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Preface


The first volume of this work was a simple and unadorned tale. It was that of a boy’s days in his nursery, at school and in the army. Except for his immediate family—his father, his mother, his brother and, above all, his nanny, the immortal Everest—few people impinged greatly upon his life. There were no more than fleeting glimpses of prominent people in the great world in which his father and mother lived. It was not only a simple tale, it was a straightforward tale. There was little need to explain or enlarge. The story told itself.


It will be very different in this and succeeding volumes. When Volume II opens our hero—for such he has become—is already world-famous and well equipped to tread the stage which his father had quit a decade before. The stage will now become richly peopled; new issues and controversies, often of great complexity, will emerge; life will become much more complicated as the pages are turned. He will cross the floor of the House of Commons, he will write his father’s life, he will get married and become a father. The complexities of four great Government departments will have to be unravelled: much administration and legislation will be considered and explained. Many topics which have long lost their novelty and have fallen into desuetude will have to be brought alive. But this is not a history of the first half of the century; these events and issues must be strung upon the fragile cord of an individual life.


This volume covers not only Churchill’s abandonment of the Tories for the Liberal Party; it also deals with the considerable social revolution with which he and Lloyd George were principally concerned, which involved as its political climax the clipping of the powers of the House of Lords in the Parliament Act. He then quits these fields for war preparation at the Admiralty. Moreover, there is much to tell of his part in Irish affairs while he was at the Home Office and the Admiralty. Churchill will be seen to have played a leading role in all the exciting and indeed frenzied events which marked the first six years of Asquith’s famous administration.


Although much will be drawn from the letters and papers of other people, as in the first volume Churchill will continue to ‘be his own biographer’. That does not mean that we shall rely over-much upon his published works, though, since he was a man who earned his living by his pen, quotations from his books not only contribute to the narrative but gives some idea of his growing literary powers. Considerable extracts from his speeches will often have to be given, not only to show him in action but also to mark his style and power of argument; for he was an orator not less than writer. But the field in which he will still predominate as his own biographer will be in the vast number of his own previously unpublished letters and memoranda. Such letters give a true insight into a man’s character and often serve as a supplement and a corrective to what he may do or say in public.


RANDOLPH S. CHURCHILL


Stour
East Bergholt
Suffolk
April 1967
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Introduction
to the New Edition



Randolph Churchill’s Volume II, which was first published in 1967, is now reprinted by Hillsdale College Press, as part of their edition of the whole Churchill biography. Randolph envisaged Volume II as the second of five volumes of the complete Churchill biography, which after his death in 1968 was extended to eight volumes.


Volume II covers the fourteen years from Churchill’s entry into Parliament in 1901 at the age of twenty-six to the outbreak of the First World War in 1914. It begins with the five politically tumultuous years during which, while a Conservative Member of Parliament, Churchill was a vociferous and persistent critic of his own government’s military spending, and of its decision—against his own strong and articulate public reasoning—to abandon Free Trade and create tariff barriers to protect British industry.


In 1904 Churchill crossed the floor of the House of Commons, joining the Liberal Party and within two years entered the Liberal administration as Under-Secretary of State for the Colonies. The decade that followed was in many ways the least known of Churchill’s life, yet one of the most productive in terms of his growing contribution to the defence and well-being of Britain, through public speaking, parliamentary debates, and legislation. This legislation, in which he took a deep personal interest, started in 1906 with the Acts of Parliament that gave constitutions, and thus independence, to the two Boer republics, the Transvaal and the Orange Free State, against which Britain—and Churchill himself—had so recently fought. As with all his legislation during these years, much of it spanning the urgent fields of social and prison reform, Churchill piloted these bills through Parliament, explaining and, where necessary, defending them clause by clause. The last chapters of Volume II cover Churchill’s three years as First Lord of the Admiralty, dominated by his deep concerns for, and understanding of, the vulnerability of Britain.


Highpoints in Randolph’s Volume II include Churchill’s first parliamentary battles, his crossing the floor of the House of Commons, his African journey, his marriage to Clementine, the Siege of Sidney Street, the riots at Tonypandy, his prison reforms, challenging the power of the House of Lords, confronting the Ulster Unionist rebels, and building up the Royal Navy. It was Churchill who ensured that the fleet was ready on the outbreak of war in 1914 to transport the British Expeditionary Force to France, without loss.


Randolph described each of these episodes in detail, weaving in a wealth of firsthand, contemporary evidence of Churchill’s part in them. He also wrote in Volume II about his own first appearance in his father’s story, being born on 28 May 1911. ‘Unlike his father, who had been born seven weeks prematurely,’ Randolph wrote about himself, ‘he was a fortnight late, thereby disappointing his mother’s hopes right from the start of better punctuality than his father.’


The creation of Volume II, like that of Volume I, centred around Stour, Randolph’s home in East Bergholt, Suffolk. There, Randolph was referred to in our notes and even conversation as ‘RSC’, his father as ‘WSC’. Working at Randolph’s side was Michael Wolff, Director of Research since the start of the enterprise in 1961. Michael guided a small team of ‘Young Gentlemen’, of whom, since 1962—while a Junior Research Fellow at Merton College, Oxford—I was a member. Our work involved reading the documents from the Churchill papers in the Strong Room that Randolph had built next to the house, selecting those of importance, having them typed out by a team of typists—most of them living far from Stour—under the supervision of Eileen Harryman, and preparing biographical notes of everyone mentioned in them. We then wrote historical briefs for Randolph to explain the background, context, and meaning of each set of documents, read them aloud to him, and then inserted them into the draft narrative, often with linking passages that Randolph dictated to one or other of the researchers, or to Barbara Twigg, his devoted Personal Secretary. The search for documents in other archival and family collections throughout Britain was continuous.


As with the first volume, Michael Wolff directed the researches of Volume II with help from Martin Maunthner and later Tom Hartman, who joined the team in 1967 and remained for the next eighteen months as a stalwart supporter of the project, and friend of Randolph. Two Americans also joined the team, Frank Gannon and George Thayer, as did in due course four young historians then working at Oxford, Paul Addison, Cameron Hazlehurst, Robert Taylor, and Alan Thompson. When pressure of work mounted, Randolph would exhort us, ‘All hands on deck’. When we gave him the fruits of our labours, he would spur us to even greater efforts with the words, ‘Box on.’ When things went badly, or a researcher was unwell, the order was ‘Soldier on!’ Material brought to him was, if he liked it, ‘lovely grub’. My highest accolade was to be called ‘a tiger for research’.


On one occasion in 1963, research on Volume II took me, with Randolph at the wheel, to Norfolk, to the home of the third Baron Fisher of Kilverstone, to talk about the Baron’s grandfather, Admiral of the Fleet Lord Fisher: the brilliant, mercurial ‘Jackie’ Fisher. As a result of what we learned during that Norfolk visit, Randolph despatched me by air to Scotland. My instructions were to examine Admiral Fisher’s papers at Lennoxlove, the ancestral Scottish home of the 14th Duke of Hamilton, whose mother had been Fisher’s confidant. These papers included long and sometimes emotional handwritten letters from Churchill to Fisher, from both the peacetime and wartime Admiralty years. After my return from Lennoxlove to Stour, the reading aloud of these letters focussed on the period of the naval attack on the Dardanelles in March 1915, and Churchill’s political downfall two months later. Although beyond the time span of Volume II, their revelations of Churchill’s struggles, determination, and isolation moved Randolph to tears.


Randolph was also moved to tears by the story of Airlie Hynes, the fiancée of one of Churchill’s flying instructors, who had been killed in 1913 after offering to test the controls of the plane in which Churchill and he had been flying, and which Churchill had found stiff to handle. After a long search, I located and visited Airlie Hynes—then Airlie Madden—in her home on the South Coast. Two of her sons by her later marriage had been killed in the Second World War. ‘Thus this strong strain of patriotism and sacrifice,’ Randolph wrote in Volume II, ‘was carried through to another generation and another war, even more menacing to Britain’s freedom.’


Within three years of beginning work on the ‘Great Work’—also called at Stour ‘The Book’—Randolph took time, when Harold Macmillan resigned as Prime Minister, to write a short, dramatic book telling the inside story of The Fight for the Tory Leadership. He was in his element in the cut and thrust of contemporary politics, an enthusiasm and an insight that he used to good effect when writing about his father. But that same year, 1963, Randolph became the victim of ill-health, starting with severe pneumonia, swiftly followed by severe anaemia. He never fully recovered his health. Smoking between eighty and one hundred cigarettes a day, and drinking spirits, also took a severe toll. After the removal of part of a lung in March 1964, his friend Evelyn Waugh commented publicly: ‘The doctors have removed the one part of Randolph that was not malignant.’ Randolph, no slouch at repartee, replied by telegram dictated from his hospital bed: ‘Thank you for your benignant greetings.’


Sir Winston Churchill died on 24 January 1965. At the funeral in London six days later, Randolph, still not fully recovered from his lung operation, walked in pain behind his father’s hearse. ‘It was an ordeal for him’, writes his son Winston in his book His Father’s Son, ‘but, determined as always to be “steady on parade”, he gritted his teeth, stuck out his jaw, and soldiered on.’


Returning to Stour to ‘soldier on’ with the Great Work, Randolph also wrote newspaper articles on current politics. How he loved the challenge of journalistic effort. At one time he had a fortnightly column in the News of the World. Other newspapers sought him out for his lively, idiosyncratic view of people and events. In a letter to Randolph’s Washington friend Kay Halle—to whom he had proposed marriage thirty-five years earlier—I wrote, on 20 September 1965: ‘As you know, he seems to come to life when dealing with the past, particularly the past in which he was active. He has written articles in the Spectator and the Evening Standard which (while not palatable to many squeamish people) are vintage Randolph. Of course, all this detracts from the Great Work, but it gives him something to do which he enjoys.’


Since his lung operation, I told Kay in this letter, ‘he has really looked quite white’. It was alarming to see him thus, and for so long. On 12 October 1965 I wrote to Kay again: ‘He is very lonely now and rarely has people with him at East Bergholt.’ But Randolph’s periods of loneliness were mitigated by the affection and companionship of his Essex neighbour Natalie Bevan, who was a continuous source of support. We researchers often enlisted her help when we needed to sooth Randolph’s ire. In addition to Natalie, Andrew Kerr, Randolph’s devoted ‘general factotum’ and helper on the book was a strong source of companionship, both at Stour and on Randolph’s travels abroad. Natalie and Andrew were indispensable props to the Great Work.


In setting down his recollections for me, Andrew Kerr writes: ‘I first met RSC just before Christmas in 1957 and worked for him as his Personal Assistant for about a year 1958/9. I left unable to cope with Randolph’s volatile explosions. I returned in January 1963, when he was assembling a team of researchers to help in the writing of his father’s official biography. Unlike all of the rest of the team I had no academic qualifications; neither had Randolph for that matter. Most of the team were not based at Stour but came there to submit their contributions from time to time. I spent all of my time at the house, except of course for occasional days.’


Andrew Kerr recalled Randolph’s routine at Stour. It was ‘to breakfast in bed with all the newspapers, seldom appearing before eleven o’clock. The previous day’s work would be waiting on his desk—neatly typed with the pages held together with a treasury tag. He then corrected it and gave me the result to be taken to the secretaries for retyping. This usually took until lunchtime. After that work would begin again with a researcher feeding him with material and he dictating to a secretary, usually Eileen Harryman. The secretaries normally went off duty at 5 pm, but the work did not stop. I or a visiting researcher would continue feeding Randolph with material and doubled up as an amanuensis. With an interruption for dinner, the process could go on well into the night. Three o’clock was not unusual. Then, as he used to say, “It is about time to go and lie down for a few moments before breakfast.” I rose early and decipher my notes and type them so the secretaries could produce clean copy.’


