonald to Lloyd George, 30 September 1931. (ibid. G/13/2/17).
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hour's talk" might be useful, if the Prime Minister could spare the

time to come to Churt (where he had now been moved). He suggested that

an election - a "faction-fi£ht" as he called it - oould be avoided if all

three party leaders would meet together with open minds "to discuss

practical proposals for dealing with the emergency, and not mere formulae

to be interpreted at the will of an uncertain majority later on." He

would be prepared to consider any proposal "however muoh I have hitherto

opposed it," so long as the other parties treated his own suggestions

equally on their merits. He clearly backed himself to defeat Protection

in argument around the Cabinet table.^ He already guessed, however, that

he would not have the chance; he saw that MacDonald had become a Tory puppet,
2

merely a "pirated trade-mark" for a ruthlessly Tory Government, and he

wanted the Liberals out of it. To Samuel and his colleagues on September 30

he sent a fierce entreaty

"The decision of the P.M. under pressure and inducement from the Tory
Party to precipitate a General Election at the present juncture seems
to me an incredible act of reckless and criminal folly. Its effect
on sterling must be incalculably bad •••••. The Liberal Party ought to
wash their hands of any responsibility for such a policy. It would

7 ultimately redound to their credit that they took the patriotic and
statesmanlike attitude." There was no need for an election: the
Government had a perfectly adequate majority in the existing Parliament.
If the Liberals were roped in to fight on the side of the Government
against Labour, they would "sign the death warrant of the Liberal Party
as a separate Party ....•• Liberal members may save their skins, but
will be completely stripped of their feathers, and after the Election
you may have Ministers who are nominally Liberal in the so-called
National Government, but they will only be a miserable row of plucked
boobies ...••• I beg my colleagues to have nothing to do with this
conspiracy which has been engineered merely with the object of

1. Lloyd George to KacDonald, 5 October 1931. (ibid. &/l3/2/l8).

2. Sir William Sutherland to Lloyd George, 8 September 1931.
(Ibid. G/l9/7/4).
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enthroning the Conservative Party in power with no change in policy
but a temporary change in leadership."1

The day after receiving this tirade (September 3l)» Samuel and

Maclean (respectively Home Secretary and President of the Board of Education)
braved the invalid's lair to try to persuade him of the uselessness of

their resigning; on October 1 Reading (Foreign Secretary) did the same;

on October 4 Samuel tried again; and on Ootober 5 KacDonald himself went

down to Churt. What Lloyd George told MacDonald is unfortunately not

recorded, except that it was on his return to London that the Government
2

definitely deoided on a General Election; but to Samuel Lloyd George

"expressed himself very strongly against any lasting alliance between the

Liberal Party and the Conservatives. He said that he, himself, would not

contemplate it, and he added, with some emotion. "'If I am to die, I

would rather die fighting on the left.' Samuel and Maclean reported

euphemistically that they had "rarely seen Mr. Lloyd George in better

fighting trim."*1" Frances Stevenson remembers their visit rather differently:

"He let forth the whole blast of his wrath upon them and, exceedingly hurt,

they left awkwardly and, he hoped, ashamed. This episode set L.G. back
5

several weeks in his recovery."

It also marked his breach with the Liberal Party. Samuel wrote to

him on October 6 that "Not one of our Ministers [was] prepared to resign

on the issue of the eleotion only."^ Like KacDonald before him, he still

hoped to withstand the Tory steamroller on tariffs. Frances Stevenson did

1. Lloyd George memorandum to Samuel and other Liberal leaders,
30 September 1931# (Samuel papers A 8l/ll).

2* Annual Register. 1931» p.81
3. Samuel note of talk with Lloyd George, 5 October 1931# (Samuel papers

A 81/25-6).
4^ The Times. 1 Ootober 1931.

