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Foreword





When I stood for election as Speaker, I was clear that the House of Commons needed to change to re-engage with the public and enhance the role of backbenchers in holding the government to account. This change continues. I do not, however, believe in change for change’s sake, nor think that the past has nothing to teach us. That is why I was keen to provide the opportunity for Members of both Houses to reflect upon, and learn from, some of the illustrious figures who have walked the green carpets of the House of Commons. The first lecture series, ‘Eminent Parliamentarians’, proved to be very successful. Indeed, there are always more requests for tickets than we are able to accommodate in the State Rooms of Speaker’s House. To compensate, the lectures have been made available to a wider audience through their screening on the BBC Parliament Channel and this book will provide a permanent reference for students and all those who share my love of politics.


The lives and careers of the eminent parliamentarians contained within this book have brought something unique to the House of Commons and are rightly garlanded by the Members of both Houses who kindly shared their enthusiasm and knowledge with us. The parliamentarians within this book may make surprising bedfellows – Tony Benn and Margaret Thatcher, for example. These remarkable figures may not share an ideology but they do share the ability to fascinate – and fascinating is just one of the many descriptions associated with this lecture series.


In the pantheon of great liberal figures in British politics, David Lloyd George will always stand out. If he was renowned for his progressive instincts and contempt for the claims of heredity, he was famed too for his spell-binding oratory which moved to ecstasy or fury all who heard it. Kenneth Morgan recalls Lloyd George’s description of the House of Lords as ‘Five hundred ordinary men, chosen at random from amongst the unemployed’ but, intriguingly, he also quotes Lloyd George damning a speech by Macmillan for containing far too many points. No speaker, Lloyd George suggests, should make more than three points as the challenge is to convey a clear, straightforward message to the immediate listener.


Peter Tapsell, in his meticulously researched lecture, shows us what an exquisite practitioner of repartee F. E. Smith was, not merely in Parliament but in the courts. One concluding exchange with Judge Willis is a delicious example of the genre. Judge Willis: ‘You are an extremely offensive, young man’; F. E. Smith: ‘As a matter of fact, we both are, but I am trying to be and you can’t help it.’


As a strong proponent of the House becoming a closer reflection of the people we serve, I found Shirley Williams’s account of Nancy Astor’s journey to the green benches particularly intriguing. Lady Astor was no suffragette and, as Shirley interestingly observes, her place in history as the first woman to take her seat ‘owed everything to expediency and privilege, not to leadership’. This may come as a disappointment to some, but her place in history cannot be denied, nor can her striking character and piquant turn of phrase. I will leave readers to ponder Astor’s assertion that all women marry beneath themselves.


Having his grandson deliver a lecture on Churchill, with his daughter in the front row, was among the most moving moments in the whole lecture series. Nicholas Soames managed to achieve what others could not – a familial, warm and intimate tribute to a towering political figure balanced by an honest analysis of what some might see as Churchill’s weaknesses. For a man so revered for his oratory, it is clear that Churchill was not a stump speaker and he would spend hours preparing his speeches and rehearsing tone and inclination. This did not always succeed, however, and Nicholas recounts a number of disastrous speeches. Churchill also spent many years being distrusted and actually disliked by his party, whether it was Liberal or Tory. These insights do not demean or devalue our great war hero, however, but ironically add to our admiration for a man who achieved so much, in spite of those challenges.


The complexity and paradoxes of Bevan were ably chronicled by Gordon Marsden in his lecture. Marsden painted a compelling picture of Bevan and neatly postulated Bevan’s likely views on the challenges we face today. Bevan’s reaction to the creation of the Independent Parliamentary Standards Authority (IPSA) and the future of the NHS may well be conjecture, but Gordon’s lecture provides us with an opportunity to apply historical debate and thought to the preoccupations of current Members of the House. In his book In Place of Fear, Bevan wrote in somewhat chilling terms for us today: ‘There is one situation fatal for a democratic Parliament – that is helplessness in the face of economic difficulties.’


Opinions on Enoch Powell are, to put it mildly, divided. Philip Norton had the onerous task of giving this lecture on a man whose inclusion on a list of great parliamentarians could, in itself, be seen as controversial. Philip was certainly up to this task and gave a lecture of scrupulous fairness and academic rigour, which provides a multi-dimensional picture of a man often seen as a two-dimensional character. The breadth of Powell’s interests may be a surprise to many, but Philip has provided an elegant challenge to this assumption that Powell was a one-trick pony. How does one square Powell’s odious, in my view, 1968 Birmingham speech on immigration with his impassioned attack on the killing of Mau Mau detainees by British forces in Kenya? Philip’s thoughtful and insightful analysis is required reading for those who want to take their political knowledge beyond simple headlines.


When it comes to the oratory and parliamentary performances of Michael Foot, I need to declare an interest, for I am a keen admirer. Reading his parliamentary contributions in Hansard, especially in the earlier part of his career, is a must for students of oratory. In a riveting address, Neil Kinnock captured the essence of Michael Foot, the man and the parliamentarian. He conveyed Foot’s commitment to the House and what the House could do for good. Neil’s description of Foot as ‘chromosomal Commons man’ says it all.


Douglas Hurd’s time as Foreign Secretary provided an invaluable basis upon which he could discuss Macleod’s achievements and frustrations as Colonial Secretary dealing with the difficult and risky transformation of Empire into Commonwealth. Interestingly, this lecture also gave us a number of what-ifs. Macleod sadly died a week after becoming Chancellor in 1970 and, with his in-depth knowledge of Ted Heath, Douglas speculates on the likely fortunes of the 1970–74 government had Macleod lived.


Part of the success of the lecture series lays in the differing approaches and styles used by our lecturers. Andrew Adonis’s lecture stands as an exemplar of outstanding research and a very Jenkins-like development of his hypothesis on the legacy of his subject. Roy Jenkins is latterly best remembered as one of the gang of four who broke away to form the SDP. What Andrew reminds us of, however, is the huge impact that Jenkins had on day-to-day lives. In just twenty-three months at the Home Office in the 1960s, Jenkins oversaw the legalisation of homosexuality, the introduction of ‘no fault’ divorce, the prohibition of racial discrimination and the abolition of stage censorship to name but a few. Jenkins’s achievements in social freedom to which we have all now become accustomed are many, and Andrew ties these neatly to Jenkins’s philosophical approach to politics.


We were privileged to hear from John Whittingdale who worked closely with Margaret Thatcher and who gave us an up-close and personal view of a character we all think we know. What is perhaps less well known is the great importance she attached to the House and although she enjoyed large majorities, regularly voted in the lobbies. That she prepared fastidiously for PMQs may not be a surprise to us, but the fact that her leg trembled at the dispatch box probably is! Margaret Thatcher remains a potent political figure to this day and my colleague has done an admirable job in explaining why.