***


As Randolph worked with his many helpers on Volume II, he was eager to reach the 1930s and the appeasement debates that he remembered so well, and during which he had been a vociferous participant. He was determined to tell his father’s story during the appeasement years with zeal, and to demonstrate what he considered the utter fecklessness of the appeasers, first and foremost Neville Chamberlain, but also the editor of The Times, Geoffrey Dawson, for whom Randolph held a particular dislike for his having drastically reduced the detailed reports sent from Berlin by his correspondent in Germany, Norman Ebbutt.


Randolph was delighted (with me) and incensed (with Dawson) when I found, in the Scottish Record Office in Edinburgh, a letter from Dawson to a friend in which Dawson wrote: ‘I spend my days cutting out things that might offend German sensibilities, and my nights putting in little things that might please them.’


Throughout 1965 and 1966, in that time of ill health, Randolph’s mental energies were undiminished. In a letter on 17 May 1966, I wrote to Kay Halle: ‘I spent three days last week with Randolph, and found him in a very mellow mood. I am pressing forward with Volume III, an exciting period which includes the Dardanelles. He has not lost interest in the Great Work and when talking about history he is as perceptive and witty as ever, but his health is not good, though he seems to be looking after himself more than previously.’ A month later, I wrote to Kay again: ‘I spent the last four days with Randolph. I was amazed to find him so well. He was eating more than I have seen him do for some time and was also paying greater attention to the Great Work. He was sitting in the sun looking very contented and relaxed.’ Even his health was improving. ‘He has injections now for his anaemia and they have been remarkably successful. He has really turned the corner and is better than he has been for two or three years.’


One of those closest to the work and atmosphere at Stour was Barbara Twigg, whose devotion to Randolph and the Great Work was a solace to him in the many difficult times of illness and uncertainty. In the recollections that she set down for me, she described how Randolph ‘was presiding over what amounted to a literary factory where everything was geared to the production of what was universally known as The Book. My official role was Personal Secretary to Randolph but this entailed being general factotum—oiling the wheels and keeping the train on the rails. The highlight of this industry was the gathering in the drawing room each evening after dinner to discuss and distil the gems uncovered during the day. The dogs and in particular the pugs played a large part in his life—five of them in total. There were also two King Charles Cavalier spaniels and a Jack Russell terrier. Randolph harboured a mischievous ambition to take the two spaniels to the Royal Opera House to enact a law he claimed went back to King Charles’s time when they were afforded a seat of their own.’


Barbara Twigg adds: ‘Randolph was the largest private telephone subscriber in the country and his telephone book read like the pages of Debrett or Who’s Who. It made little difference to him whether it was day or night if he had the urge to speak to someone. I spent many hours making his connections…. I developed a warm affection for this immensely complex man. He hated to be on his own and he was unhappy when his guests left. Randolph could be intolerant, rude and boorish but he was also amusing, generous and loyal. In his last years he was very focused on The Book, although with his journalistic flair he could not resist a diversion when the occasion arose.’


Volume I was published in August 1966, with Randolph proudly signing the first copies that reached him at Stour. Throughout the autumn and winter, work continued on both Volume II and the early stages of Volume III. My own work then was on the footnotes and historical background for the early months of the First World War. Readings aloud continued. Randolph was particularly moved by the letters that Churchill’s younger brother Jack—Randolph’s uncle—had written from the Dardanelles in 1915, describing from his vantage point at the side of the Commander-in-Chief, General Sir Ian Hamilton, each phase of the Gallipoli campaign.


Even as work on Volume II was reaching its conclusion, and Volume III was getting under way, Senator Robert Kennedy, brother of the assassinated President, John F. Kennedy, whom Randolph had known and admired, asked Randolph to write the Kennedy biography. Here was the recognition of what he had achieved with Volume I. ‘I feel,’ he told Andrew Kerr, ‘as if I have been handed the Nobel Prize for Literature.’


In Washington, in the spacious top-floor apartment in her house in Georgetown that Kay Halle set aside for him for his visits, Randolph discussed the outline of a two-volume biography: the first on Kennedy’s rise to power, the second on Kennedy as president. I was among those enlisted to help with the research. Randolph hoped to begin work on the Kennedy biography in 1969, when the fifth and final volume of the Great Work would be nearing completion. We were instructed, for security reasons, to call the Kennedy biography ‘Project K’.


On 21 December 1966, Randolph completed the text of main Volume II. He was, in one of his favourite phrases, a ‘happy man’. Work continued without respite on Companion Volume II, and on the remaining three volumes of the biography, preparations for which were allotted to different members of the team. On 4 February 1967, Randolph dictated a survey of progress, and set out his plan to complete all five volumes. It began starkly: ‘We have fallen behind with corrections of page proofs of Companion I.’ Michael Wolff must therefore devote ‘all his time’ to the completion of the two-book set. For research on further footnotes, Wolff was allocated two Young Gentlemen, Robert Taylor and Alan Thompson, ‘who must answer specific queries with alacrity.’ Tom Hartman was also soon allocated to this task.


For Volume II, Robert Taylor was summoned to Stour to go through the Irish chapters. I was to correct the Admiralty chapters and ‘settle them’ with Randolph. Alan Thompson would go through the Home Office chapters with Randolph. Andrew Kerr would work with Randolph on the corrected galley proofs. The documents for the Volume II companion volumes were to be organised by Alan Thompson, under the supervision of Andrew Kerr and Randolph.


Volume III, both the main and the companion volumes, were ‘entirely the province of MG’—me. Andrew Kerr would be responsible for preparing them for the printer. Alan Thompson would prepare Companion Volume IV, ‘under supervision’—one of Randolph favourite phrases at this time—of Michael Wolff, who would be responsible for Randolph’s brief for writing main Volume IV. I would be responsible for selecting the documents for Volume V companions, and for Randolph’s brief for writing this volume. These were heavy tasks, putting a strain on all concerned, but Randolph at last had a plan to see the biography to its conclusion. He was pleased when I showed him a letter I had just found, in which his father wrote at the time of the Gallipoli landings: ‘The soldiers you are sending into battle have the right to a plan as well as to a cause.’


During the summer of 1967, Volume II was polished, amended, re-jiggled and perfected, and the three-volume set of its documentary companion volumes prepared—a substantial and laborious endeavour for the Young Gentlemen. At the same time, Randolph realised how unwell he was; only he and his doctor knew that after five minor heart attacks since 1963 he had suffered a mild stroke in April 1965. By the summer of 1966, in addition to his severe anaemia, he had been diagnosed with gross gastritis, high blood pressure, and cirrhosis of the liver. Despite this formidable array of ailments, Randolph was determined to plan for the completion of the task his father had set him six years earlier. A first step was to give up spirits altogether, and to restrict his serious drinking to an occasional glass of lager and one or two glasses of wine a day. One of my saddest moments with him was when he had just been presented as a gift with a case of 1911 brandy (1911 was the year of his birth). He could not touch a drop.


The forward planning continued. Even as I was preparing the folders of documents and historical briefs for the First World War Admiralty period, Randolph’s son, Winston, was doing the same for Chanak—that military and political crisis in 1922 when Britain almost went to war with Turkey for the second time in eight years, as Turkish troops approached the British-occupied Zone of the Straits near the town of Chanak, at the Dardanelles. Churchill had taken a prominent part in this crisis. Although it did not lead to war, the Conservative Party, whose members were the mainstay of Lloyd George’s coalition, demanded an end to military adventures, exploiting the sense that war was imminent. The result was the collapse of the coalition, ending Churchill’s Ministerial, and indeed parliamentary career for more than two years. The Chanak story was to be a high point of Volume III answering the accusation of recklessness that had been levelled at Churchill at the time by his political opponents.


Winston’s work on the Chanak chapter was his introduction to the Churchill archives and to the writing of the biography. In the summer of 1967, Randolph, his health worsening, decided that in the event of his death he wanted his son to succeed him as biographer. It was clear that Randolph’s health might not hold up long enough for him to finish the Great Work, despite the detailed and accelerated plans that he had devised so carefully four months earlier. Would I help Winston set up a research team, he asked? I readily agreed to do so.


Before further work could be done on either the Churchill or Kennedy biographies, war broke out in the Middle East. On 5 June 1967, Israel carried out a preemptive strike against the Egyptian air force, less than twenty-four hours before Egypt, Syria, and Jordan launched a long-prepared and coordinated air and ground attack. Randolph’s son, Winston, was already in Israel as a newspaper correspondent. With the coming of the war he became a war correspondent, as his grandfather had been seventy years earlier. Randolph, a staunch friend of Israel, and a supporter of Zionism since the 1930s, decided to write a book, with his son, about the war. When he telephoned me in Oxford shortly before midnight on June 7 with the words, ‘We’re writing about the war’, I assumed he meant the First World War, and assured him my drafts on the Dardanelles were making good progress, ‘Don’t be a bloody fool,’ he retorted, ‘I mean the war in Israel!’


Work on the companion volumes to Volume II came to a halt, as did work on Volume III, my particular assignment. In a second telephone call that night, about an hour later, Randolph instructed me to prepare the draft of the first chapter of the 1967 war book. He described this chapter succinctly as ‘A history of the Jews from Moses to Nasser—in four thousand words’. I set aside the Churchill files and began work.


By the time I reached Stour three days later, an incredible enterprise was underway, directed by Randolph. The telephone was in greater use than at any time since the writing of The Fight for the Tory Leadership four years earlier. A special telex machine had been installed to receive Winston’s reports. I had to ensure that every British daily and Sunday newspaper was available for every day of the war. A new researcher, John David, was brought from Oxford to help comb the newspapers.


The war ended in six days. The book took a little longer to complete, but not that much longer. After two months it was done. Randolph declared with pride that the title of the book, The Six-Day War, ‘gave its name to the war’. On 22 August 1967, I was able to report to Kay Halle that 75,000 copies had been sold, and that the publishers were reprinting another 100,000. Randolph was over the moon. He and his son had constructed a fast-moving, clear, informed, and dramatic narrative.


Ten days into the work on The Six Day War, after I had competed the draft of the first chapter and designed the maps for the book, pressure of my own teaching commitments at Oxford, and my own historical writing—of which Randolph was an enthusiast, having much encouraged me to delve into the appeasement years—forced me to leave his team. My doctor had warned me that pressure of work, combined with the continuous journeys to Stour, could lead to a breakdown in my health. My wife was expecting our first child. Randolph wrote to me: ‘You would be mad if, at your age, you were to put your health in jeopardy.’ Distressed at my precipitate departure, he added: ‘Do you think I can count on your being available for Volume IV?’ I said yes.


Randolph and I continued to speak on the telephone, and whenever I came across Churchill titbits I sent them to him. I was also able to report to him on 8 October 1967 that, at a dinner a few nights earlier, the highly regarded Oxford historian Robert Blake had spoken ‘very highly of volume two’ (I underlined the word ‘very’), and that my own former tutor, the often censorious A. J. P Taylor, ‘did not dissent’.


At Stour, Andrew Kerr, who was in charge of preparing the text of Volume II for the printer, supervised the constant coming and going of galley proofs, page proofs, and finally index proofs. He was a source of constant support to Randolph, and a staunch friend. Natalie Bevan, Randolph’s neighbour at Boxted across the Essex border—after whom my first child was named—once more took charge of the illustrations. At Bungay in Suffolk, Richard Clay the printers were working to print and bind Volume II. At last the day came when the first copies arrived. On 23 October 1967, two days before my thirty-first birthday, Randolph sent me an inscribed copy.