5. Frances Lloyd George, op.cit. pp.223-4.
6. Samuel to Lloyd George, 6 October 1931* (Samuel papers A 81/28).
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not think he greatly regretted the parting from Lloyd George.Lothian

(Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster) remained as friendly as ever, but

politically he agreed with Samuel

"If you had been present there would never have been an election,
but nobody else was strong enough to prevent it. If we had unitedly
declared that we would resign if there was an election at the very
commencement it would probably have sufficed to prevent Ramsay
beginning to listen. But once he had made up his mind it seemed the
lesser evil today •••••• to keep the unity of the national front as
far as possible and incidentally to secure the return of a considerable
body of Liberals to the next Parliament as a moderating force or the
nucleus of a second opposition. But you won't agreel"2

Lloyd George did not agree. He had the support of one notable

Liberal - Keynes, who, despite his belief in a revenue tariff, wrote to

him on October 1 to say "how enthusiastically I agree with the line you

are taking up •••... and how much I hope that if this ridiculous Government

does foroe things to an Election in any shape or form, you will lead the

Liberal Party - or what is left of it - into the fight in an honourable

alliance with Labour," which alliance he judged Labour to be now ready,

on personal as well as political grounds, to accept.^ Keynes was right:

within the week Henderson, the new leader of the decapitated Labour party,

was at Churt to concert tactics. But no other Liberal outside his

immediate circle supported Lloyd George. On October 8 Gwilym alone

resigned from the Government at his father's direction, and Tweed resigned

from Liberal Headquarters, which were given to understand that there would

be financial assistance from the Lloyd George Fund at the coming eleotion

only for candidates who stood unreservedly for Free Trade.^ Lloyd George

1. Frances Lloyd George, op.cit.. p.223.
2. Lothian to Lloyd George, 7 October 1931. (Lothian papers 257/282).
3. Keynes to Lloyd George, 1 October 1931. (Lloyd George papers g/io/15/6).

The Times. 9 October 1931»
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case "haltingly and feebly." He would not countenance even a temporary

tariff. "There never has been a temporary tariff," he told Goronwy Owen,

overlooking the McKenna Duties, taken off by Snowden in 1924. "Once

there it is done. The only chance of keeping off a tariff is to prevent

it being put on at all."'*- His opposition to Protection was reaching an

extreme pitoh in his furious indignation at what he saw as a Tory plot to

take advantage of the national crisis and his own indisposition to destroy

the Liberal and Labour parties and instal themselves firmly in power for

the foreseeable future. Tariffs were the only ground of policy on which

he could plausibly oppose them. On October 15 he was enabled to make a

broadcast from Churt, on the B.B.C. He spoke solemnly as "an old servant

of the people ...... uttering a word of caution to his fellow-countrymen"

in a "moment of rush and chaos."

He could still see no need for an election, The present Parliament

had half its oourse yet to run; a National Government had been formed to

deal with the emergenoy, instead of which it had suspended work and

plunged the country into a divisive faotion-fight. "Under the guise of

a patriotic appeal a Tory majority is to be engineered. Patriotism is

everywhere exploited for purely party purposes." But no party had a

monopoly of patriotism: it was an insulting suggestion to pretend that

men who risked their lives in the war were not patriotic unless they voted

for a Tory "ramp" to tax the people's food. Protection, he repeated, had

not saved France or Germany; why should it save Britain? Tariffs were a

cause of the world depression; more tariffs would not cure it.

Speaking specifically to the Liberals in his audience, he reminded

them that he had led the party two years earlier to its largest - ever

1. Goronwy Owen to Samuel, 8 October 1931, reporting Lloyd George's view
of the Liberal Manifesto. (Samuel papers A 8l/3l).
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vote, though he spoke now "only as a humble member of that party ......

as one Liberal to another." A Crovernment victory would mean certain

tariffs, whatever delusive formulae Samuel and his friends were allowed

to cling to. So he reviewed the alternatives and concluded:-

"Protection is imminent if a Tory Parliament is returned ...... On
the other hand, Socialism is remote •••.•• The danger is all in the
direction of Protection. I earnestly hope therefore that Liberals
will in every case cast their votes for Free Trade candidates at
this election. So many Liberal candidates have been withdrawn,
very unwisely, as I think, and so many are quite indistinguishable
from Tory protectionists, that the choice left to the electors is
too often between a food-taxing Tory and a Free Trade Labour
candidate. Between the two I would have no hesitation in the
circumstances which govern this election. I am neither a Tory nor
a Socialist, but a Liberal, But I weigh probabilities. Protection
is the impending peril. I should use my vote to avert that
calamity."l