Tristram Hunt had a singularly challenging job when delivering his lecture as his subject, and his subject’s family, was sitting right in front of him! Tony Benn is an intriguing figure – a doughty campaigner, a thorn in the side of governments and his own party and, unusually today, a politician who is a household name. Tristram brought his skills as a historian to his lecture and this is reflected in the depth of his analysis of not just Benn the politician, but also the ideological and historical context of his beliefs. This lecture provides both student and practitioner of politics insights into the person and the paradigm, and charts the journey of the left through the eyes of its best-loved advocate.


I am very grateful to Philip Norton who has edited these lectures with such skill and sensitivity. I first became aware of Philip’s work when I was myself a student, and he has delivered an indefatigable stream of thoughtful and rigorous contributions to the study of public life over four decades. I could think of no one better to have undertaken the editing of this book, nor would I have wished for another. My thanks also go to colleagues in both Houses who shared with us their passion and dedication to their eminent parliamentarian and I am pleased that they have kindly agreed for their work to be shared with others.


I very much hope that you will gain as much enjoyment and illumination from this book as I got from sponsoring and attending the lectures.




 





Rt Hon. John Bercow MP


Speaker






















Introduction


Philip Norton





The Parliament Act 1911, as Chris Ballinger has noted, ‘is a short act of parliament, which had a profound effect on constitutional and political legislation in the twentieth century’.1 It established the supremacy of the elected House of Commons over the unelected House of Lords. Its passage was politically fraught, achieved only after two general elections and an undertaking by the King, George V, that, if necessary, he would create 500 new peers to ensure that it made it onto the statute book.2 The Act, as amended by the Parliament Act 1949, continues to govern the relationship between the two Houses of Parliament. It also redesigned the electoral landscape of the nation by reducing the maximum life of a Parliament from seven years to five years.


The centenary of the passage of the Act was marked by several events. Among them was a lecture series initiated by the Speaker of the House of Commons, John Bercow. Rather than simply focusing on the events leading up to the passage of the Act in 1911, he felt it would be appropriate to look at Parliament in the century since the passage of the Act. He commissioned eleven lectures, each devoted to an outstanding MP of the past century. He felt it appropriate that each should be delivered by a present parliamentarian who had a notable interest in history and a particular appreciation of Parliament. Each was delivered in the State Rooms of the Speaker’s House and broadcast by BBC Parliament. This volume reproduces the lectures essentially as they were delivered and, as far as possible, comments reflecting the nature of the occasion have been retained.


Each speaker had a particular interest in their subject matter, in some cases a close personal link. Nicholas Soames delivered the lecture on his grandfather, Sir Winston Churchill. In discussion after his lecture, he recounted the occasion when, as a young child, he had wandered into his grandfather’s bedroom. ‘Are you really the greatest living Englishman?’ he enquired. ‘Yes,’ replied the great man. ‘Now bugger off.’ Neil Kinnock (Lord Kinnock) delivered the lecture on Michael Foot, his predecessor as leader of the Labour Party. The relationship between the two was affectionate but, as Neil Kinnock recounted, occasionally a little fraught, Foot on one occasion throwing a tray at him in a disagreement over devolution. Andrew Adonis (Lord Adonis) spoke on Roy Jenkins, to whom he had been close in the newly formed Social Democratic Party, and John Whittingdale on Margaret Thatcher, the Prime Minister that he had served as Political Secretary. As he reveals in his lecture, working for Britain’s first female Prime Minister could be demanding, but it also had some lighter moments.


Some of the lectures were delivered by historians. Kenneth Morgan (Lord Morgan), an authority on Lloyd George and Welsh politics, was an obvious candidate to deliver the lecture on the distinguished Welshman. Gordon Marsden, a former editor of History Today, spoke on Aneurin Bevan, and fellow historian Tristram Hunt delivered the lecture on Tony Benn – the only lecturer whose subject was in the audience when he spoke.


Shirley Williams (Baroness Williams), who when she was first elected as an MP in 1964 was still one of fewer than one hundred women to have been elected to the House of Commons,3 looked at the life of Nancy Astor, the first woman to take her seat in Parliament. The Father of the House of Commons, Sir Peter Tapsell, spoke on the towering figure of F. E. Smith, whose rooms he once briefly occupied as an undergraduate at Merton College, Oxford. Douglas Hurd (Lord Hurd of Westwell) reflected on the life of another Tory politician, Iain Macleod, whom he had been able to observe prior to Macleod’s untimely death. I spoke on one of the most controversial politicians of the latter half of the twentieth century, Enoch Powell, whom I got to know in the later years of his time in the House of Commons.


The utility of having parliamentarians deliver the lectures was a sensitivity to the conditions that their subjects will have faced, not least a critical House, and in seeking to persuade others, not least in their own party, that their declared path was the right one. Parliament can provide a congenial environment but at times a very lonely one.


The lectures covered a distinguished but eclectic array of politicians who made a name for themselves not only in the House of Commons but also in the country.4 They came from disparate backgrounds, some modest and some privileged, and espoused very different political philosophies. Some closed their political careers by retiring voluntarily, while others were retired by the electorate or by their (or, in Lloyd George’s case, another) party. Enoch Powell notably wrote, in his biography of Joseph Chamberlain, that ‘all political careers, unless they are cut-off at some happy juncture, end in failure’. Iain Macleod had his career cut off in its prime, dying within days of becoming Chancellor of the Exchequer. Aneurin Bevan died within a year of becoming his party’s Deputy Leader.


What, then, unites the eleven figures selected for inclusion in the series? What made them such notable figures in the House of Commons? Though not true of all, some were great orators who could hold the House transfixed while they spoke; others varied in the way they dominated the House. Enoch Powell was a great debater, a parliamentarian who could craft a speech on his feet. Winston Churchill laboured long and hard to produce masterly speeches, but – unlike his father, Randolph Churchill – he was not a natural debater. He was dependent on his script and could not adjust in order to meet the temper of the House. Nicholas Soames recalled the observation of Clement Attlee who, when asked if Churchill had been a great parliamentarian, replied: ‘No, he was a great parliamentary figure.’


Some were effective politicians, being able to mobilise supporters to get their way and achieve notable policy outcomes. As I argued in my lecture, Enoch Powell was a great parliamentarian but not a great politician. He held no political office after the age of fifty-one and failed to achieve any of his principal political aims. Margaret Thatcher, by contrast, was a distinguished parliamentarian rather than a great one, but – as Powell recognised – she was a very effective politician. She was able to manipulate the political system in order to get her way. She knew where she wanted to go but, as one of her ministers once put it to me, ‘she could recognise a brick wall when she saw one’. All three – Churchill, Powell and Thatcher – could dominate the House, though in Thatcher’s case it was only after she became Prime Minister. (Her oratorical skills were not that apparent when she was Leader of the Opposition.5) Others, particularly Nancy Astor and Tony Benn, were notable Members of the House, but were never dominant figures. Tony Benn’s greatest political achievement came relatively early in his career, when he secured a change in the law (the Peerage Act 1963) to enable peers to renounce their titles. This enabled not only Benn but also the Earl of Home to return to the House of Commons, in the latter case to become Prime Minister. Though a leading MP, Benn’s impact was greatest on the party platform and in the television studio.