***


Throughout the autumn and winter of 1967, Stour remained a powerhouse of biographical activity. After Alan Thompson and Robert Taylor had been working for several months putting together the companion volumes to Volume IV, Randolph asked them to leave. They were succeeded by Cameron Hazlehurst, an Australian graduate historian then studying at Oxford.


‘Randolph the biographer was a revelation,’ Cameron Hazlehurst wrote to me while I was preparing this introduction. ‘He was not a professional historian. But he was a great political journalist with a passion for exploring beneath the surface of events. He—or his team on his behalf—were not desk-bound. They did not rely, as too many Oxbridge historians then did, on what they could find in the most easily accessible libraries. He sought out complementary material in the previously unseen letters or diaries of his father’s friends and colleagues. As my file of correspondence with the Oldham Art Gallery and Museum, the German Institute in London, the Clitheroe Town Clerk’s office, the Institute of Actuaries and many other hapless librarians and archivists attests, he was determined to trace the background of everyone mentioned in the documents chosen for publication.’


Before Cameron Hazlehurst met Randolph or joined the team he had, like all the Young Gentlemen, read Randolph’s biography of Lord Derby, the book he had written to show his father that he was capable of sustained biographical and archival research. Like us, he recalled Randolph’s commitment in that book, ‘at the risk of swelling the book to a disproportionate bulk’, that his aim was ‘to preserve for posterity nearly everything which I thought would be of more than transient value.’ This, Hazlehurst reflects, ‘was a sentiment I applauded, however unrealistic it might be in practice.’ Recalling the days—and nights—at Stour, Hazlehurst writes: ‘Randolph himself was an irascible but kindly taskmaster. I count it as a privilege to have worked with him as a researcher and editor on such an important project. And the interlude some of us shared in writing an “instant history” of the Six Day War was an education in entrepreneurial contemporary history.’


Cameron Hazlehurst devised a strictly chronological order for the document volumes, by far the most historically useful way to arrange them. But after he finished this work, which was substantial, Michael Wolff—who had been away from Stour for almost a year working at Conservative Central Office in London—returned as Director of Research and decided on a different plan for the companion volumes. Instead of following the chronology, they would have to be rearranged according to the chapter topics. This meant a formidable amount of work, including cutting the documents into their topics and inserting extracts from the same document into different sections of the document volumes.


One of the researchers to whom this task was entrusted was Paul Addison. He had first gone to Stour to work on The Six Day War. He was asked to return, and to rearrange the documents for the third part of Companion Volume II, covering the years 1911 to 1914. He writes: ‘I did this part-time during my first year as a lecturer at Edinburgh, lugging proofs to and fro but always thrilled to get to East Bergholt. What particularly strikes me now is the strength of Randolph’s commitment to the companion volumes as such. In the main volumes he was inevitably selective in the material he quoted, but he was determined that the companion volumes should be a full and accurate record and my instructions were to make sure that all extant documents of any significance by or relating to Churchill were included. (I also had to make sure that every document of which there was an extract in the main volume was printed in full in the companion.) Tom Hartman’s job was to prepare the final copy-edited version. I had free access to the archive and extracted various documents from it, which were then typed up by Miss Harryman, and incorporated in the galleys.’


Paul Addison adds: ‘On the whole the Companions were compiled in a methodical and scholarly fashion but there were some problems. There were mysterious files and checklists compiled by previous researchers, the purpose of which could only be guessed.’ Michael Wolff’s decision to revise the work done by Cameron Hazlehurst involved, in Paul Addison’s words, ‘organising the documents in the Companions by subject, to match the content of the chapters in the main volume: for example, Parliament Act, Home Rule, and the Admiralty. Of course Churchill’s correspondence often ranged over a number of topics, and I fear some of the general correspondence was omitted because it did not fit the framework. This also meant that it was difficult to get an accurate picture of the range of issues in which Churchill was engaged at any one time.’


The companion volumes after Volume II, which are now being published by the Hillsdale College Press as The Churchill Documents, have all followed the chronological pattern.


***


By mid-January 1968, helped by a substantial historical survey prepared for him by Admiral Sir Peter Gretton—a hero of the Second World War destroyer escorts for the Atlantic convoys—Randolph completed the first draft of chapter one of Volume III, describing the start of his father’s wartime work at the Admiralty. In it Randolph stressed the ‘fighting spirit’ with which his father entered the war, and his wartime responsibilities. Natalie Bevan’s husband, Robert Bevan, gave Randolph the benefit of his comments.


In the second week of May 1968, Randolph telephoned me with the words, ‘A lamp is always burning for you here.’ We agreed that I would start work for him again. Based in Oxford, I would interview as many officers and men as I could find who had served with Churchill in the trenches of the Western Front in the first six months of 1916, the period Randolph hoped he would soon be writing. First, I would go on a short holiday to Portugal. It was there, on the morning of 6 June 1968, that I received a telegram from Andrew Kerr, informing me that Randolph was dead.


Randolph died only nine days after his fifty-seventh birthday. On the previous morning he had been told that Robert Kennedy had just been shot, and was mortally wounded. ‘That is the most terrible thing I have ever heard’, he told Andrew Kerr, who was with him. Twenty-four hours later both Randolph and Robert Kennedy were dead. The biography of President Kennedy that Robert Kennedy had entrusted to Randolph was abandoned. The Churchill biography—the focus and fire of his life for the previous seven years—was to continue, but not as he had wished, by his son Winston. The contractual situation for the biography was such that Lord Hartwell, proprietor of the Telegraph newspapers, and chairman of the company that controlled the serialisation of the Churchill biography, had a veto power on Randolph’s successor. When the publishers proposed Winston, Lord Hartwell—Randolph’s lifelong adversary—exercised his veto. It was the end of the alluring prospect of ‘Churchill by Churchill and Churchill’.


In October 1968, Lord Hartwell appointed his brother-in-law, the second Earl of Birkenhead, to write a single-volume official biography—on which Lord Birkenhead worked until his death seven years later, when he was succeeded by his son, the third Earl. Also in October 1968, the publishers asked me to continue with Randolph’s volumes, to which Lord Hartwell agreed, telling me that he considered them too detailed and too heavily documented to have the selling power he wanted for his newspapers.


My first task on being appointed to succeed Randolph was to make the three-part Companion Volume to Volume II ready for publication. Randolph’s researchers, who had done so much work on these document volumes under his supervision, agreed to continue until the task was done. That process is explained in my introduction to the three-part Companion Volume II, now constituting volumes 3, 4, and 5 of The Churchill Documents.


When Companion Volume II was published in 1969, Randolph’s contribution to the Great Work came to an end; yet not really so, for he had taught me my craft and inspired me to tell his father’s story accurately and without fear or favour. Each of the volumes that followed his thus reflect Randolph’s influence and inspiration. ‘You know what an extraordinarily energetic person he was,’ I wrote to Kay Halle on taking up Randolph’s unfinished task, ‘and how hard he drove himself and those around him. I cannot compete with him for energy. I suppose I will be able to do volumes of which he would approve.’ I dedicated my first effort, Volume III, to Randolph’s memory.


Volume II and its three substantial document volumes—Randolph’s final biographical work—for which I am writing this introduction, are a tribute to the perseverance, fortitude, and integrity of a son who was determined to be his father’s biographer, and to do so in such a way that would give posterity the materials through which to see a Great Man in the often harsh but always bright light of true history.


MARTIN GILBERT


Hillsdale College
Hillsdale, Michigan
11 February 2007





Short Biographies


of the


PRINCIPAL CHARACTERS


to be brought before the reader in this volume


ASKWITH George Ranken (1861–1942); Controller-General, commercial, labour and statistical department, Board of Trade 1909–11; Chief Industrial Commissioner 1911–19; KCB 1911; created Baron 1919.


ASQUITH Herbert Henry (1852–1928); Prime Minister 1908–16. Liberal MP for East Fife 1886–1918, Paisley 1920–24; Home Secretary 1892–5; Liberal Imperialist during Boer War; Chancellor of Exchequer 1905–8. Displaced by Lloyd George 1916; resigned liberal leadership 1926. Created Earl of Oxford and Asquith 1925. Married first 1877 Helen, daughter of F. Melland, died 1891; 2nd 1894 Margaret (Margot), youngest daughter of Sir Charles Tennant, 1st baronet.


BALFOUR Arthur James 1st Earl (1848–1930); Conservative MP for Hertford 1874–85, for East Manchester 1885–1906, for City of London 1906–22; associated with Lord Randolph in the Fourth Party; entered Cabinet 1886; Conservative leader in Commons 1891–2, 1895–1902. As Prime Minister 1902–5 sought to keep Party together during tariff reform controversy; set up Committee of Imperial Defence 1902; inaugurated Anglo-French entente April 1904. Resigned Party leadership November 1911. Succeeded WSC as First Lord of the Admiralty 1915. Foreign Secretary 1916–19. KG 1922; created Earl 1922. Died unmarried.


BECKETT Ernest William (1856–1917); Conservative MP for Whitby 1885–1905. Formerly a partner in the Banking firm of Beckett & Co in Leeds. Succeeded his uncle as 2nd Baron Grimthorpe in 1905.


BERESFORD Charles William de la Poer (1846–1919); 2nd son of 4th Marquess of Waterford. Rear-Admiral Mediterranean 1900–2; Conservative MP for York 1897–1900; for Woolwich 1902. Commanded Channel Squadron 1903–5; C-in-C Mediterranean Fleet 1905–7; Channel Fleet 1907–9; retired as Admiral 1911. Unionist MP for Portsmouth 1910–16. His younger brother William married 1895 Lilian, widow of the 8th Duke of Marlborough.


BIRKENHEAD Frederick Edwin Smith, 1st Earl of (1872–1930); Conservative MP for Walton (Liverpool) 1906–19; a brilliant lawyer and debater, he formed a lasting friendship with WSC shortly after entering Parliament; Solicitor-General 1915; Attorney-General 1915–19; Lord Chancellor 1919–22; Secretary of State for India 1924–28; married Margaret Furneaux 1901.


BOTHA Louis (1862–1919); Commandant-General of Boer forces 1900; carried on guerrilla warfare 1900–2; surrendered May 1902; visited Britain 1902; founded Het Volk party which won first elections under responsible government 1907. As first Prime Minister of Union of South Africa 1910–19 supported Britain in World War.


BRODRICK William St John Fremantle (1856–1942); Conservative MP for Surrey 1880–1906; Secretary of State for India 1903–5; for War 1900–3. Succeeded as Viscount Midleton 1907; created 1st Earl of Midleton 1920.


BURNS John Elliot (1858–1943); trade union leader and agitator; elected Independent Labour MP for Battersea 1892. President of local Government Board and Cabinet member 1905 (first artisan to reach that rank). Opposed the Webbs’ plan to reform the Poor Law. Twice re-elected at Battersea as a Liberal in 1910 elections. President of Board of Trade 1914, resigning at outbreak of war.


CAMPBELL-BANNERMAN Sir Henry (1836–1908); Liberal MP for the Stirling Burghs 1868–1908; succeeded as Liberal leader in House of Commons 1899; denounced British ‘methods of barbarism’ in South Africa. Prime Minister December 1905 to April 1908; established responsible government in Transvaal and Orange River Colony. His wife Charlotte died 1906.


CARSON Sir Edward Henry (1854–1935); Conservative MP for Dublin University 1892–1918, for Duncairn (Belfast) 1918–21; became leading advocate after Oscar Wilde’s libel action against Marquess of Queensberry 1895. Solicitor-General 1900–5; as leader of Irish Unionists in Commons 1910–21 successfully ensured the exclusion of Ulster from Irish Home Rule. Attorney-General in Asquith’s coalition government May 1915 to October 1916, First Lord of the Admiralty under Lloyd George December 1910 to July 1917, War Cabinet until January 1918. Lord of Appeal 1921–9. Knighted 1900. Created Life Baron 1921.