In hi3 final election message, issued on October 25, two days before

the poll, Lloyd George fervently repeated his plea that tariffs were the

issue, trying to make Free Trade the truly patriotic cause:-

"I trust that my fellow Liberals will not be angry with me if I say
that they do not seem to realize what may be the outcome of a false
move by the party and its millions of adherents. The fate of the
country is in their hands. Upon their casting vote depends the
question whether Britain is to continue its honourable career as a
pioneer in the path of human progress which, on the whole, it has
pursued so nobly for generations, or whether it is in one leap to
spring backwards over eighty years and place itself on a level with
the protectionist countries of the Continent of Europe, with their
low wages, taxed food, fettered industries and policy of
international antagonisms, which interfere with prosperity and
imperil the peace of the world ...... The 'open mind' [with which
the Government was supposed to be fighting the election] is an open
trap ...... I appeal fervently to Liberals not to walk straight into
the booby trap, set for them by the protectionists merely beoause it
is decorated by the Union Jack."2

It is difficult to know whether anyone took any notice of these

desperate warnings. They may have been generally dismissed as the

delirious ravings of a sick old man; but they were no more extravagant

1.

2.

B.B.C. broadcast from Churt, 15 October 1931*

Lloyd George's final Election Message, (The Times 26 October 1931).
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than some of the wild rumours spread by supporters of the National

Government, particularly Snowden and Runciman (the latter had joined

Simon's group), about what would happen if Labour was returned to power -

inflation, the confiscation of Post Office Savings, "Bolshevism run mad.""'"
It was never likely, in the prevailing atmosphere, that the Government

would fail to win a massive majority, and in fact the Tories (473) and

their allies - MacDonald's few renegade Socialists (13), Samuel's

Liberals (33), and Simon's National Liberals (55) - swept 554 of the

615 seat3. But though Labour only won 52 seats, the party's vote held

up remarkably well, dropping by less than two million to 6.6 million -

still 3C$ of the poll. Most of these votes must have represented Labour's

bedrock Trade Union support, loyal to Henderson and Lansbury; but it is

not possible to say for certain that Lloyd George's passionate denunciations

did not swing some of them. His own little family party of Independent

Liberals - himself in the Caernarvon Boroughs, Megan in Anglesey, Gwilym

in Pembroke, and Gwilym's brother-in-law Goronwy Owen in Caernarvon County -

were all returned safely, (though with Lloyd George out of action,

Dame Margaret had to fight his seat for him, assisted by a gramophone

record of his voice; his majority was reduced from 9000 to 5000 in a

straight contest with a Tory). Lloyd George telegraphed to Caernarvon:
2

"Thankful peaks of Snowdonia remain above the deluge,"

After the deluge, however, there was little for him to do. He was

now well and truly in the wilderness. He was, Frances Stevenson told

Lothian, "as you can imagine, disappointed at the result of the Election,

and hurt a little at what seemed to be, at the moment, the desertion

of all his old friends,"^ To Samuel he wrote a stiffly formal note

1. Snov/den, 8.B.C. broadcast, 17 October 1931; for Runciman's Post
Office scare, see Mowat op.cit.. p.411.

2. Telegram to Caradog Evans (Lloyd George's agent) and Goronwy Owen,
28 October 1931, published in The Times 29 October 1931.

3. Frances Stevenson to Lothian, 6 November 1931. (Lloyd George papers
G/12/5/28).
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declining to attend a meeting of the Liberal fragment: "As you are

aware, I am completely at variance with the disastrous oourse into

which the party has recently been guided. It may therefore ease matters

and, at any rate, save embarassment to my friends, if I write to tell you

that I am not a candidate for election to any office in the group." This

was his effective resignation from the party of which he had been a member

for over forty years. He still hoped, however, that cooperation might

again be possible in the future, to revive the policies "to which so many

rallied hopefully in 1929. For the moment these causes have been over¬

whelmed by the calamitous folly of October, and any attempt to revive them

will be met for some time by impatience and ridicule. That phase will

soon pass and all true progressives can then resume the task out of which

they were so regretfully manoevred.""''
He expressed the same optimism to the novelist, Edgar Wallace, who

had stood unsuccessfully as an Independent Liberal at the Election. "We

have seen the worst," he wrote, "and now we must reconstruct a Progressive

Party in this country out of material which has been tried and tested.