Michael Foot published a series of essays on politicians in a book entitled Loyalists and Loners.6 Loyalists were devoted to their party whereas loners preferred to act alone in the last resort, as people ‘who would always follow their own star or search out their circuitous destiny and who, for whatever reason, would find the association of party loyalty too insulting or irksome to bear’.7 Some of the eleven were clearly loners. Lloyd George effectively destroyed his party, Churchill had little compunction switching between parties, Jenkins sought to create a new one and Powell – who had voted Labour in 1945 – moved from the ranks of the Conservatives to the Ulster Unionists. Others were loyalists. Aneurin Bevan, declared Foot, was, ‘for all his splendid individuality and poetic imagination, no loner. He was born and bred a member of the Labour movement, and could not think of politics except in that context.’8


There is, nonetheless, a unifying element: each was driven by a particular set of beliefs. Popularity and, if necessary, office came second. There was a belief in the rightness of their goals and they were prepared to do whatever was necessary in pursuit of those goals. That encompassed not just impassioned speeches but, if required, a willingness to resign office or to refuse it. Churchill spent some years in the political wilderness, espousing causes that did not appeal to most of his friends, let alone his opponents.9 Powell only resigned a ministerial office on one occasion but he declined it on three. Two of the three refusals were on a point of principle. He and Iain Macleod famously declined to serve in the Cabinet under Alec Douglas-Home. Bevan resigned from the government over prescription charges.


Each was prepared to speak and act independently. Bevan may have been a loyalist, but his loyalty was to the Labour movement and not to the party whips. He was briefly expelled from the party in 1939, when he supported Sir Stafford Cripps in his Popular Front campaign. ‘This was the only time in his life that Bevan was actually expelled from the Labour Party, though he came close to it on several subsequent occasions.’10 Michael Foot was for a period the leading rebel on the Labour benches, suffering at one point the withdrawal of the party whip (1961–63) when in opposition and then voting against his own government sixty-eight times in the 1966–70 parliament.11 Powell was the leading dissenter on the Conservative benches during the Heath premiership, voting against the government on 115 occasions.12


Taking the stance they did meant that they did not always court popularity and indeed at times were out in the political cold. They favoured their own counsel to that of their party colleagues. None was an obviously clubbable person. Indeed, as Nicholas Soames notes of his grandfather and his wartime ally, General de Gaulle: ‘Both of them were … rather lonely men, who preferred to march alone rather than in company.’ Some – notably F. E. Smith, Iain Macleod and Roy Jenkins – were not afraid to display their effortless intellectual superiority, albeit not an activity that garnered the warmth or support of their colleagues. The Marquess of Salisbury famously described Iain Macleod as ‘too clever by half’. Andrew Adonis’s portrayal of Roy Jenkins is affectionate but makes no attempt to hide the fact that Jenkins was well aware of his own ability and had no qualms about demonstrating his love of the finer things in life.


Their single-minded pursuit of their beliefs could instil apprehension or even fear on the part of others. F. E. Smith, like Aneurin Bevan, was a ferocious debater. Peter Tapsell wondered why judges put up with his barbed retorts. In answering questions after his lecture, Douglas Hurd conceded that Enoch Powell was the only politician who scared him. When sat on the government front bench, he was in fear when the Ulster Unionist MP for South Down – with his staring eyes, intense manner and penetrating questions – rose to his feet. Ministers and civil servants often quailed when faced with questioning by Margaret Thatcher. She combined intensity of feeling with a mastery of her brief. John Whittingdale recounts her tendency to grab the telephone and harangue a minister’s private secretary when a brief sent to No. 10 was deemed inadequate.


These reflections also convey that a commitment to one’s beliefs is a necessary but not sufficient condition for explaining the distinctiveness of the eleven. They were not only committed but also brave in the pursuit of their goals. They exhibited a remarkable strength of character. As Michael Foot noted of one press gallery reporter’s coverage of the young Bevan, he ‘put his finger on Bevan’s most conspicuous quality – his courage’.13 Lloyd George faced the mobs in his opposition to the Boer war. Nancy Astor took on a somewhat different mob – the ranks of hostile male MPs – and fought for women’s rights. Having been associated with appeasement (her home, Cliveden, gave its name to a leading group, the Cliveden set), she was one of the Tory MPs to vote against, and help bring down, the Chamberlain government in 1940. She is the only one of the eleven never to become party leader or a Cabinet minister. Churchill stood alone in the 1930s and was resolute in time of war. Even after accepting the premiership, he had to face a Parliamentary Conservative Party that was wary if not hostile. Benn faced considerable hostility in his attempts to get the peerage law changed as well as during his later spats with others in the Labour Party. He was one of the most divisive figures in the Labour Party in the latter half of the 1970s and early 1980s. Margaret Thatcher showed notable resolve in challenging the incumbent, and former Prime Minister, Edward Heath, for the Tory leadership in 1975 and remarkable courage in her reaction to the attempt to assassinate her at the Conservative Party conference in Brighton in 1984. Powell, another potential terrorist target, insisted on publishing his home address and eschewed bodyguards.


It was also perhaps this particular quality that they recognised in others. Powell and Foot exhibited great respect for one another and, indeed, proved effective allies in 1969 in helping destroy the Parliament (No. 2) Bill to reform the House of Lords. Foot described Powell as ‘the soul of honour and loyalty’.14 Foot was an outstandingly eloquent speaker in the Commons. ‘Only Enoch Powell, perhaps, could challenge him, and he and Foot became significantly close friends.’15 Powell admired Thatcher as a politician and Thatcher, despite Powell’s attack on her over the Anglo-Irish Agreement, held him in near reverence. Foot followed in Bevan’s footsteps by taking over his seat. Foot may not have revered Nancy Astor in the way his father did16 (Isaac Foot was her Liberal opponent in Plymouth Sutton in 1919) but he penned a notably sympathetic portrait.


The eleven chosen for the series thus stood out. They were clearly distinctive, meriting the accolade of eminent parliamentarians, though not unique. There were others who merited inclusion – it would be a sad reflection on the House of Commons if this was not the case. The century saw some brilliant debaters, not all of them remembered today, and some distinguished figures who could hold the House and who were resolute in pursuit of their ideals. One thinks of recent politicians such as Robin Cook, ‘one of the great dispatch box orators of the modern generation’,17 who resigned from the Cabinet in opposition to the Iraq war; Denis Healey, ‘a very strong politician, the strongest of his time’,18 and ‘a brilliant if sometimes brutal parliamentary debater’;19 and Michael Heseltine, a flamboyant performer at the dispatch box, though – like Tony Benn – someone who was possibly even more effective on the party platform than he was on the floor of the House of Commons.