CASSEL Sir Ernest Joseph (1852–1921); naturalized international financier and philanthropist of German-Jewish origin. Racing enthusiast; close friend of King Edward VII, and of WSC, skilfully guiding both in their financial activities. Gave about £2 million to charities. Knighted 1899.


CECIL Lord Hugh Richard Heathcote Gascoyne (1869–1956); 5th son of 3rd Marquess of Salisbury and brother of Lord Robert Cecil. Conservative MP for Greenwich 1895–1906, Oxford University 1910–37; Baron Quickswood 1941. Until WSC crossed the floor, Hugh Cecil was his closest political friend, giving his name to the ‘Hughligans’, and fighting ardently in defence of the Church of England and against Joseph Chamberlain’s tariff policy.


CHAMBERLAIN (Joseph) Austen (1865–1937); son of Joseph, and half-brother of Neville Chamberlain; Liberal Unionist MP for East Worcestershire 1892–1914; Financial Secretary to Treasury 1900–2; Postmaster-General 1902–3; Chancellor of Exchequer 1903–5 and 1919–21. Foreign Secretary 1924–29, First Lord of the Admiralty, very briefly, in 1931; supported his father’s views on tariff reform. After Balfour’s resignation 1911 he and Walter Long, as rivals for Conservative Party leadership, stood down in favour of Bonar Law. KG 1925.


CHAMBERLAIN Joseph (1836–1914); member of Birmingham screw manufacturing firm; as mayor 1873–5 improved the city’s housing and sanitation. MP for West Birmingham 1885–1914. Broke with Liberal Party over Home Rule 1886; joined Salisbury’s third Cabinet as Colonial Secretary 1895 and sought to further the cause of British imperialism; resigned 1903 over tariff reform, for which he campaigned until 1906 when ill health forced him to withdraw from public life. Three times married; his sons included Austen and Neville. Despite their differences over the tariff issue, he and WSC remained good friends.


CURZON George Nathaniel (1859–1925); MP for Southport 1886–98; Viceroy and Governor-General of India 1898–1905. Lord Privy Seal 1915–16; Lord President of the Council 1916–19; Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs 1919–24; Leader of the House of Lords 1916–25. Created Baron Curzon 1898 (Irish peerage); Earl Curzon of Kedleston 1911; Marquess 1921. Succeeded as 5th Baron Scarsdale 1916. His first wife, Mary Victoria, died 18 July 1906.


DEVONSHIRE Spencer Compton, 8th Duke of (1833–1908). Conservative MP 1857–91. As Lord Hartington founded, with Chamberlain, Liberal Unionists which broke up Gladstone’s administration in 1886; joined Lord Salisbury’s coalition government as President of the Council 1895–1902; held same office under Balfour 1902–3. Strongly opposed Chamberlain’s tariff schemes and resigned 1903 due to Balfour’s equivocal pronouncements on tariff. Also a respected leader of Victorian society. Succeeded as 8th Duke 1891; married 1892 his inseparable companion Countess Louise Fredericke Auguste, widow of 7th Duke of Manchester.


ELGIN Victor Alexander Bruce, 9th Earl of (1849–1917); Colonial Secretary 1905–8 while WSC was Under-Secretary of State for Colonies. Married first in 1876 Constance Carnegie, daughter of the ninth Earl of Southesk by whom he had six sons and five daughters; she was ill for some years before her death in 1909. He married secondly in 1913 Gertrude Lilian, widow of Captain Frederick Charles Ashley Ogilvy.


FISHER John Arbuthnot, 1st Baron (1841–1920); entered Navy 1854; First Sea Lord 1904–10 he organized redistribution of fleet to meet growing German threat; advocated Dreadnought battleship and cruisers; issued programme of eight battleships 1909–10; reappointed First Sea Lord 1914, resigning over Dardanelles 1915. Knighted 1894; created Baron 7 December 1909.


GLADSTONE Herbert John (1854–1930); youngest son of W. E. Gladstone; MP West Leeds 1880–1910; Liberal Chief Whip 1899–1905; Home Secretary 1905–10; first Governor-General of South Africa 1910–14; created Viscount 1910.


GREY Sir Edward, third baronet (1862–1933). Liberal MP for Berwick on Tweed 1885–1916. Supported Boer War. Like Asquith vice-president of Liberal League led by Lord Rosebery. As Foreign Secretary, 1905–16 upheld Anglo-French entente against German pressure. Created Viscount Grey of Fallodon 1916. His first wife, Dorothy died after carriage accident 4 February 1906. Married widow of 1st Baron Glenconner 1922.


GUEST Frederick Edward (1875–1937); younger son of 1st Baron Wimborne, and WSC’s cousin; Liberal MP 1910–22 and 1923–9; Conservative MP 1931–7. Helped promote aviation in Britain. Married, 28 June 1905, Amy Phipps of Pittsburgh, USA.


GUEST Ivor Churchill (1873–1939); son of 1st Baron Wimborne and Lord Randolph’s sister, Lady Cornelia; WSC’s cousin; Conservative MP for Plymouth 1900–6; Liberal MP for Cardiff 1906–10; Paymaster-General 1910–12. Created Baron Ashby St Ledger 1910; succeeded 1914; created Viscount Wimborne 1918. Married, 10 February 1902, Hon Alice Katherine Sibell Grosvenor, daughter of 2nd Baron Ebury.


HAMILTON Sir Ian Standish Monteith (1853–1947); served as soldier in India where he met WSC; commanded mounted infantry division in advance on Pretoria 1900 (in which WSC took part). Military Secretary at War Office 1900–3; Quartermaster-General 1903–4; headed military mission with Japanese 1904–5; GOC-in-C Southern Command 1905–9; General 1907; Adjutant-General 1909–10; GOC-in-C, Mediterranean command 1910–14; commanded Anglo-French army at Dardanelles 1915. Knighted 1900.


HOPWOOD Sir Francis John Stephens (1860–1947). Appointed a member of the Commission to South Africa to advise on the Constitution for the Transvaal and Orange River Colonies. Permanent Secretary Board of Trade 1901–7; Permanent Under-Secretary of State for Colonies 1907–11; a Civil Lord of the Admiralty 1912–17. Knighted 1901; Privy Councillor 1912; created Baron Southborough 1917.


LAW Andrew Bonar (1858–1923); Conservative MP for Blackfriars (Glasgow) 1900–6, Dulwich 1906–10, Bootle 1911–18, Glasgow Central 1918–22; an iron merchant before entering politics, he rose rapidly to the front rank of the Conservative Party; as a compromise candidate with the skilful aid of Sir Max Aitken, succeeded Balfour as leader of the Conservatives in the House of Commons, 1911; Secretary of State for the Colonies in Asquith’s coalition government; Chancellor of the Exchequer under Lloyd George 1916–18; Lord Privy Seal 1919–21; Leader of the House of Commons 1916–21; Prime Minister and First Lord of the Treasury 1922–23.


LLOYD GEORGE David (1863–1945); Liberal MP for Carnarvon Boroughs 1890–1945. Opposed Boer War and Balfour’s policy of rate-aid to voluntary schools. President of Board of Trade 1905–8 (when succeeded by WSC). As Chancellor of Exchequer 1908–14 introduced ‘People’s’ Budget 1909 which led to constitutional crisis over House of Lords’ veto. With WSC responsible for introducing far-reaching social reforms on which welfare state based. Succeeded Asquith as Prime Minister 1916, resigning 1922. Created Earl 1945.


LOREBURN Robert Threshie Reid (1846–1923); called to Bar 1871; entered Parliament as Liberal 1880; Solicitor-General and knighted 1894; Attorney-General 1895. Supported Boers during Boer War. As Lord Chancellor December 1905 to June 1912 established Court of Criminal Appeal 1907. Created Earl 1911.


LYTTELTON Alfred (1857–1913); son of 4th Baron; barrister 1881–1903; Liberal Unionist MP 1895–1913. Succeeded Chamberlain as Colonial Secretary September 1903–5; introduced Chinese labourers on Rand goldfields 1904; drew up (abortive) plan for granting representative government to Transvaal 1905. Father of 1st Viscount Chandos.


McKENNA Reginald (1863–1943); Liberal MP Monmouthshire North 1895–1918; Financial Secretary to the Treasury 1905–9; President of Board of Education 1907–8; First Lord of the Admiralty 1908–11, when he exchanged offices with WSC; Home Secretary 1911–15; Chancellor of the Exchequer 1915–16; retired from politics in 1919 when he became Chairman of the Midland Bank.


MALCOLM Ian Zachary (1868–1944); one of the ‘Hooligans’. Conservative MP Stowmarket 1895–1906; Croydon 1910–19; Parliamentary Private Secretary to Chief Secretary for Ireland, George Wyndham, 1901–3. Married, 30 June 1902, Jeanne Marie Langtry, daughter of Lady de Bathe (Lily Langtry, the famous actress). Created Baronet 1919.


MARSH Edward Howard (1872–1953); son of Professor Howard Marsh, Master of Downing College, Cambridge. 2nd Class Clerk, Colonial Office 1896; Assistant Private Secretary to Joseph Chamberlain 1900–3 and to Alfred Lyttleton 1903–5; 1st Class Clerk 1905. Private Secretary to WSC 1905–15; 1917–22, 1924–9; accompanied WSC on tour of East Africa 1907–8; Private Secretary to J. H. Thomas 1924 and 1929–36; Malcolm Macdonald 1936–7. Trustee of the Tate Gallery 1937–44. Created CMG 1908; CB 1918; CVO 1922; KCVO 1937; WSC’s lifelong companion. Pàtron of the arts and literature. Died unmarried.


MORLEY John (1838–1923); Liberal MP 1883–1908; Secretary of State for India 1905–10; Lord President of the Council 1910–14 when he resigned over British intervention. His official biography of Gladstone published 1903. Created Viscount 1908.


NORTHCLIFFE Alfred Charles William Harmsworth (1865–1922); largely self-educated; founded halfpenny Daily Mail 1896 which pioneered popular journalism; founded Daily Mirror 1903; chief proprietor of The Times on formation of company 1908. Amassed huge fortune. Created Baronet 1904, Baron 1905, Viscount 1918.


REDMOND John Edward (1851–1918); Irish Nationalist MP for New Ross 1881–85; Wexford North 1885–91, Waterford 1891–1918; a barrister; succeeded Parnell as leader of the Irish Nationalist Party at Westminster.


ROBINSON Joseph Benjamin (1840–1929); South African mining magnate who secured valuable diamond claims at Kimberley and sank first shaft on Rand. Sympathetic to Boer cause, he quarrelled with other mine owners. After 1904 sought to show that supply of African mine labour was sufficient to dispense with Chinese coolies thus finding favour with WSC who was responsible for carrying out Liberal pledge to end Chinese experiment. Created Baronet 1908. In 1922 Robinson was recommended for a peerage. Vehement protests caused him to decline the honour.


ROSEBERY Archibald Philip Primrose, 5th Earl of (1847–1929); Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs 1886 and 1892–4; Prime Minister 1894–5; a friend of both Lord Randolph and WSC. Always a reluctant politician, after 1901 he ploughed a lonely furrow away from his Liberal Imperialist supporters.