I remember the Boer War Election. Out of those who stood against the war

in the House of Commons very few survived, and yet five years later we had

a majority of 350 in the House of Commons. The reaction will come soon,

2
and we must be ready for it."

Meanwhile there was nothing for him to do but to go abroad to convalesce.

Keynes advised him that "there is everything to be said for going away,

practically without a word, for the holiday which is necessary, and leaving

things to take their course."^ And Lothian urged that he should "have a

real re3t between now and Christmas and come baok after the New Year in a

1. Lloyd George to Samuel, 3 November 1931. (Samuel papers A 84^6).
2. Lloyd George to Edgar Wallace, 6 November 1951. (Lloyd George papers

G/33/1/53).
3. Keynes to Lloyd George, 1 November 1931. (ibid, g/io/15/8).
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position of real independence. You will probably be needed.On

November 19 he left with Dame Margaret and Megan on a crui3e to India
lf

and Ceylon. Ramsay MaoDonald wished him a characteristic 'bon voyagei:

"They tell me that you are going off perhaps to Ceylon next week, and

I would like - in spite of all your naughtiness - to send you my very

best wishes for a delightful journey. I only wish I were going with

you I am pretty much played out and hardly know how I am going to
2

stick at it even up to Christmas."

From the 3hip, on the last day of 1931, Lloyd George replied to a

letter from his old friend Herbert Lewis, who had urged him to cut loose

from party moorings, leave the defence of Free Trade to others, give up

even national considerations, and become a World Statesman: "You are now

the only man living with the experience, the prestige and the driving

power that are necessary to lead the world out of the material and moral
«3

quagmire which threatens to engulf it." Lloyd George was flattered.

"I am very grateful to you," he replied, "for your frank and friendly

letter, all the more friendly because of its frankness. When I return

to Britain I have a very difficult decision to take, and no-one seems to

realise that more thoroughly than you do. For the present I am very

impressed with your argument, and nay inclination is towards the acceptance

of your penetrating advice." He knew his limitations, however, and

doubted his capacity to stay above the party struggle.

"As you know, I have always found it very difficult to keep out of
a 'scrap', more particularly so when I find causes in which I am
interested being so inadequately and ineptly defended. Those who
were responsible for Liberal direction after I wa3 placed 'hors de
combat* surrendered all the passes to the enemy. The heights are
now in the command of the Protectionists: we are entirely at their

1. Lothian to Lloyd George, 3 November 1931. (Lothian papers 257/285).
2. MacDonald to Lloyd George, 6 November 1931. (Lloyd George papers

G/13/2/19).
3. Sir Herbert Lewis to Lloyd George, 15 December 1931. (Ibid. &/l2/l/l9).
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-mercy. The poor abject mob of Liberals are there cowering down
in the swamps. They have ceased entirely to count. No-one
talks now of the extermination of the Liberal Parly; for all
practical purpose it is annihilated.

Please keep writing to me with your reflections on the position,
I need counsel veiy badly. Liberal leaders have all gone, and
anyhow they are a miserable lot, When I was stricken down in the
late summer we had complete control of the Parliamentary situation,
and the Labour Government was getting more and more into our hands.
We had over 5*000,000 of electors, Where are they now? I have
never seen a case of more complete disaster following so promptly
on fatuous and pusillanimous leadership,*1

Bitter, frustrated, disillusioned, Lloyd George was still not ready

to declare himself beaten. Though he did not quickly forgive the debScle

of October, there were still many to tell Mm that the future would yet be

his, "It seems to me an almost miraculously fortunate circumstance,"

wrote Clifford Sharp, "that you should have been clean out of the present
2

muddle altogether - with practically a clean slate to write upon now,"