Lesser-known politicians from earlier generations include Ellen Wilkinson on the Labour benches and Nigel Birch on the Conservative. Wilkinson – ‘Red Ellen’ – was a noted campaigner, with significant organisational skills, who moved from the public platform to the chamber of the House of Commons as MP for Jarrow; rather like Michael Foot, she was at her best on the back benches rather than in ministerial office.20 Birch, following his election to Parliament in 1945, ‘quickly made a formidable reputation … for his mordantly witty interventions and speeches’.21 He resigned ministerial office in 1958, along with fellow Treasury ministers Peter Thorneycroft and Enoch Powell, in opposition to the government’s failure to approve cuts in public expenditure. He could contribute eruditely to economic debate, often speaking without a note, though is perhaps best remembered for his speech following the Profumo scandal in 1963 when he called on the Prime Minister, Harold Macmillan, to resign, quoting Browning: ‘Never glad confident morning again.’22 ‘No leader,’ wrote Clive Irving, ‘could have been knifed by a more exquisitely honed blade.’23


Shall we see their like again? The history of Parliament is littered with Members complaining about the disappearance of the parliamentary greats. Recent decades have also been littered with complaints about the demise of the independent-minded party MP, willing to stand up to party leaders. These, though, are myths, albeit myths that are taking a long time to disappear. The high point of party loyalty was actually the 1950s with two parliamentary sessions in which not a single Conservative MP voted against the whips.24 MPs loyally obeyed the whips, a situation that changed in later years, and especially so in the 1970s with an upsurge in intra-party dissent in Conservative ranks.25 More recent years have seen unprecedented levels of backbench dissent26 and the first session of the Parliament elected in 2010 set new records.27 Some Members have exhibited courage, independence of mind and a commitment to the institution of Parliament, as well as a capacity to argue their case in a compelling manner. Were a future Speaker to commission a series of lectures on outstanding parliamentarians of the twenty-first century, it would likely include some already occupying the green benches of the House of Commons.
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Biographical note


David Lloyd George





Born 1863, son of William George, former master of Hope Street Unitarian School, Liverpool, and Elizabeth, daughter of David Lloyd, Baptist minister. Married first in 1888 Margaret Owen (died 1941), second in 1943, Frances Louise Stevenson. Educated at Llanystumdwy Church School and privately. Solicitor. Liberal MP for Caernarfon Boroughs April 1890 to January 1945. President of the Board of Trade 1905–08; Chancellor of the Exchequer 1908–15; Minister of Munitions 1915–16; Secretary of State for War 1916; Prime Minister 1916–22. Leader of the Liberal Party 1926–31 and Independent Liberal Group 1931–35.


Privy Counsellor 1905; Constable of Caernarfon Castle 1908; Lord Rector of Edinburgh University 1920–23. Awarded Order of Merit 1919. Father of the House of Commons 1929–45. Created Earl Lloyd-George of Dwyfor 1945. Died 26 March 1945, shortly after accepting the peerage.


A fiery and ambitious politician, his 1909 Budget precipitated the constitutional crisis leading to the Parliament Act 1911. He engineered Asquith out of the premiership in 1916, succeeding him as Prime Minister and irrevocably splitting the Liberal Party. He was an outstanding wartime Prime Minister. Dependent on Conservative support, his peacetime leadership proved contentious and in 1922 Conservative MPs voted to withdraw from the coalition.
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It is a great honour to be invited by Mr Speaker to give the first of these lectures. It is fitting that Lloyd George should launch the series. I believe that it is intended not simply to recall the momentous passage of the Parliament Act a hundred years ago, but also to celebrate the influence and authority of Parliament over our national life. No one in the twentieth century illustrates that more emphatically than ‘the little Welsh attorney’, whose epoch-making People’s Budget brought the Parliament Act into being in the first place.


The seventeen-year-old trainee solicitor first set eyes on Parliament in November 1880 on his first visit to London. He gave it a somewhat mixed review. ‘Grand buildings outside but they are crabbed, small and suffocating’, especially the House of Commons. But, significantly, he went on, ‘I will not say but that I eyed the assembly in a spirit similar to that in which William the Conqueror eyed England on his visit to Edward the Confessor, the region of his future domain.’1 The young man was already thinking in terms of conquest of that great institution, ‘the great assize of the people’, and over the next half century that is manifestly what he achieved.


He was, of course, a uniquely controversial parliamentarian, both in his public career and his private life, and it was a long while before Parliament gave him his due. Back in the 1930s, the French put up a statue of Lloyd George’s wartime ally, Georges Clemenceau, in the Champs-Élysées. He stands tall there with his cape, his cane and his black leather boots, and was universally hailed as ‘Père la Victoire’.2 It was not until November 2007 that Lloyd George’s appropriately dynamic statue was unveiled in Parliament Square by Prince Charles. He was the first radical to feature there, alongside five Conservative Prime Ministers and a conservative king. I note that Winston Churchill’s statue was decorated by anti-capitalist demonstrators and latterly some protesting student militants. It is agreeable to think that Lloyd George’s statue may sometime be adorned by the pheasant-shooting wing of the Countryside Alliance.


He was a parliamentarian almost from birth. At the age of five, he was carried on the shoulders of Uncle Lloyd to hail the great Liberal victory in Caernarfonshire in the general election of 1868. He was an intensely political young schoolboy at Llanystumdwy national school, where he led a strike of his schoolfellows to prevent them reciting the Anglican creed before the headmaster. He began professional life as a country solicitor in Portmadoc, an ideal platform for engaging in an assault on the Anglican ‘Unholy Trinity’ of the Bishop, the Brewer and the Squire who dominated the rural scene in Nonconformist Wales. His boyhood hero was the recently assassinated Abraham Lincoln – indeed the image of another country lawyer who went from log cabin to become President of the United States was made much of by his admirers. From Village Green to Downing Street was the evocative title of one early biography.3 He was thought of as a possible Liberal candidate for Merioneth in the 1885 election when he was a mere twenty-two. He entered the Commons in 1890 when he was twenty-seven. His victory in Caernarfon Boroughs was actually a Liberal gain. Down to 1906 he conducted a bold and brilliant start to his parliamentary career in a highly marginal constituency. The Anglican influence in the cathedral city of Bangor was always a looming threat.


From the start of his time in the Commons, he emerged as a speaker of extraordinary power and charisma. His maiden speech on 13 June 1890, on the congenial topic of temperance and the prospect of compensation for publicans, included bold satire of two parliamentary giants, Joseph Chamberlain and Randolph Churchill (something of a hero for the young Lloyd George) whom he compared to two contortionists who set their heads in one direction and their feet in the opposite. He told his young wife back in Caernarfonshire, ‘There is no doubt I scored a success and a great one’ – no false modesty about Lloyd George. He also told his wife that he would take time in making a second speech to give it the more impact.4 Soon he was established as one of the most admired and feared Members of the House.