RUNCIMAN Walter (1870–1949); Liberal MP. Defeated WSC at Oldham 1899, but lost seat to him in 1900. Returned to Parliament 1902–18, 1924–31; as Liberal National 1931–37. Parliamentary Secretary to Local Government Board 1905–7; Financial Secretary to Treasury 1907–8; President Board of Education 1908–11; of Agriculture 1911–14; of Trade 1914–16, 1931–37. Sent to Czechoslovakia in 1938 by Lord Halifax as ‘independent mediator’ between the Czechoslovak Government and Sudeten German Party. Lord President of the Council 1938–9. Shipowner: Walter Runciman & Co, Moor Line, Anchor Line. Created Baronet 1906; Privy Councillor 1908; succeeded father as 2nd Baron 1933; created Viscount Runciman of Doxford 1937.


SALISBURY Robert Arthur Talbot Gascoyne-Cecil, 3rd Marquess of (1830–1903); Conservative MP 1853–68; Prime Minister 1885–6 (unsuccessfully challenged for leadership by Lord Randolph 1886), 1886–92, 1895 to July 1902 when he resigned position to his nephew Balfour. Succeeded 1868. Married Georgiana Caroline, daughter of Sir Edward Hall Alderson 1857.


SEELY John Edward Bernard (1868–1947); fourth son of Sir Charles Seely, 1st Bart. While on service in South Africa (DSO) where he first met WSC, he was elected Conservative MP for Isle of Wight, 1900. Joined WSC in attacks on Mr Brodrick’s Army; crossed the floor in March 1904 on the issues of Chinese labour and free trade and was re-elected unopposed as Liberal MP for Isle of Wight. Under-Secretary for the Colonies 1908–10; briefly Under-Secretary, then Secretary of State for War 1911–14, having to resign as result of his actions in Curragh mutiny. Served in France 1914–18, commanding Canadian Cavalry brigade under WSC; Parliamentary Under-Secretary Ministry of Munitions and Deputy Minister of Munitions 1918; Under-Secretary of State for Air and President of Air Council 1919; PC 1909; Major General 1918; created 1st Baron Mottistone 1933.


SMUTS Jan Christian (1870–1950); led commando in closing stages of Boer War. After Liberals took office December 1905, Boer party Het Volk sent him to London to plead for responsible government for Transvaal; met WSC while in England. Played important part in formation of Union of South Africa 1909–10; with Botha invaded German South-West Africa in 1914–18 war. Prime Minister of South Africa 1919–24, 1939–48.


SPENDER John Alfred (1862–1942); a contemporary at Balliol (under Jowett) of Curzon, Cosmo Lang and Edward Grey. Edited Westminster Gazette 1896–1921, which under him became an influential liberal evening paper. Intimate friend of many members of Campbell-Bannerman’s cabinet, and later his official biographer.


STANLEY (Beatrice) Venetia (1887–1948); fifth daughter of 4th Baron Stanley of Alderley. Friend of the Asquith family. Married the Hon Edwin Samuel Montagu, second son of 1st Baron Swaythling in 1915. Cousin of CSC.





1
The Young Member


Churchill took his seat in the new Parliament on 14 February 1901. He was just twenty-six years old, but he had already equipped himself by his own exertions for the long parliamentary life which lay ahead. He owed little to anyone save his name and his family tradition; he had been a true soldier of fortune who had made his way to the front with his own sword and pen. He had gathered a modest fortune of £10,000 by unremitting toil. On this he could hope to support himself as a bachelor for the next four or five years.


His had been no automatic entry into Parliament such as was often found in those days for the connections of noble and powerful families. He had twice fought the overwhelmingly working-class constituency of Oldham in the Tory interest and had proved successful only at the second attempt. He had incomparably more experience of life and of the world than many of his parliamentary colleagues ten or twenty years older than himself. What he lacked in book learning and formal education he was to assimilate by his ambition and his growing powers of concentration as he ruthlessly thrust himself forward along the parliamentary path which he had long been determined to follow. Nearly fifty years later Bernard Shaw, at the age of ninety-four and a week or two before his death, sent Churchill a copy of his new book, Sixteen Half Sketches, in return for a gift of flowers he had received in hospital. Shaw wrote: ‘You need only read “Am I an Educated Person” as you and I are officially classed as ignoramuses.’ Self-reliant, spurred by a burning sense of personal destiny as vivid as that of the young Bonaparte, Churchill faced his new opportunities with composure allied to a spirit of adventure.


Though his means for a parliamentary career were modest for those days, Churchill still found it possible to help his mother, who was as usual in financial difficulties. At the age of 47 she was now married to George Cornwallis-West, the handsome but impecunious subaltern in the Scots Guards who was hardly older than Churchill himself and whose marriage gave rise to the displeasure as well as the chaff of the social and military circle in which he moved. On the day Churchill took his seat in Parliament he wrote to his mother: ‘I enclose a cheque for £300. In a certain sense it belongs to you; for I could never have earned it had you not transmitted to me the wit and energy which are necessary.’ And towards the end of the year he felt able to relieve his mother of her obligation to pay the allowance of £500 a year to him. In a memorandum to the family lawyers, of which he sent her a copy, Churchill wrote:




WSC to Lumley & Lumley


EXTRACT


17 December 1901


Copy


…I recognise that it is difficult for her to make me or my brother any allowance, and I feel it my duty on the other hand to assist her in any manner possible without seriously prejudicing my reversionary interests. I therefore forego the allowance of £500 a year she and my father had always intended to give me….


What I desire in my brother’s interest as in my own is that there should be a clear understanding, necessarily not of a legal nature, that in the event of Mr George Cornwallis-West being at some future time in a superior financial position my mother will make suitable provision for her children out of her own income; in other words that she will reciprocate the attitude I am now adopting….





***


The Parliament that was opened by King Edward VII on February 14 was the first of his reign. The war in South Africa was foremost in the Speech from the Throne, and was to dominate the subsequent session. Lord Roberts had handed over his command to Lord Kitchener and had returned from the war at the beginning of January; the Queen had conferred an Earldom on him and had invested him with the Garter just twenty days before she died on January 23. But the hopes of an early victory and peace which the capture of Pretoria had engendered in the previous July, and which had largely contributed to the Tories’ victory in the October ‘Khaki election’, gradually diminished. By the beginning of 1901 the country was facing the prospect of an extended war of attrition. Now what mattered most was that the war should be conducted effectively and that the Army should be properly organized for that purpose.


The Liberal Opposition was divided now as it had been in October between the ‘Imperialists’ like Rosebery, Asquith, Grey and R. B. Haldane, who supported the vigorous prosecution of the war and the so-called ‘pro-Boer’ little Englanders like Campbell-Bannerman, Morley and Lloyd George. Opposition to the Government would merely serve to advertise their differences.


Within an hour of subscribing to the Oath, Churchill took part in his first division, on a motion by Mr Balfour to pass the sessional order forbidding peers from taking part in Parliamentary elections. Churchill was on the side of James Lowther, the Tory member for the Isle of Thanet, whose amendment opposing the motion was, however, defeated by 328 votes to 70. Although the Whips do not seem to have been ‘on’, and voting somewhat cut across party lines, Churchill found himself in the same Lobby as most of the Irish and Radical members, and in a different lobby to that of Balfour and other leading members of the Tory Party.


The Chamber in which he had taken his seat was instinctively known to him. It was unchanged since the days of his father, one of the four or five greatest parliamentarians of the previous century. He had never heard him speak in the House, but he had read all his speeches and memorized many. His vivid visual imagination had made familiar to him, while still a schoolboy at Harrow and a cavalry subaltern in India, the historic arena where he was to live his life and fulfil his destiny. For a new member he was well-equipped with the traditional parliamentary vocabulary—‘upstairs’ for Committees: ‘another place’ for the House of Lords: ‘out of doors’ for speeches made away from Westminster: ‘my right honourable friend’ for the leaders of his own Party: ‘the right honourable gentleman’ for the chieftains of the opposite side: ‘the honourable and gallant member’ for those who had held the King’s Commission: ‘the honourable and learned member’ for those who had some pretension to legal knowledge. He knew that in theory, though not in practice, speeches must not be read, that they must be addressed exclusively to the Speaker: that the Mace on the table was the symbol of the King in Parliament, which is where the legality of the state is vested: but that when money matters are discussed the Mace is put under the table, the Speaker leaves and the House goes into Committee under a Chairman so as to emphasize the Commons’ power over the purse.


He knew about the Army Annual, the first Bill introduced each session, which begins ‘Whereas it is illegal for the King to keep a standing army in time of peace…’ He knew these forms symbolized the cause for which the Commons had fought and decapitated Charles I, and that all this was enshrined in the doctrine that the Redress of Grievances must precede the voting of Supply. He knew that unbelievably harsh and wounding things could be said and should be said without rupturing cordial private relations. There was much else, some of it of an intricate character, but he had no difficulty in picking this up quickly since, to use a phrase favourite with him all his life, ‘he had the root of the matter in him’.


More than forty years later, when Hitler’s bombs had devastated the Chamber where he had spent his life, it fell to him, as the wartime Prime Minister to move:


‘That a Select Committee be appointed to consider and report upon plans for the rebuilding of the House of Commons, and upon such alterations as may be considered desirable while preserving all its essential features.’


He took good care, while he still had his wartime authority, to make sure that the Chamber should be rebuilt almost exactly as it had been before. Since it embodies the kernel of all he had learned about Parliamentary government, it may be convenient to quote here an extract from his speech on that occasion:




There are two main characteristics of the House of Commons which will command the approval and the support of reflective and experienced members. They will, I have no doubt, sound odd to foreign ears. The first is that its shape should be oblong and not semi-circular. Here is a very potent factor in our political life. The semi-circular assembly, which appeals to political theorists, enables every individual or every group to move round the centre, adopting various shades of pink according as the weather changes. I am a convinced supporter of the party system in preference to the group system. I have seen many earnest and ardent Parliaments destroyed by the group system. The party system is much favoured by the oblong form of Chamber. It is easy for an individual to move through those insensible gradations from Left to Right, but the act of crossing the Floor is one which requires serious consideration. I am well informed on this matter, for I have accomplished that difficult process, not only once but twice. Logic is a poor guide compared with custom. Logic, which has created in so many countries semi-circular assemblies with buildings that give to every member, not only a seat to sit in, but often a desk to write at, with a lid to bang, has proved fatal to Parliamentary Government as we know it here in its home and in the land of its birth.


The second characteristic of a Chamber formed on the lines of the House of Commons is that it should not be big enough to contain all its members at once without over-crowding, and that there should be no question of every member having a separate seat reserved for him. The reason for this has long been a puzzle to uninstructed outsiders, and has frequently excited the curiosity and even the criticism of new members. Yet it is not so difficult to understand if you look at it from a practical point of view. If the House is big enough to contain all its members, nine-tenths of its Debates will be conducted in the depressing atmosphere of an almost empty or half-empty Chamber. The essence of good House of Commons speaking is the conversational style, the facility for quick, informal interruptions and interchanges. Harangues from a rostrum would be a bad substitute for the conversational style in which so much of our business is done. But the conversational style requires a fairly small space, and there should be on great occasions a sense of crowd and urgency. There should be a sense of the importance of much that is said, and a sense that great matters are being decided, there and then, by the House.