"If you can keep yourself disengaged from the current problems," H.L. Nathan

advised him, "and come back unembarassed personally by participation in

these grievous events, yours will be the supreme task and glory of showing
3

us how to restore the situation, and leading us back to safety," And old

Ben Tlllett wrote: "Get well, for age has ripened and glorified your

talents and spiritual qualities. There are many who believe your destiny

i3 for greater work •••••• Whatever have been your mistakes, I know of no

man with a clearer vision of duty to the State Cod love you, get

well, get vezy well very soon,"^
Frances Stevenson undoubtedly reinforced these predictions of a still

greater future, and encouraged Lloyd George to bide his time. But he and

1, Lloyd George to Herbert Lewis, 31 December 1931. (ibid. c/l2/l/20).
2, Clifford Sharp to Lloyd George, 15 September 1931. (ibid. &/33/j,/2l).
3. H.L. Nathan to Lloyd George, 13 September 1931. (ibid, g/15/7/21).
4. Ben Tillett to Lloyd George, 13 November 1931 and 1 October 1931.

(Ibid. G/19/13/6,3).
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she must hoth have suspected that it might not he, guessed that he had

missed his chance, sensed at least that it . would take a cataclysm now to

bring him back. For the present, therefore, they turned together to

the massive job of reliving his great past, and writing his Tar Memoirs.

* * $ #

"I have sometimes wondered during the pa3t few anxiou3 weeks what
would have happened had you been on your feet at the critical moment.
Somehow, I can scarcely think that, in such circumstances, the
position would have developed in precisely the way it has: I can't
see you letting the Labour Party Mget away with it" so easily by
shelving responsibility and passing it on elsewhere. Had it been
possible to persuade them to retain office, the whole position - both
financial and political - would have been very different; and I
think you might have done it, though no-one else could. When in
years to come we look back upon thi3 time, I think your being out of
action will be seen as a great part of the tragedy."1

So wrote H.L. Nathan to Lloyd George on September 13, between the formation

of the National Government and the announcement of the General Election.

"Tragedy" would not be everyone's word for Lloyd George's absence from

the centre of affairs at the critical moment of 1951; but it is indeed

impossible not to wonder, with Nathan, "what would have happened" had he

been on his feet. Speculation on what did not happen is of course futile

and unhistorical; but it is legitimate to turn the question and ask what

effect Lloyd George's absence had on what did happen. For it cannot ,

1. Nathan to Lloyd George, 13 September 1931. (Lloyd George papers
G/15/7/21).
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seriously be maintained that his sudden and temporary removal from the
t

3cene just before the crisis broke exercised no influence on the

development of events. It cannot be pretended that Samuel acted as

Liberal leader in every particular as Lloyd George would have done; still

less that Baldwin and KaoDonald took no account of the indisposition of

their rival. Their sensitivity to his every movement is well documented;

for the past nine years they had been continually looking over their

shoulders at him, fearful of just suoh an opening offering itself to him

as arose in August 1931. That he was incapacitated when the moment came

can only have appeared to Baldwin (to borrow Sharp's phrase) "an almost

miraculously fortunate circumstance." It is too much to argue that the

cxlsis was deliberately engineered to ooincide with Lloyd George's illness:

the financial crisis was real enough, given the importance universally

attached to the balanoed budget, and it was sheer chance that the May

Committee exploded its bombshell three days after Lloyd George was taken

ill. But that is not to say that the greatest possible advantage was not

taken of his illness by his opponents. It is inoonceivable that they

should have overlooked the opportunity. When MacDonald wrote to Lloyd

George, the day he joined hands with Baldv/in, "At this moment you are

first in my thoughts," his ostensible meaning was patently insinoere; but

there is every reason to believe that his words were nevertheless literally

true.

The 1931 orisis had three stages: the collapse of the Labour

Government; the formation of the National Government; and the decision

of the National Government to remain in being and fight a General Election

as a Government. Lloyd George's illness exerted the critical influence

at stages two and three. Nathan thought that Lloyd George's active

presence might have been enough to avert even the first stage; but that

is 3urely to overstate his powers. In a situation that depended as muoh
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on international confidence as on action, there was probably nothing