It is worth examining why his speeches were so effective. Clearly there was the influence of the Nonconformist pulpit – the lyrical language (in Welsh quite as much as in English), the compelling rhythm, the Biblical imagery and the use of homely metaphor (such as, famously, his reference to picking up firewood in greater abundance after stormy weather). But he was also moved by another late-Victorian institution – the music hall. He also made much use of humour, not commonly a feature of Nonconformist chapel sermons, especially in Wales. The Prime Minister of Great Britain reflected something of the style of George Robey, the Prime Minister of Mirth. Lloyd George was always infinitely adaptable as an orator. He could move easily, effortlessly, from the slapstick to the sublime, from partisan knockabout to supra-party moral consensus.


There were great figures in the Commons when he entered it in 1890. He was most impressed by the titanic personality of Gladstone – ‘Head and shoulders above anyone else I have ever seen in the House of Commons.’5 Lloyd George marvelled at his power of gesture, language, fire and, latterly, ‘wit’, also the transfixing power of the Grand Old Man’s ‘terrible eye’.6 His one criticism was that at times Gladstone would go on too long, seldom something for which Lloyd George himself could be criticised.


Lloyd George’s speaking style, in the Commons and elsewhere, depended heavily on communion with his audience. He was always subtly responsive to his listeners, in parliamentary debate and in meeting deputations as a minister. He was also outstanding at listening to others. In the famous phrase, he ‘could charm a bird off a bough’. He loved heckling and, like his countryman, Aneurin Bevan, fed off it richly. He could be exceptionally devastating and ruthless in personal attack. On the platform he would describe Herbert, Viscount Gladstone, as ‘the finest living embodiment of the Liberal principle that talent was not hereditary’.7 Hereditary peers were elevated on the ‘principle of the first of the litter – you would not choose a spaniel on those principles’. The House of Lords was dismissed as ‘five hundred ordinary men, chosen at random from amongst the unemployed’.8 He could also be hugely effective in turning defence into attack, notably in the Maurice debate of May 1918 when he destroyed the motion of censure timidly moved by Asquith. He could also be uniquely sensitive in winning over the House. During the debate on the Marconi case in 1912, when he was accused of corruption by making money through investing in a company contracted to the British government, he delivered an extraordinarily passionate plea of his innocence and honesty. Mrs Lucy Masterman, the wife of his colleague Charles Masterman, wrote in her diary of this debate, ‘The whole House was soon crying. Winston had two large tears rolling down his face. Rufus [Isaacs] was sitting with his head bent so that no one could see his face. Charlie [Masterman] was crying. The PM [Asquith] was crying.’ A Liberal backbencher ‘boo-hooed in a very vocal manner’.9


Another important parliamentary quality of his on occasion was generosity. Thus when he was fiercely attacked by the young Nye Bevan over the Coal Mines Bill in 1930 – ‘better dearer coal than cheaper colliers’ – Lloyd George responded with much grace, perhaps mindful of his own onslaughts on the great Joe Chamberlain. An observer wrote that he was ‘confronted with the ghost of his own angry youth’.10


Compared with Winston Churchill, Lloyd George was far more spontaneous a speaker. Churchill prepared his speeches with intense care and largely read from them (he broke down in 1904 as a young MP when he departed from them). Lloyd George spoke to his listeners; Churchill spoke to, and for, history. Lloyd George’s major speeches usually had two kinds of material. He carefully had typed out the main themes, including key phrases (e.g. ‘cowardly surrender’).11 Then he would use pencil notes as well, which gave him the maximum of flexibility in debate. His People’s Budget speech in April 1909 was backed up by a jumble of scarcely coherent or legible pencilled statistics to illustrate the details of land taxation and valuation.12 His spontaneity could be immensely effective (as in the 1940 Norway debate speech which helped to bring down Neville Chamberlain) but it could also be dangerous (as with Michael Foot) if he departed from his text without due care. One such instance was his speech at Bristol in the ‘coupon’ general election in December 1918, when he responded to the encouragement of his audience with references to Germany ‘paying to the very last penny’ and rashly mentioned a specific sum of damages (£24m).13 If Lloyd George’s spontaneity could give hostages to fortune, the care which Churchill took in his speeches could be immensely powerful and indeed moving. Thus in late March 1945, when Churchill was almost overwhelmed with critical political issues after the Yalta conference as the war came to its end, he took a remarkable amount of time in composing a personal tribute to his old comrade in arms over forty years: ‘the greatest Welshman produced by that unconquerable race since the days of the Tudors’.14


Another Prime Minister has given us the greatest insight into the impact of Lloyd George’s speeches on the House. Harold Macmillan was a huge admirer:




The wonderful head, the great mane of white hair … the expressive features, changing rapidly from fierce anger to that enchanting smile, not confined to the mouth but spreading to his cheeks and eyes: above all, the beautiful hands, an actor’s or an artist’s hands, by the smallest movement of which he would make you see the picture he was trying to paint.








He gave Macmillan, as a young backbencher, advice in his private office on how to speak in the House, how to vary his pace and his pitch. He taught him to ‘use his arms, not wrists, not hands, not ineffective posturing but the whole of the arms and shoulders, even the back, in a total integration of body into words’. Macmillan once sat next to me at lunch in Oxford and told me that Lloyd George advised him always to let the gesture follow the words, as in ‘there is a man who has betrayed his country’ – pointing at the victim immediately after, not during, these comments. He once criticised one of Macmillan’s early speeches. It was not, said Lloyd George, a speech at all, but a contribution to an economic journal.




You made twenty-five points all leading on to one another. That’s not the way to speak. You want to make one, if you are a backbencher, two if you are a Minister, possibly three, but better still two… The art of speaking is to leave on the audience a clear picture of what it is you want.15





Lloyd George was almost always true to his word.


The supreme communicator in the politics of his day, only one form of communication defeated him, and that in old age. He was never at home with radio broadcasting. With no human audience visible in front of him, he could not blossom. His daughter, Megan, tried to get him to be at ease in BBC studios – but ‘there was nothing’. The giant of platform, pulpit and Parliament was suddenly anonymous, almost tongue-tied.