Four days after his first division, on Monday, February 18, shortly before 10.30 p.m. Churchill rose from the corner seat of the second Bench above the gangway immediately behind the Ministerial Front Bench to make his maiden speech. The word had gone round the dining-room and smoking-room that he intended to speak, and the House had begun to fill soon after dinner to be treated to a swashbuckling speech by the member for Carnarvon Boroughs, Mr David Lloyd George, who was emerging with a growing reputation after more than ten years in the House. In the Ladies’ Gallery were Lady Randolph and four of Churchill’s paternal aunts, Lady Wimborne, Lady Tweedmouth, Lady Howe and Lady de Ramsey, as well as Mrs Gully, the Speaker’s wife, Lady Hilda Brodrick, Mrs Joseph Chamberlain, Lady Harcourt and Lady Cranborne. Balfour was there on the Government Benches, and so was Joseph Chamberlain. On the opposite side were Sir Henry Campbell-Bannerman, Sir William Harcourt and Mr Asquith. ‘He had an audience to listen to his maiden speech,’ noted the Morning Post, ‘which very few new members have commanded.’ ‘And in that packed assembly,’ added the Yorkshire Post, ‘everybody a critic, watching to see what sort of a start he would make in politics, Winston Churchill made his debut.’ His audience was not so much prompted by direct interest in himself as to judge how ‘Randolph’s boy’ would do. Even after Churchill had begun his speech members were still streaming into the Chamber.


Lloyd George had had an amendment to the Address on the King’s Speech on the order paper, but when he rose to speak he announced straight away that he did not propose to move the amendment. Instead, he devoted himself to a bitter attack on the methods of warfare being practised by the Generals, and in particular by Kitchener, in South Africa. For Churchill, who had prepared every word of his speech with painstaking care, Lloyd George’s failure to move his amendment was an unexpected reverse: he would now have to improvise, at any rate his opening remarks. Next to him sat Thomas Gibson Bowles, the member for King’s Lynn, a colourful personality who had in his time been proprietor of Vanity Fair. Bowles now came to Churchill’s rescue, and whispered to him that he might say, ‘Instead of making his violent speech without moving his moderate amendment he had better have moved his moderate amendment without making his violent speech.’ ‘Manna,’ recalled Churchill, ‘could not have been more welcome in the Wilderness.’ Churchill said:




When we compare the moderation of the amendment with the very bitter speech which the honourable member has just delivered, it is difficult to avoid the conclusion that the moderation of the amendment was the moderation of the honourable member’s political friends and leaders, and that the bitterness of the speech was all his own.





Then with a graceful gesture and a generous acknowledgement to the benefactor by his side, Churchill went on:




It has been suggested to me that it might perhaps have been better, upon the whole, if the honourable member instead of making his speech without moving his amendment, had moved his amendment without making his speech.





Not that Lloyd George’s words were to be invested with any significance:




I do not believe that the Boers would attach particular importance to the utterances of the honourable member. No people in the world received so much verbal sympathy and so little support. If I were a Boer fighting in the field—and if I were a Boer I hope I should be fighting in the field—I would not allow myself to be taken in by any message of sympathy, not even if it were signed by a hundred honourable members.





This sentence gave both sides something to cheer. When Churchill said ‘and if I were a Boer I hope I should be fighting in the field’, the Irish members shouted their delight and Chamberlain was heard to turn to a neighbour and say: ‘That’s the way to throw away seats.’ But when Churchill mentioned the message of sympathy ‘not even if it were signed by a hundred members’ the Tories chuckled at the allusion to a telegram sent by one hundred Radical MPs to the King of Greece four years before, just a week or two before he was forced to sue for peace from the Turks.


Churchill went on to make some observations on the future of South Africa. He appealed for delay in implementing a new constitution for the Transvaal after the war until the British settlers had returned. ‘The interim’, he said, ‘should be filled by a civilian not a military administration’—and here he went out of his way to pay tribute to Sir Alfred Milner. As he had done the previous year when still in South Africa, Churchill appealed for leniency towards the rebels and called for a promise to those willing to surrender that their security, their religion, their rights and ‘all the honours of war’ should be guaranteed. He went on:




Of course we can only promise, and it rests with the Boers whether they will accept our conditions. They may refuse the generous terms offered them, and stand or fall by their old cry, ‘death or independence’.





Once again the Irish cheered. But this time Churchill turned on them: already he was showing an ability to lay traps in debate, to anticipate the reactions of the other side of the House.




I do not see anything to rejoice at in that prospect, because if it be so, the war will enter upon a very sad and gloomy phase. If the Boers remain deaf to the voice of reason, and blind to the hand of friendship, if they refuse all overtures and disdain all terms, then, while we cannot help admiring their determination and endurance, we can only hope that our own race, in the pursuit of what they feel to be a righteous cause, will show determination as strong and endurance as lasting. It is wonderful that honourable members who form the Irish party should find it in their hearts to speak and act as they do in regard to a war in which so much has been accomplished by the courage, the sacrifices, and, above all, by the military capacity of Irishmen. There is a practical reason, which I trust honourable members will not think it presumptuous in me to bring to their notice: it is that they would be well advised cordially to co-operate with His Majesty’s Government in bringing the war to a speedy conclusion, because they must know that no Irish question or agitation can possibly take any hold on the imagination of the people of Great Britain so long as all our thoughts are with the soldiers who are fighting in South Africa.





Turning to the war itself, Churchill welcomed the decision to send new reinforcements, and pressed for more. He could not forbear to give a word of praise to his old friend and military patron, Sir Bindon Blood. Nor did he forget to take a swipe at the persistent and venomous critic of his subaltern days, Henry Labouchere, the editor of Truth and one of the members for Northampton.




Some honourable members have seen fit, either in this place or elsewhere, to stigmatise this as a war of greed…. If as the honourable member for Northampton has several times suggested, certain capitalists spent money in bringing on this war in the hope that it would increase the value of their mining properties, they know now that they made an uncommonly bad bargain. With the mass of the nation, with the whole people of the country, this war from beginning to end has only been a war of duty.





And so he went on to his peroration:




I think if any honourable members are feeling unhappy about the state of affairs in South Africa I would recommend them a receipt from which I myself derived much exhilaration. Let them look to the other great dependencies and colonies of the British Empire and see what the effect of the war has been there. Whatever we have lost in doubtful friends in Cape Colony we have gained ten times, or perhaps twenty times, over in Canada and Australia, where the people—down to the humblest farmer in the most distant provinces—have by their effective participation in the conflict been able to realise, as they never could realise before, that they belong to the Empire, and that the Empire belongs to them.





One final word remained:




I cannot sit down without saying how very grateful I am for the kindness and patience with which the House has heard me, and which has been extended to me, I well know, not on my own account, but because of a certain splendid memory which many honourable members still preserve.





Churchill received many compliments on his speech in the House, and not only when what he called ‘the usual restoratives’ were being applied. Sir Robert Reid, the Liberal member for Dumfries Burghs, later to be a colleague of Churchill’s when, as Lord Loreburn, he became Lord Chancellor in the Liberal Government of 1905, followed him: ‘I am sure,’ he said, ‘the House is glad to recognise that the honourable member who has just sat down possesses the same courage which so distinguished Lord Randolph Churchill during his short and brilliant career in this House.’ Joseph Chamberlain, who wound up that night, spoke of a ‘very admirable speech, a speech I am sure that those who were friends and intimates of his father will have welcomed with the utmost satisfaction in the hope that we may see the father repeated in the son.’


Two of those who congratulated Churchill on the floor of the House were evidently so moved that they forgot normal parliamentary usage: Mr Asquith referred to him as ‘my honourable friend’ as if they already belonged to the same party, while Mr Brodrick went so far as to refer to him as ‘my right honourable friend’, thereby suggesting that he had already been sworn of the Privy Council.


Churchill got a ‘good press’ the next day, though naturally the Radical papers tended to carp. The Parliamentary sketch writer of the Tory Daily Telegraph wrote: ‘He had a great opportunity, and he satisfied the highest expectations. He held a modest page of notes in his hand, but rarely referred to it. Perfectly at home, with lively gestures that pointed his sparkling sentences, he instantly caught the tone and the ear of a House crowded in every part.’ The Tory Morning Post, for which Churchill only recently had been a correspondent in South Africa, wrote: ‘The general opinion was that he had fully justified the expectations which had been formed—based as they were on the recollections of his father’s great achievements and on his own career as a writer and speaker…. Both in form and substance [the speech] was worthy of the traditions of the House and of those personal traditions to which Mr Churchill in concluding made the touching reference.’


The Daily Express—the half-penny paper owned by the Tory, Mr C. Arthur Pearson—referred to ‘Mr Churchill’s spellbinding’. ‘A very successful first appearance it was. For more than half an hour he held a crowded House spellbound. It was not only the facility of his phrases, and the clearness of his views, but a certain youthful breeziness, a rare unaffectedness which fascinated his hearers.’ The Tory paper the Standard wrote: ‘He spoke with great self possession, modestly, and with a restraint of manner, and with no trace of a desire to be rhetorical.’


The reaction of the Radical Press was mixed. H. W. Massingham, perhaps the most powerful of the political journalists of that decade, wrote in the Liberal Daily News:




Mr Churchill does not inherit his father’s voice—save for a slight lisp—or his father’s manner. Address, accent, appearance do not help him.


But he has one quality—intellect. He has an eye—and he can judge and think for himself. Parts of his speech were faulty enough—there was claptrap with the wisdom and insight. But such remarks as the impossibility of the country returning to prosperity under military government… showed that this young man has kept his critical faculty through the glamour of association with our arms.





The Liberal Daily Chronicle commented:




Mr Churchill is a medium-sized, undistinguished, young man, with an unfortunate lisp in his voice. His style, too, is not very literary, and he lacks force. All the qualities which made his father the most daring and dauntless of recent parliamentarians have been missed out in his son, or else they have exhibited themselves in the restless spirit of the soldier and adventurer, but he has some inherited qualities, candour and independence.





J. B. Atkins, Churchill’s former colleague as a war correspondent, took a contrary view in his sketch for the Manchester Guardian:




His was a carefully turned speech, filled with antitheses of a literary flavour. His father, with all his power, had little literary sense, and this possession is all in favour of the young member who started so well tonight. He was wise to stick as he obviously did to his prepared speech and not to be drawn away by tempting interruptions.





Only a few letters of congratulations sent to Churchill survive. Doubtless many of the good wishes that followed the maiden speech were expressed verbally. Campbell-Bannerman, the Leader of the Opposition, wrote to say ‘with how much pleasure I listened to your speech’.


Churchill himself wrote a highly revealing comment to his distant relation by marriage, Murray Guthrie, when thanking him for his congratulations on the maiden speech, ‘It was a terrible, thrilling yet delicious experience.’


After the speech the phrase ‘if I were a Boer I hope I should be fighting in the field’ aroused persistent comment, and while it found general acceptance it was also criticized by correspondents in the Liberal evening newspaper the Westminster Gazette. A month later, on March 18, Churchill wrote the following letter to the editor explaining his position:




WSC to the Editor of the Westminster Gazette


18 March 1901


Sir,


Your correspondents vary in their opinions, but pay me an equal honour by noticing my observations. My justification of the phrase and idea in question is briefly this. Every man owes a duty to his country, and is under a high moral obligation to bear his part in sustaining its fortunes. Again, in all great controversies the number of just and fair arguments on either side is large enough to enable most honest men to find complete conviction. Neither side has a monopoly of right or reason. Therefore, although there may be a balance of moral right on one side of the quarrel, that balance is rarely sufficient to outweigh the great patriotic consideration first mentioned. From this I argue that while the Boer cause is certainly wrong, the Boer who fights for it is certainly right. Much more so then, is the Boer who fights bravely for it. If I were so unfortunate as to be a Boer, I should certainly prefer to be the best kind of Boer. Hence the original proposition.


Your correspondent who thinks that such an argument would also justify the conduct of certain Chinese in their course of massacre, treachery, and torture displays an astonishing ignorance alike of South Africa, of China, and, let me add, of reasoning, for it is evident that no patriotic obligation could justify such acts.