that the Labour Government could have done that would have satisfied

the bankers, even had the Cabinet been able to agree. It was Lloyd

George's absence, however, that dictated that when the Labour Government

did break up, it was succeeded by a Conservative-dominated National

Government, Had MaoDonald, on or preferably before August 24, been

able to resort to the long-canvassed expedient of taking Lloyd George and

other Liberals into his Cabinet, simply replacing with Liberals that half

of its members who would not accept the necessary economies, he might well

have been able to carry on as leader of a two-party coalition, balanced

the budget and restored financial confidence, without losing too much

Labour support - perhaps only the I.L.P. This is not a far-fetched

supposition. There are clear indications that MacDonald's opposition to

Lloyd George had so far evaporated by the late summer that he was

contemplating such a move, and that much of the Labour Party would have

been ready to support it.^" Moreover the Tories would have been quite

content with such a solution. Baldwin was not keen to dig the Government

out of its difficulties; he and his colleagues felt that the tide was

flowing strongly their way; they saw very clearly the electoral advantage

of having Labour take the unpopular decisions, and they would not have
2

minded the Liberals sharing the odium. In Lloyd George's absence,

however, the point of a Labour-Liberal coalition was lost, and Samuel did

not pursue it. On the oontrary, it was Samuel who pressed for a National
3

Government.

Not only did Lloyd George's absence effectively remove the Labour-

1. See above, pp./f'3 6-8r•
2. See Middlemas and Barnes, op.cit. pp.621-625; R.R. Jones, Memoirs of

a Conservative, pp.356-73.
3. Ibid.. p.626; A.J.P. Taylor, English History, p.292.
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Liberal alternative, however; it also made Baldwin much readier than

he would otherwise have been to join a National Government on Labour's

collapse, and it certainly determined the decision to maintain it beyond

a General Election, Had MacDonald been unable to win enough Labour

support for a coalition with the Liberals, or had such a Government, if

formed, been unable to survive the inevitable devaluation of the pound

which the National Government was able to shrug off, it may be that Baldwin

and Neville Chamberlain would have been obliged to swallow their prejudice

and serve with Lloyd George (with or without MacDonald) for the duration

of the emergenoy. But in that case it must be practically certain that

they would have been the first to insist on the conditions which in the

event they were the ones to abrogate; that the Government should disband

as soon as the immediate crisis was past and that the parties should

reoover their absolute independence. The opportunity of kidnapping

MacDonald and capturing the 'National' title for a predominantly

Conservative Government would not have arisen had Lloyd George been active

as Liberal leader and one of the three leaders of the emergency admini¬

stration, His absenoe unbalanced the National Government, leaving it

exposed to the Tory take-over which his deputy - a generally respected but

second-ranking figure - had not the political muscle to prevent. The

possibility of his return, moreover, dictated that the take-over must be

pushed through and legitimized at the polls as quickly and irrevocably as

possible,

MacDonald's state of mind in August 1931 seems to have been so

exceptionally uncertain that it is more than usually difficult to estimate

his motives, beyond a rather pathetic sense that it was his duty somehow

to remain in nominal control. For all his recent weary flirtation with

Lloyd George, it is likely, in view of his longstanding antipathy, that

the prospect of an alliance with Baldwin, when it presented itself, was
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much more welcome to himj but he would probably have accepted any

combination. Baldwin's purpose was more deliberate. He was not merely

determined to squeeze all possible party advantage out of the situation,

(though identifying the interest of the Tory party with the national

interest as he did, he certainly had no soruples in that direction).

"The one dominant motive all through with him," we are reminded by one of

his colleagues, "was fear of Lloyd George and his influence It was

largely to keep out Winston and L.G. that he consented to the ......

disastrous coalition with Ramsay MacDonald.""*" The General Election of

1931 was a Tory ramp, but it was directed not only against the Labour

Party but also agdinst Lloyd George, Churchill, Beaverbrook and all the

lesser malcontents who could at a stroke be excluded from the hope of

office or even influence for the foreseeable future by the establishment

in power of the massed ranks of solid orthodoxy. The thirties have often

been painted in this perspective as a conspiracy of the dull and timid

against the bold and clever, most vividly perhaps by the disappointed

malcontents themselves. But Churchill and Kosley, for instance, have

tended to obscure the fact that they were scarcely available for office

in 1931 - they had exoluded themselves, wilfully, the year before.

Lloyd George, on the other hand, was excluded only by ill-timed personal

misfortune. As Liberal leader, he must have been a member of any National

Government that was formed, had he been fit. It is therefore safe to

assert that no National Government - no permanent National Government at

any rate - would have been formed if he had been fit. The sort of

Government that was formed in 1931 was formed a3 a result of the veiy

circumstance that Lloyd George could not join it.