At every stage of his fifty-four years in the Commons, he was a powerful influence in the House. As a backbencher between 1890 and 1905, he often focused on the local affairs of Wales, frequently in speeches that were satirical and somewhat lightweight. He made a national impact for the first time with his passionate attacks on his old hero, Joseph Chamberlain, during the South Africa War – ‘this electro-plated Rome and its tin Caesar’. He accused Chamberlain, with powerful effect, of profiteering personally from war contracts with the army.16 But he could also strike a higher note, as when he passed on to his leader, Campbell-Bannerman, Emily Hobhouse’s first-hand verdict on the atrocities inflicted on Boer women and children in the British concentration camps on the Veldt – ‘methods of barbarism’, three words that changed the culture of Edwardian politics. During the debates after the 1902 Education Act, he could move on from Nonconformist ‘revolt’ against an Act which aided Anglican schools to an appeal to transcend religious sectarianism where education was concerned.17


As a government minister between 1905 and 1916, he would be brilliantly effective in presenting highly complex proposals. As it happened, perhaps his most important statement was just about his worst. His People’s Budget speech on 29 April 1909 saw him almost break down through sheer strain and fatigue. The House took a break to let him recover his stamina. But he did recover, and ended with a powerful peroration about the government’s plans to make poverty in Britain as remote as the wolves which once infested its forests. That summer, he handled the difficult committee stage with courtesy, charm and humour. He was also excellent in conducting the committee stage of the National Insurance Bill in 1911. Some jaundiced critics wondered whether he had really understood the arcane minutiae of his own bill. In debate in the House, Lloyd George showed emphatically that he had.


A quite different kind of speech was an astonishing polemic in the second reading debate on the Welsh Disestablishment Bill in May 1912. The Duke of Devonshire had claimed that the disendowment of the Welsh Church was the robbery of God. Lloyd George (perhaps helped in his researches by a strong Liberal, A. F. Pollard, a distinguished historian of the Tudors, and grandfather of the celebrated psephologist David Butler) responded that the fortunes of the duke, like those of many other landowners such as the Cecils, were ‘laid deep in sacrilege’ during the era of the Reformation, which saw the dissolution of the monasteries.







They robbed the Church. They robbed the monasteries. They robbed the altars. They robbed the alms-houses. They robbed the poor. They robbed the dead. Then they come here when we are trying … to recover some of this pillaged property for the poor to whom it was originally given, with hands dripping with the fat of sacrilege, to accuse us of robbery of God.18





He was strongly backed by G. K. Chesterton, who countered F. E. Smith’s claim that the bill would offend the souls of Christian people everywhere with the satirical poem ‘Anti-Christ’, with its memorable finale: ‘Chuck it, Smith!’


As Prime Minister between 1916 and 1922 his survival in the House depended on his rhetorical skills. He was a Prime Minister without a party and, unlike Churchill in 1940–45, had no assured majority in the House. In the peacetime coalition of 1918–22 he depended solely on the goodwill of the dominant Conservative (or Unionist) Party. Much depended on the Prime Minister’s oratorical command, his ability to play on the emotions and at times to strike a tone of high patriotic idealism. Thus, in the Maurice debate, he destroyed Asquith’s feeble case and the undercover manoeuvring of the military high command with a devastating performance.19 General Maurice had claimed that the government had not been telling the truth about the comparative number of British troops at the front in 1917 and 1918, and the reasons for the extension of the British line on the western front. Lloyd George showed that in fact his figures came from Maurice’s department, the Department of Military Operations (DMO), at the War Office, and that he had never challenged them there or at Cabinet meetings. He also underlined the inconsistency of Maurice acting with such disloyalty and insubordination while claiming to try to be reassuring morale in the armed forces. He ended on a high patriotic note. He appealed ‘on behalf of our common country’ that ‘there should be an end of this sniping’.20 While historians have debated the statistical evidence on these matters at length subsequently, at the time Lloyd George enjoyed a complete triumph. His enemies, political and military, were annihilated.


Lloyd George exerted his unique personal authority again in April 1919, when he confronted newspaper and other critics that he was being too soft on the defeated Germans in the Paris peace conference. He delivered a slashing attack on Lord Northcliffe, owner of The Times.21 He referred to his ‘disease of vanity’, tapping his head significantly as he did so. Northcliffe was sowing dissension among the Allies at Paris. ‘Not even that kind of disease is a justification for so black a crime against humanity.’ Northcliffe was derided and ridiculed. Later on in 1922, when Northcliffe was dead from a mysterious blood infection, Lloyd George meditated a kind of posthumous revenge by becoming owner or even editor of The Times himself.22


Finally, as elder statesman, from his downfall as Prime Minister in October 1922, he remained a powerful force in debate. He was very much a front-line player whose return to government was widely canvassed, down to the general election of 1935, when he was seventy-two. In the 1920s he spoke a good deal on economic policy and measures to combat economic depression and mass unemployment. In the 1930s, he lent his matchless prestige to debates on international affairs. He often struck an ambiguous note, perhaps a dangerous one, notably with his remarkable enthusiasm for Hitler after his visit to Berchtesgaden in August 1936. This was by far the most appalling misjudgement of his career.


Conversely, his abiding power as a senior politician was shown in the remarkable impact of his speech of 18 June 1936, attacking the government for its failure to impose sanctions on Italy after the invasion of Abyssinia. He launched a ferocious assault on the government, in what Stanley Baldwin called ‘an extraordinarily brilliant speech’. He made merciless use of quotations from government ministers. Baldwin had spoken of Britain ‘standing like a rock in the waves’. Lloyd George observed that ‘the rock has turned out to be driftwood’. The government he compared to an aeroplane popularly known as ‘the flying flea’. Neville Chamberlain had spoken of avoiding ‘a cowardly surrender’. ‘Tonight,’ declared Lloyd George, ‘we have had the cowardly surrender and there [pointing at the government front bench] are the cowards.’23


Frances Stevenson, his private secretary, wrote that the government front bench ‘was literally cowed before his onslaught’. A young Tory MP told Churchill that he had never heard anything like it in the House. ‘Young man,’ replied Churchill with rare generosity of spirit, ‘you have been listening to one of the greatest parliamentary performances of all time.’24


There was an even later oratorical triumph in the Norway debate on 8 May 1940, Lloyd George’s last great speech in the House. This was very different, almost unplanned. He had not thought of speaking but was persuaded to do so by Clement Davies, Robert Boothby and others. He spoke largely off the cuff from rough notes only, which added to the powerful effect on his Commons audience. He ended with a tremendous finale. The Prime Minister had asked for sacrifice. He should set an example himself, because he could make no greater contribution to victory in the war than to sacrifice the seals of office.25 Chamberlain resigned following a major Conservative backbench revolt. Thus the colossus of the First World War helped pave the way for the elevation of the colossus of the Second.


Beyond Lloyd George’s personal career, his wider impact on his country and his world was immense, probably greater than that of anyone else in this series of lectures. Churchill, after all, was identified with a dying world, that of the later Victorian empire, and a fading class system. Lloyd George more emphatically looked to the future.