I am, Sir, your obedient servant


WINSTON S. CHURCHILL





***


Most young members, when they have made their maiden speech, do not trouble the House again for some weeks, or even months. Not so Churchill: he was in a hurry. Twice again in the following week, on both occasions on matters concerning South Africa, he thought it useful to intervene. But his next really effective speech came on March 12, when the Government were awkwardly placed over the treatment of Major-General Sir Henry Colville, and he sought to extricate them. Colville had been appointed Commander-in-Chief in Gibraltar after holding a command in South Africa. But subsequent official enquiries into incidents in the South African war had shown his conduct in an unfavourable light; twice, at Sanna’s Post and at Lindley, he had failed, though in a position to do so, to attempt the relief of troops who were in difficulties. The War Office had called on Colville to resign his command at Gibraltar; Colville refused, whereupon he was dismissed and the aggrieved General wrote an injudicious letter to the press appealing, in effect, for the support of public opinion against the decision of the War Office.


Now the House was debating an all-party amendment calling for an enquiry into the Colville case, and the Government was hard pressed to resist it. Churchill came to its aid with an effective debating speech. First he established his credentials: ‘Those who have not themselves had any actual experience of war may have some difficulty in understanding; war… from the little I have seen of it; …having personally collected information on the spot….’ Then he seemed to give the supporters of the amendment something to cheer:




If it be true that General Colville made a fault, why was it that the official despatch, published since, did not make any reference to that fault or point out the blame he incurred? Perhaps it will not be entirely agreeable to many of my friends on this side of the House if I say that I have noticed in the last three wars in which we have been engaged a tendency among military officers—arising partly from good nature towards their comrades, partly from the dislike of public scrutiny—to hush everything up, to make everything look as fair as possible, to tell what is called the official truth, to present a version of the truth which contains about seventy-five per cent of the actual article. So long as a force gets a victory somehow, all the ugly facts are smoothed and varnished over, rotten reputations are propped up, and officers known as incapable are allowed to hang on and linger in their commands in the hope that at the end of the war they may be shunted into private life without a scandal.





But scarcely had the Opposition cheers been raised when Churchill turned on them:




On whom does the responsibility for the continuance of the system rest? When Lord Roberts went out to South Africa he struck out a new and true line. The truth, the whole truth, was to be told to the country frankly and fairly. The House will remember the publication of the Spion Kop despatches and the reception that the publication met with from honourable and right honourable gentlemen opposite. That settled the policy of candour in military matters, for some months to come at any rate. That is why the despatches contained no incriminating matter in regard to General Colville.





But he left to the end his most decisive point—‘unanswerable’ said the usually impassive Annual Register, ‘that the right to select, to promote and dismiss’, must be left with the military authorities:




Selection is the only hope for increased efficiency in the army, it is the only way in which we can prevent the upper ranks being clogged with incapable men. The principle of selection is challenged, and would be destroyed if a Commission were appointed in this case. I have been told by a distinguished general officer that, in consequence of the outcry which has occurred, already several persons against whom it had been proposed to take steps have been screwed back into their places. In regard to the selection of officers, the House ought not to interfere in any particular instance except for grievous reason. Personally, I have no hesitation in expressing my firm support of the attitude of the Secretary of State for War, and I exhort the right honourable Gentleman, not only for the sake of the army, but also in the interest of the House, not to budge an inch from the position he has taken up.





The Secretary of State for War, St John Brodrick, was much relieved and expressed his gratitude. The note he passed to Churchill at the end of this speech survives:




That is so! May I say you will never make a better speech than you made tonight. Of course you will speak on better subjects—but you filled the House & held it—& got the debate back on to big lines. It was a great success and universally recognised.


ST J.B.





The amendment was defeated by 262 votes to 148, there being some cross-voting among parties in the lobbies. Churchill wrote to his mother the next day:




WSC to Lady Randolph


13 March 1901


105 Mount Street


EXTRACT


…There is no doubt that the speech turned votes and shifted opinion at the time when the current was running very strongly against the Government. George Wyndham and all my friends think that as a Parliamentary coup it is far bigger than I have ever done. I know of several cases where people who were going to vote against the Government decided to vote the other way, and if you read the Daily News or Daily Chronicle you will see that my intervention was by no means ineffective….





It must have been this speech that impelled Lord Curzon to write the following letter from India:




Lord Curzon to WSC


13 May 1901


Viceregal Lodge
Simla


My dear Churchill,


Just a line to congratulate you upon the successful inauguration of your Parliamentary career. I did not write to congratulate you upon your maiden speech because I have never known a case in which a young member who was expected to make a good maiden speech, has not been described as having done so. I remember in my own case making a maiden speech (I think that I ran a tilt at your father in it) which The Times next morning described as brilliant and which was plastered with amiable but uncritical praise. All the while I knew well enough that it was execrable. I therefore never compliment maiden speeches, because with three exceptions (Disraeli’s, Drage and my own) I have never heard [of] a really bad one.


I have however been very pleased to see the manner in which you have not merely won but retained the ear of the House.


There is no more difficult position than being on the benches behind a Government. It is so hard to strike the mean between independence & loyalty.


The great thing is to impress the House with earnestness. They will forgive anything but flippancy.


Yours sincerely
CURZON





***


A few days before Churchill had made this highly successful intervention in the Colville debate, Brodrick had outlined a scheme for Army Reform. This involved the creation of six army corps, three composed of regular forces and the other three of militia and volunteers. This was largely regarded as a ‘paper transaction’, though it was to involve the recruiting of some 50,000 extra militiamen. The additional cost was £3 million, bringing the total of the Army Estimates for ordinary services, that is, excluding estimates for war services in South Africa and China, to £29,685,000, an increase of more than £5 million on the previous year. Churchill made no immediate comment. He studied Brodrick’s plan in the course of the next month. The first two weeks in April he went to Spain, visiting Madrid, Seville, Granada and Cordoba, as well as Gibraltar. On his return to England he gave a lecture to the United Institution on technical aspects of the war in South Africa, particularly on the role of the Cavalry—a notable distinction for one who, though he had seen a great deal of war, was still only a subaltern.


Then, in Liverpool on April 23, he made the first of many speeches spread over the next three years attacking Brodrick’s scheme. He concentrated on three criticisms: that it would be ineffective and would not in fact make the army stronger; that it was bad value for money; and that if anything deserved increased expenditure it was the navy and not the army. In his speech to the Liverpool Conservative Association, as published in the Liverpool Daily Echo, he gave some hint of the line along which his argument was to develop:




There has been a great demand for army reform and I am pledged to it up to the hilt. Either it means a bigger army for the same money or the same army and less money. What I pledged myself to at the last election was a better, not a bigger army, value for our money not more of the same old bad bargain. Any danger that comes to Britain would not be on land; it would come on the sea. With regard to our military system we must be prepared to deal with all the little wars which occur continually on the frontiers of the Empire. We cannot expect to meet great wars; we can only assure ourselves that ultimately we shall be able to realise the entire forces of the Empire…. I cannot help regretting that we have plunged into this course of extreme army expenditure, for I think our game essentially is to be a naval and commercial power. I cannot look upon the army as anything but an adjunct to the navy and I look upon the navy as the force which in the hour of difficulty is going to turn, if necessary, every city into an arsenal, and the entire male population of the countryside into an armed camp. I hope that in considering the lessons of the South African war we shall not be drawn from our true policy, which is to preserve the command of markets and of the seas.





Two days later he followed the same line of argument in a speech to the Strafford Club at Oxford. At the same time, when Brodrick had placed on the order paper a motion asking the House of Commons to approve his scheme, Churchill tabled an amendment. This was to be debated in the House on May 13. Sir William Harcourt, the former Liberal leader in the House of Commons who, seven years before, had fought bitterly against Rosebery for the leadership of the Liberal Party and lost, wrote to tell Churchill that the amendment was much to his liking. The Vice-President and Secretary of the Army League, on the other hand, wrote to The Times to say that it was not to their liking and The Times, in a leading article on May 2, seemed to agree. Churchill, for his part, stoutly defended his position in two letters to The Times, in which he denied that there was any inconsistency between earlier pleas for a strong army and reinforcements for South Africa and his present attitude:




No one who has pledged himself to army reform need accept any scheme which may be suggested without discussing the details or counting the cost. Still less is he under any obligation to support schemes of army increase. A better army does not necessarily mean a bigger army. There ought to be ways of reforming a business, other than by merely putting more money into it.
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THE DUKE OF MARLBOROUGH, WSC AND THE EARL OF LYTTON
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WSC, MR HALDANE, SIR EDWARD AND LADY GREY, LORD TWEEDMOUTH
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WSC, LORD TWEEDMOUTH GUISACHAN, 1901


But all this was mere preliminary sparring. The battle itself was joined in the debate on the army scheme that opened on May 13. That evening, at 11 p.m. in a crowded House (members had to stay on anyway for a division on another topic that was to take place at midnight) Churchill rose to make his speech criticizing ‘Mr Brodrick’s Army’. Churchill himself admitted: ‘I took six weeks to prepare this speech, and learnt it so thoroughly off by heart that it hardly mattered where I began it or how I turned it.’


Churchill began by criticizing the mounting costs of the Army, from £17 million in 1894 to nearly £30 million in 1901–2, and he congratulated Brodrick on his success in getting so much money out of the Treasury. He went on to contrast the present situation with his father’s stand against military expenditure—‘if I may revive a half forgotten episode’. Lord Randolph had ‘gone down for ever, and with him, it seems, there fell also the cause of retrenchment and economy, so that the very memory thereof seems to have perished, and the words themselves have the curiously old-fashioned ring about them. I suppose that was a lesson Chancellors of the Exchequer were not likely to forget in a hurry.’ He opened a book from which to read—though in fact he had learnt it by heart and was able to close it dramatically when only half-way through—his father’s letter of resignation to Lord Salisbury on 22 December 1886. ‘I decline to be a party to encouraging the military and militant circle of the War Office and Admiralty to join the high and desperate stakes which other nations seem to be forced to risk,’ he recited. And then Churchill added: ‘Wise words, sir, stand the test of time, and I am very glad the House has allowed me after an interval of fifteen years, to lift again the tattered flag I found lying on a stricken field.’ It was time, he said, that a voice was raised from the Conservative benches to plead the cause of economy. ‘If such a one is to stand forward in such a cause, then I say it humbly, but with I hope becoming pride, no one has a better right than I have, for this is a cause I have inherited, and a cause for which the late Lord Randolph Churchill made the greatest sacrifice of any Minister of modern times.’


As to the army scheme itself, it left most of the great questions connected with army reform almost untouched. Why three army corps? One was ‘quite enough to fight savages, and three not enough even to begin to fight Europeans.’ Britain’s military system should be adapted to dealing with minor emergencies smoothly and conveniently. ‘But we must not expect to meet the great civilised powers in this fashion… a European war cannot be anything but a cruel, heart-rending struggle, which, if we are ever to enjoy the bitter fruits of victory, must demand, perhaps for several years, the whole manhood of the nation, the entire suspension of peaceful industries, and the concentration to one end of every vital energy in the community.’


In days when wars had arisen from the policy of a minister or the passion of a king, when a comparatively few professional soldiers were involved, one could talk of European war, ‘but now, when mighty populations are impelled against each other, each individual severally embittered and inflamed—when the resources of science and civilisation sweep away everything that might mitigate their fury, a European war can only end in the ruin of the vanquished and the scarcely less fatal dislocation and exhaustion of the conquerors. Democracy is more vindictive than cabinets. The wars of peoples will be more terrible than the wars of kings.’