And yet, accidental though so mudiof history is, Lloyd George's

infected prostate gland did not create the entire mood of Britain in the

1. "A Conservative ex-Cabinet Minister" to Tom Jones, 12 November 1951#
(Jones, A Diary with Letters, p.xxxii).
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1930'3, whioh reflected and was reflooted by the Governments which

presided over it. Here is the irony. For although it was only chance

that kept Lloyd George out of office in 1931» it looks very like the hand

of destiny. His return to power, as a subordinate minister or even as

Prime Minister, would not magically have transformed the scene, social or

political, unless so much else had ohanged: the attitudes of the whole

government service - civil servants, economists, local government offioials

and politicians of all parties - as well as those of industrialists,

financiers and Trade Unionists. The 'Yellow Book' could not have been

implemented by diktat from Downing Street, nor would the still unproven

theories of Keynes in which Lloyd George had invested his reputation sinoe

1928 have been suddenly conceded in Whitehall. The vision of Lloyd George,

seated again at the Cabinet table, working on Baldwin and Chamberlain that

persuasive oharm with which he had been able to beguile so many sceptical

opponents throughout hi3 career - from the Bishop of St. Asaph in his youth

to Trade Union leaders at the Board of Trade, to Bonar Law during the war

and Miohael Collins after it, finally, it seems, even to Ramsay MacDonald

in 1931 - that vision is ohimerioal."^ The colleagues with whom he would

have had to work could never have swallowed his interventionist programmes

even if they had been reconciled to his personality. He had no natural

colleagues of his own temper. Either he would have been driven rapidly to

resign, or the Tory leaders (the rebels of 1922) would have pulled their

party for a second time out of coalition with him and relied on the

electorate to return them to power on their own, which it probably would

have done. It is impossible to see Lloyd George alone turning the tide

1. The word chimera is derived from the Greek Khimairos. a G-oat.
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that flowed so strongly against political experiment in the 1930's.

MacDonald, Baldwin and Chamberlain were the leaders the country deserved.

Lloyd George's illness in 1931 has therefore a certain aptness. For

though it is utterly wrong to discuss the August crisis purely in terms of

Baldwin and MacDonald, Henderson and Samuel, a3 if Lloyd George had died

the previous year, his illness gives to that interpretation a sort of

retrospective truth. Had Lloyd George been fit, things would have gone

very differently that summer; yet it is hard to see them turning out very

different in the end. Thus perhaps it was neater that he was ill. The

tragedy of Lloyd George's failure to come back in the crisis to which

events seemed to have been building since he left office is a true tragedy:

for beneath its apparently accidental manner, there is a remorseless

inevitability. 1931 revealed Lloyd George finally for what he had been,

in spite of all his efforts, all along: a lone outsider, an individual.

He had struggled for five years to clothe his imperious personality in the

garb of a party leader; but the dwindling Liberal Party made an

incongruously disproportionate vehicle for one of his experience, capacity

and ambition. The act did not fully convince himself, and convinced the

electorate still less. Bonar Law did not know how right he was when he

said in 1922, "George will always be his own party.He might possibly

have won a Presidential eleotion around 1930, though even that must be

doubtful in the spirit of the times. But by the rules of the British

two-party game, re-established over his dead body in 1922, he was

permanently off-side. The events of 1931 had at least the merit of

reducing Lloyd George starkly to his real situation, freeing him of

burdensome and fruitless ties. He rapidly recovered his health and

1. Jones, Whitehall Diary. I, p.2l6.
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never retired; but for the remainder of his life the Goat was truly in

the wilderness.