As regards the constitution, Lloyd George and Asquith, that great partnership, between them transformed relations between the Commons and the Lords for ever. The 1911 Parliament Act tilted power decisively to the elected House. If the statesman’s craft of getting the Act through came from Asquith, it was Lloyd George’s 1909 Budget that brought matters to the proof. It was the powers of the Lords that always concerned Lloyd George, not its composition. He demonstrated this as Prime Minister with his mass creation of so many peers, many of them capitalists of dubious origin. He told J. C. C. Davidson that it was better to sell titles than to sell policies, as happened in politics in America: ‘It keeps politics far cleaner than any other method of raising funds.’26


Constitutionally, his premiership of 1916–22 was a massive landmark. It was the first clear instance of a move towards a presidential type of premiership. Richard Crossman and John Mackintosh were later to see his regime as the first indication of prime ministerial government replacing classical Cabinet government. He set up the Cabinet Office to enable the Prime Minister to control government business and ensure, through his powerful secretaries, Maurice Hankey and Thomas Jones, that decisions were taken and followed up. He also had his own cadre of unelected special advisers, notably the ‘Garden Suburb’, his own personal secretariat headed by Philip Kerr who worked in huts set up in the garden of 10 Downing Street. He absented himself from Parliament for long periods at a time and was satirised for it by Bernard Partridge in Punch cartoons. The Cabinet met erratically and was often by-passed by carefully chosen ‘conferences of ministers’. On one occasion in 1921, the British Cabinet met, not in London, not even in England, but in Inverness town hall, to accommodate the Prime Minister who was having a holiday in the Highlands.27 His maverick style was strictly personal, heterodox, unpredictable. He negotiated industrial relations with trade unionists like Jimmy Thomas over a Welsh Nonconformist’s equivalent of beer and sandwiches at No. 10. He held private conclave with wealthy capitalists about party political funding. He gave confidential briefings to press editors and journalists from home and overseas, and was freely on view for paparazzi: with his Inverness cloak, his long mane and his delicate feet, he was the most media-conscious politician of his day. He largely conducted foreign policy himself via summit diplomacy: he barely concealed his contempt for the official Foreign Secretary, Lord Curzon. Lloyd George, in short, was the first exponent of sofa government, Tony Blair avant la lettre.


Two other constitutional changes stand out. Lloyd George’s government transformed the political status of women. In his 1918 Reform Act, women of thirty and over got the vote. In 1919, Lady Astor became the first female MP to take her seat. This was appropriate. Lloyd George, unlike Asquith and Churchill, was always a supporter of women’s suffrage, even if his pre-war efforts, like those of most men, proved disappointing to the suffragettes.


Secondly, Lloyd George ensured that Ireland was removed from centre stage in British politics after the Free State Act of January 1922. After a terribly dark period of bloody retaliation in the era of ‘Black and Tans’, Lloyd George made the great diplomatic breakthrough with Sinn Féin leaders with the creation of a self-governed, if partitioned, Ireland. It owed everything to the Prime Minister’s Celtic guile. He pointed out to Éamon de Valera that neither the Welsh nor the Irish languages had a word for ‘republic’, which he felt to be significant.28 He created a settlement that endures, for good or ill, to the present day. No longer would there be an Irish Nationalist party which might control the balance of power in the House. He had succeeded where Pitt, Peel and Gladstone all failed in finding a solution to the Irish impasse that, if highly controversial, nevertheless stood the test of time. A different, more pluralist, vision of the union of the United Kingdom would henceforth emerge. This was appropriate since Lloyd George in his Cymru Fydd (Young Wales) days in the 1890s had been an early proponent of devolution. What took place in 1999 in Scotland and Wales was partly his legacy.


He also had a massive impact on the party system. Here was a highly paradoxical figure – a vehement partisan who aroused strong emotions among friends and foes, yet was also the great champion of coalitions. Through his career, he showed a disposition to work with political opponents in search of higher objectives – as he did back in Wales as early as 1895 over possible Welsh home rule. In 1910, he astonished the political world at a time of high political emotions over the Budget and the Parliament Bill by proposing to Balfour and some Conservative leaders that there should be a coalition to by-pass what he called ‘uncontroversial’ issues like free trade and Welsh disestablishment in pursuit of the higher objectives of national defence and social reform. 29


As a Prime Minister, of course, he headed a coalition himself. After the successful outcome of his alliance with the Conservatives during the war, he put forward in 1919–20 the idea of a kind of government of national unity on the lines of the ‘unity of command’ achieved during the war. His heroes were men who broke with their own parties – Joseph Chamberlain over Irish home rule and Theodore Roosevelt who formed his breakaway Progressive Party under the banner of the New Nationalism in 1912.30


In fact, the outcome of his coalitions with the Conservatives in wartime and in peace was a very mixed one. His coalition of 1918 (based on the notorious ‘coupon’ of electoral co-operation) destroyed the Liberals as a party of government when they split into two. If anything, it also created the Labour Party as the clear voice of progressive opinion: in 1918 the party wisely followed Bernard Shaw’s advice – ‘Go back to Lloyd George and say nothing doing.’ Arguably, he had laid the basis for the Labour Party becoming some day a party of government with his Treasury Agreement with the trade unions in 1915, as earlier with his use of unions as agencies for national health insurance in 1911. The essentially Lib-Con coalition of 1931 (which Lloyd George vehemently opposed) destroyed the Liberals not just as a party of government, but as a party of opposition as well when they split into three, the National Liberals under Sir John Simon in effect becoming indistinguishable from the Tories. What rewards or calamities the coalition of 2010 will visit upon the heirs of the old Liberal Party remain to be seen. After the university fees imbroglio, and the failure of the AV referendum and Lords reform, the omens do not look too promising.


For domestic British politics, Lloyd George’s impact was truly remarkable. He was indeed the ‘dynamic force’ of which Baldwin spoke apprehensively at the Carlton Club meeting of 1922. He was always concerned with ideas and long-term policy objectives. His associates were not just shady people who traded titles or armaments, but distinguished intellectuals like Charles Masterman, Seebohm Rowntree, William Beveridge, the great historian H. A. L. Fisher, the economists of the Liberal Summer School in the 1920s and, of course, Maynard Keynes, who famously declared, ‘I oppose Mr Lloyd George when he is wrong, and support him when he is right.’31 Much of the time, the road that Lloyd George took was the high road. Lloyd George was thus a foremost architect of the welfare state. His National Insurance Act of 1911, following on his Old Age Pensions Act of 1908, created the base for future social policy down to the Beveridge report and the National Health Service. It created a new vision of the enabling state and of social citizenship. It is surely Britain’s great progressive contribution to modern civilisation, and Lloyd George was its founding father.


His Budget of 1909 and (lesser regarded) that of 1914 laid down new principles of progressive, redistributive, graduated taxation which shaped the policy of all political parties down to the 1980s. With higher estate duties, a new supertax and social novelties such as child allowances, it provided a powerful free-trade solution to financing social welfare. The tariff reformers had argued that ‘the foreigner will pay’; Lloyd George’s riposte was ‘the rich will pay’. Ironically, the least successful part of his taxes were the controversial land duties which yielded almost nothing and were repealed, embarrassingly, in 1920 when Lloyd George was Prime Minister.