He had one last chance to come back from the wilderness - in 1940,

when war onoe again overrode party and the exoluded malcontents of 1931

(some of them at any rate: Mosley was in prison) were returned to power

over the ruins of Balwinism and the wreck of Chamberlain. There were

those who wanted, even expected, Lloyd George to be Prime Minister."'"
But it was too late; he was now seventy- seven. The other rogue elephant,

Churchill, eleven years younger, got the call. Churchill asked Lloyd

George to join his Cabinet; but Lloyd George refused, from a mixture of

motives - partly his age; partly reluctance to serve with Chamberlain,

who remained in office; partly doubt whether he and Churchill could work

harmoniously together; partly perhaps the calculation that he might yet
2

be needed when Churchill failed. But Churchill did not fail, and Lloyd

George's interest in the war declined from 1941, along with his health,

until his death in 1945. Nevertheless May 1940 was the only time in

twenty years of constant speculation that Lloyd George was positively

offered office; the faot casts an illuminating reflection back on 1931.

It underlines the truth that he could only have regained power, as he

gained it in 1916, in a situation in which the tyranny of the party pecking

order was overthrown: something which in the last hundred years of British

history has happened only in war, never for a merely economio crisis. In

1931, despite superficial appearances, the party system held firm: the

Conservatives returned to power, the great body of the Labour Party went

into opposition, and the destruction of the Liberals as a separate force

1. See Harold Nicolson's diary, May 1940 (Nigel Nicolson, ed. vol.2,
pp. 74-6).

2. Lloyd George to Churchill, 29 May 1940. (Lloyd George papers g/4/5/47).
But see also Paul Addison "Lloyd George And Compromise Peace in the
Second World War" in Taylor (ed.) op.cit.



462

was finally confirmed. Two million unemployed and a run on the pound

did not constitute a real emergency. Even three million unemployed in

1932 did not call forth an invitation to Lloyd George. Cincinnatus

remained at Churt, growing raspberries.

* * * *

Lloyd George's failure after 1922 derived from a fatal compound of

four factors. First, his personality had so dominated the political scene

between 1916 and 1920 that it seemed simply too big for party politics for

ever after; his admirers wanted to keep him in reserve almost as much as

his enemies wanted to keep him in disgrace. Secondly, the only party to

which he could plausibly belong was in steep decline, probably inevitable

after Labour had captured the working-class vote: the eleotoral system

shows little mercy to a party that has once fallen into third place.

Thirdly, what little ohance Lloyd George had of reversing the Liberal

decline was sabotaged by the personal vendetta waged against him by the

embittered Asquithians: the party he was trying to revive was not merely

small and threatened from without but, even after Asquith's death, was

publicly, ludiorously, divided against itself. Fourthly, the leaders of

the other parties were united in opposition to him that transcended their

opposition to each other - determined for different party reasons but the

same personal one to ensure the alternation:of their own two parties in

office and ready to hazard the success of their own Governments for the

sake of denying Lloyd George the opportunity to attract their supporters
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to any sort of central coalition; they successfully restricted him

within the shrinking confines of the Liberal Party and poured slander,

obloquy and derision on his pretensions to escape, while between them

they steadily squeezed his party into insignificance,

MacDonald and Baldwin claimed to disregard Lloyd George, while in

fact they watohed him apprehensively. They claimed that he was old,

exhausted,irresponsible, out of touch with reality, a figure from the

past. But age was no part of the reason for his failure, except in

so far as he had done so much sinoe 1905 that he seemed to have a whole

career behind him. He was younger than his rivals in all but years -

physioally and mentally more vigorous and, once he had recovered his

sense of direction around 1925, clearer-sighted and far more modern-minded.

He was also infinitely more serious than those self-conscious posers in

his ambition to improve the life of the country. Almost alone among

politicians, he grasped the fact, the causes and the implications of the

national economic decline whioh began to manifest itself after 1918 and

offered proposals to arrest it which, if implemented in time, might have

saved the country a lot of misery since 1945* Instead, the men who

replaced him presided passively over fifteen wasted years, a loss which

all the feverish efforts of post-war Governments have been unable to

recover. Lloyd George1 s exclusion from office after 1922 was a far

greater national than personal tragedy. For Lloyd George exolusion

spelled frustration and disappointment at the end of an already great

oareer; but for Britain, the forces that denied effective influence to

the ablest politician of the day betokened a malaise of the body politic

of enduring consequence. Sir Oswald Kosley* s autobiography most pithily

encapsulates the period:-

"All the dull people combined to get Lloyd George down. They
succeeded - but they got the country further down: the epitaph
of an epoch."1

1. Kosley, op.cit. p.276.
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