The post-war coalition of 1918–22 was also far from negligible in social policy. It began publicly subsidised housing policies in the Addison Act, it set up a national framework for free state education in the Fisher Act, it revised and extended the system of unemployment insurance, fortunately in view of the mass unemployment to follow, and it created a Ministry of Health. Until extinguished by economic depression in the latter part of 1920, it was perhaps the last hurrah of the pre-war New Liberalism.


In opposition in the 1920s he promoted far-sighted new policies for economic revival and pump-priming policies to combat unemployment. In The Yellow Book and The Orange Book, he was a Keynesian before Keynes: after all The General Theory of Employment, Interest and Money was not published until 1936, whereas Lloyd George’s creative mind was at work on these issues a decade earlier. The spectre of the National Debt never terrified him and he condemned the dismal deflation of the National government. Today, many economists like Lord Skidelsky seem to believe that, following the credit crunch, the programmes of public investment to sustain employment pioneered by Lloyd George eighty years ago still provide the key to long-term, sustainable economic recovery.


Finally, there is his legacy in international politics. He was very much a maker of our world. He had great responsibility for the peace settlement of 1919–22. There has been massive criticism of how the Versailles Treaty came about, most famously by Keynes: Margaret Macmillan’s Peacemakers (2001) has cogently argued the opposite case and sees the view that Versailles led inexorably to another war as simplistic. Of course, there were immense problems resulting from the settlement in the Middle East, the mandate system and the colonial restructuring that followed the end of the old Ottoman Empire. But the post-imperial Europe of Versailles and the later treaties, based on the broad principle of nationality, is still our inheritance. It has, it is true, seen the break-up into lesser states of both Yugoslavia and Czechoslovakia, but in fact Lloyd George had grave doubts about both of them as artificial hybrid creations. Edvard Beneš of Czechoslovakia was a particular bête noire. In any case, alone of the post-war peacemakers, he sought to revise the peace treaties in 1920–22, both with regard to territories and reparations payments, and in time Keynes, his bitterest critic, came to endorse his views.


Our world, therefore, bears Lloyd George’s imprint. Every day the newspapers and television bulletins remind us of his legacy. Si monumentum requires, circumspice. Much of it is benign. But far from all. Since the 1960s, British governments have been plagued by three great problem territories – Northern Ireland, Palestine, Iraq. They have one thing in common. Like all things wise and wonderful, Lloyd George made them all.




Notes


1 Diary entry of 12 November 1880, quoted W. R. P. George, The Making of Lloyd George (London: Faber and Faber, 1976), p.101.


2 See Kenneth O. Morgan, ‘The Goat and the Tiger’, Ages of Reform (London: I. B. Tauris, 2010), pp.93ff.


3 J. Hugh Edwards and Spencer Leigh Hughes, From Village Green to Downing Street: Life of the Rt. Hon. D. Lloyd George MP (London: Newnes, 1908).


4 David Lloyd George to Margaret Lloyd George, 14, 19 June 1890, in Kenneth O. Morgan (ed.), Lloyd George, Family Letters (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1973), pp.29–30. These papers are in the National Library of Wales, Aberystwyth.


5 Lord Riddell’s War Diary (London: Nicholson and Watson, 1933), p.67 (7 March 1915); Lord Riddell’s Intimate Diary of the Peace Conference and After, 1918–1923 (London: Gollancz, 1933), p.158 (1 January 1920).


6 For Gladstone’s ‘terrible eye’, see A. J. P. Taylor (ed.), Lloyd George: A Diary by Frances Stevenson (London: Hutchinson, 1971), p.306 (17 April 1935).


7 Speech at Manchester. The Times, 15 October 1922.


8 Speech at Newcastle. The Times, 10 October 1909.


9 Richarcd Toye, Lloyd George and Churchill (London: Macmillan, 2007), p.97, quoting Lucy Masterman’s diary.


10 Michael Foot, Aneurin Bevan, Vol. I (London: McGibbon and Kee, 1962), p.117.


11 Notes of speeches in Lloyd George papers (Parliamentary Archives, House of Lords), e.g. notes on Abyssinia speech, 18 June 1936 (G 186/5).


12 Lloyd George papers (C/26/folder 1).


13 The Times, 12 December 1918.


14 House of Commons: Official Report (Hansard): 28 March 1945, Vol. 409, col. 1380


15 Alastair Horne, Macmillan, Vol. I (London: Macmillan, 1988), pp.77–8. Conversation of the present writer with the Earl of Stockton, c. 1970.


16 House of Commons: Official Report (Hansard): 8 August 1900, Vol. 87, cols 1008–13..


17 Kenneth O. Morgan, Wales in British Politics 1868–1922 (Cardiff: University of Wales Press, 1963), pp.188ff.


18 House of Commons: Official Report (Hansard): 16 May 1912, Vol. 38, col. 1326.


19 House of Commons, 9 May 1918. Notes of speech in Lloyd George papers, F/235.


20 Notes of speech in Lloyd George papers, F/235.


21 House of Commons: Official Report (Hansard): 16 April 1919, Vol. 114, cols 2936–56.


22 History of the Times, Part II, 1921–48 (London: The Times Publishing House, 1952), pp.685ff.


23 House of Commons, 18 June 1936: notes of speech, Lloyd George papers, G/186/5.


24 A Diary by Frances Stevenson, p.324 (20 June 1936).


25 House of Commons: Official Report (Hansard): 8 May 1940, Vol. 360, col. 1283.


26 Memorandum by J. C. C. Davidson, 1927, printed in Robert Rhodes James, Memoirs of a Conservative (London: Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 1969), p.279.


27 On 7 September 1921, to consider de Valera’s latest proposals for Ireland.


28 Keith Middlemas (ed.), Thomas Jones: Whitehall Diary, III, Ireland 1918–1925 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1971), p.89. In Welsh the words ‘Democrat’ and ‘Republican’ are identical – Gweriniaethwr.


29 See the memorandum on the proposed coalition in 1910 printed in Kenneth O. Morgan, The Age of Lloyd George (London: Allen and Unwin, 1971), pp.150–56.


30 For Lloyd George’s views on Theodore Roosevelt, see his The Truth about the Peace Treaties, Vol. I (London: Gollancz, 1938), pp.231–2. Lloyd George thought Roosevelt was far superior to his great rival, Woodrow Wilson, in every way.


31 Robert Skidelsky, John Maynard Keynes, Vol. 2 (London: Macmillan, 1992), p.249.









OEBPS/pg_018_001_online.jpg





OEBPS/logo_online.jpg
B"\

Biteback Publishing





OEBPS/ornament_online.jpg
9\'}2





OEBPS/line_online.jpg





OEBPS/9781849544856_cover_epub.jpg
THE SPEAKER’S LECTURES

Edited by

with a foreword by