What, then, was to be Britain’s weapon? ‘The only weapon with which we can expect to cope with great nations is the Navy.’ The tremendous new expenditure on the Army, Churchill claimed, directly challenged the principle that the superiority of Britain’s Navy was vital to her existence. ‘Why should we sacrifice a game in which we are sure to win; to play a game we are bound to lose? The whole course of our history, the geography of our country, all the evidences of the present situation, proclaim beyond a doubt that Britain’s power and prosperity depend on the economic command of markets and the Navy’s command of the seas.’ But there was a higher reason still: ‘It is known, alike by peoples and by rulers, that upon the whole… British influence is a healthy and kindly influence…. We shall make a fatal bargain if we allow the moral force which this country has so long exerted to become diminished, or perhaps destroyed, for the sake of the costly, trumpery, military playthings on which the Secretary of State for War has set his heart.’


In reply, from the Government benches, Mr Arthur Lee (later Lord Lee of Fareham, who was to give Chequers to the nation for the use of Prime Ministers as a country residence) told Churchill not to confuse filial piety with public duty. Brodrick, who had been Under-Secretary of State at the War Office when Lord Randolph had battled with W. H. Smith, the Secretary of State, over the Army Estimates in 1886, mocked: ‘I confidently expect that Parliament, which was not afraid to part company with the brilliant statesman in 1886, will not sleep the less soundly because of the financial heroics of my honourable friend the member for Oldham.’ Brodrick accused Churchill of harbouring ‘a hereditary desire to run imperialism on the cheap’. He said he could never subscribe to Lord Randolph’s theory that the Treasury should dictate to all other departments, turning a blind eye to the progress of science and a deaf ear to the arguments of responsible ministers. As to the possession of a sharp sword leading to its use, he thought the country had been in a more perilous position when the sword was not sharp enough.


Churchill’s speech was fully reported in the Morning Post. He had taken the precaution of sending it off before it was delivered, as Lord Randolph used to do. It is also available in Mr Brodrick’s Army, the slim volume of speeches on army matters which Churchill published in 1903. It was warmly cheered by the Opposition, many of whom also wrote of their delight. ‘I cannot resist,’ wrote Sir William Harcourt, ‘the pleasure of joining my congratulations to the host which you must have received on the brilliant success of your speech which has established your future in the House of Commons on a foundation which cannot be shaken.’ The Radical editor of The Review of Reviews, W. T. Stead, wrote: ‘Just a line to thank you with all my heart for your speech last night. It confirms the hopes raised by your admirable letters from South Africa.’ John Burns, the veteran Radical, wrote to Lady Randolph:




John Burns to Lady Randolph


14 May 1901


House of Commons


Dear Madam,


Years before your son secured the position he now occupies I expressed to you a kindly hope for his future.


His excellent speech of last night is by far his best effort and I write you to congratulate him, through you, on his success and to share with his mother the hope that he will go further in the career he has chosen and on the excellent lines of his courageous speech of last evening.


Yours sincerely
JOHN BURNS





Lord James of Hereford, Lord and Lady Randolph’s old friend, a staunch Liberal Unionist and a member of the Cabinet as Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster, wrote: ‘Although I cannot agree with the views expressed in your speech I must sincerely congratulate you upon its merits. It has given you a great Parliamentary position—and with the restraining influences of moderation and discretion I feel sure that you have a very broad path leading to great success before you.’


But for Churchill the speech of May 13 meant more than the gaining of a Parliamentary reputation. Writing in My Early Life he commented: ‘It marked a definite divergence of thought and sympathy from nearly all those who thronged the benches around me.’ Already at the end of March Churchill had been complaining to his mother that there was a good deal of dissatisfaction in the Party, and a shocking lack of cohesion. ‘The Government is not very strong…. The whole Treasury bench appears to me to be sleepy and exhausted and played out’—this after just one month of the new session of Parliament. Churchill and a few friends decided to enliven the proceedings. He had become associated with a small group of dissident young Tory members, which included Ian Malcolm, a friend of the family, who had recently married the daughter of Lily Langtry; Lord Percy, the eldest son of the seventh Duke of Northumberland; Arthur Stanley, a younger son of the sixteenth Earl of Derby; and Lord Hugh Cecil, a younger son of the Prime Minister, Lord Salisbury. Later they were on occasion to be outrageous in their Parliamentary manners and the critics dubbed them the Hughligans, or Hooligans.


It was a modest attempt at a latter-day Fourth Party. They began to meet for dinner on Thursday evenings; occasionally they asked leading political personalities of the day—maybe a Tory, maybe a Liberal—to join them at dinner.


In Ronaldshay’s Life of Lord Curzon a letter dated 21 July 1901 from Lady Curzon to her husband in India is quoted:




Some of those foolish hooligans (who exist to entertain lions at dinner) invited Sir W. Harcourt to dinner last Thursday, and as Winston did not know he had been asked, he invited Lord Rosebery! Both accepted, and for the first time the Hooligan Party was confronted with a crisis…. They didn’t know what to do. Lord Rosebery was put off and asked to come another night, unless he desired the pleasure of meeting Sir William. Awkward, to say the least! Later. Have just heard that night of dinner arrived, Lord Rosebery had been put off and Harcourt forgot to come!







WSC to Lord Rosebery
(Rosebery Papers)


EXTRACT


24 July 1901


105 Mount Street


…We were vy disappointed that you could not dine with the ‘Hooligans’, but I trust you will consider yourself pledged to come next session on some Thursday….







Lord Rosebery to WSC


24 July 1901


38 Berkeley Square


My Dear Winston,


Many thanks for your kind note.


I have an idea. If I cannot go to the Hooligans why should they not come to me on Saturday Aug 3 to spend Sunday?


Vy sincrly
AR







WSC to Lord Rosebery
(Rosebery Papers)


2 August 1901


105 Mount Street


My dear Lord Rosebery,


I will come down in my motor car in time for dinner tonight. The others feel they ought not to miss the Colonial Office vote; and they will telegraph to you the train they will come by tomorrow.


It is vy good of you to have us down and we are all looking forward to our visit exceedingly.


Yours vy sincerely
WINSTON S. CHURCHILL







The Hooligans to Lord Rosebery
(Rosebery Papers)


6 August [1901]


Dear Lord Rosebery,


We who do not agree always, are united in thinking that the Sunday we spent in your company was among the pleasantest we can remember; and we wish most sincerely to thank you for your kindness and hospitality.


Yours vy truly
HUGH CECIL: WINSTON S. CHURCHILL: PERCY: IAN MALCOLM: ARTHUR STANLEY


PS This has taken us a great deal of trouble to make up. My colleagues behave very badly I am sorry to say. H.C. [next phrase scratched out and illegible] (stopped by the censor).


Lord Rosebery to WSC


6 August 1901


Mentmore


[image: ]


My dear Winston,


I cannot tell you how much I enjoyed the Hooligan visit. It rejuvenated me. If they or any of them wish for moral repose while Parliament sits they will find it here.


Yours
AR







Lord Rosebery to WSC


9 August 1901


Mentmore


My dear Winston,


The Hooligans will be very welcome on Wednesday. The Hoplites [Ancient Greek heavy infantry], I used to read in ancient history, were accompanied by shoals of light infantry. If you wish to bring any light infantry let me know. There is lots of room.


Yours
AR





Thirty-five years later Stanley Baldwin was to attack some left-wing members of the Tory Party, such as Harold Macmillan and Robert Boothby, when they were associating rather closely with Lloyd George, for ‘hunting with packs other than their own’. The Hooligans could have been attacked on similar grounds. Such records as survive seem to suggest that they spent far more of their time with the right wing of the Liberal Party than they did with their Tory colleagues.




Sir Edward Grey to WSC


16 August 1901


House of Commons


Dear Churchill,


Will you dine at Brooks’ with me at 8 tonight? I have been trying to get all that is left of the hooligans, but have only so far succeeded in getting one. Asquith is coming and we could join you both.


Yours sincerely
E. GREY





During his summer visit to Scotland, Churchill mixed predominantly with Liberals; for after staying at Dunrobin with the Tory Duke of Sutherland he went on to Guisachan to stay with his uncle Lord Tweedmouth, who had been a Minister in the previous Liberal Government. ‘I have seen a lot of the Liberal Imperialists lately,’ he wrote to Rosebery on 20 September 1901. ‘Haldane and Edward Grey were at Guisachan where I passed a pleasant week; and Asquith very kindly took the chair for me at St Andrews [at a lecture].’


When he came south again, Churchill delivered major attacks on the Government’s handling of the South African war which was still dragging wearily on, and on the chief ministers of the Government itself. At the end of a long speech at Saddleworth, Yorkshire, in which he had made detailed criticisms of the handling of the war, Churchill set out to apportion the blame:




Is it the Chancellor of the Exchequer? [Sir Michael Hicks-Beach]… I myself would think it a monstrous thing if persons who were spending such vast sums of money—not in the best way—were to excuse their own blunders and mistakes by trying to lay the blame on the Treasury and on the Chancellor of the Exchequer, whose special function it is, while providing necessary monies for the war, to guard against waste….


Where shall we look? The War Office? Well of course in a certain sense Mr Brodrick is responsible for every matter connected with the war. He would be the last man to shrink from, and indeed I think he would be the first to court that or any other responsibility. But I say it with the utmost deliberation, the country will be most unwise to allow such an assumption to be made. Nothing can be more dangerous to the public and Imperial welfare than that [the] prosecution of the war in South Africa should come to be regarded as a departmental affair under the sole and peculiar care of a single over-burdened Secretary of State. The country looks to Mr Balfour and Mr Chamberlain, the one the Leader of the House of Commons and the apparent successor of Lord Salisbury; the other fons et origo of the policy we are fighting for, and, as everyone knows, the most prominent member of the Government; and—if my voice can carry so far—I warn those two distinguished men, the mainguard of the Unionist Party, they cannot devolve the weight and burden of this tremendous enterprise—the greatest we have set our hands to since the times of Napoleon—on any subordinate Minister, or any particular department, but that it rests on their shoulders, and that with its successful conclusion is bound up their political fame and their personal honour.





Churchill wrote to Rosebery asking for approval. At Oldham, he said, he had addressed some twenty meetings ‘and I find everywhere the same feeling: absolute determination to force the war through: perplexity and disappointment at its prolongation (not perhaps quite so keen as one would have expected, because people are afraid that to doubt may be unpatriotic): and I must add a good deal of calm patience more likely to flash into anger than to fade into apathy, but not yet to the point of either.’ Rosebery replied: ‘I got your speech out of the Morning Post and liked it very much. It came at a most opportune time—but as usual things have settled down again to relative calm.’


Just in case his voice did not ‘carry so far’ Churchill wrote to Joseph Chamberlain drawing attention to his speeches. In this letter, dated 14 October 1901, he said: ‘It is not enough for the Government to say “we have handed the war over to the military: they must settle it: all we can do is to supply them as they require!” I protest against the view. Nothing can relieve the Government of their responsibility. If Kitchener cannot settle the question you will have to interfere.’


Chamberlain replied: ‘As you invite my opinion, which I certainly should not otherwise have intruded, I am bound to say that while I value your suggestions, and have in the past endeavoured to profit by them, I do not think the public discussion of them in the form of a criticism upon the Government and the military authorities is profitable; and I think you must see yourself that its first result is to encourage the enemy to blaspheme, both at home and abroad.’ After this unpromising start, however, Chamberlain admitted the justice of many of Churchill’s remarks and the wisdom of some of his proposals. ‘Speaking generally, I agree with much that you say, and as far as my influence goes, I am working in the same direction.’ On the other hand, he could not see how far it was possible for the executive to intervene in the actions of the military. ‘It is possible that, if the country were prepared to revert to the Roman system of appointing a Dictator, we should be more successful, but he would have to be given a free hand for a couple of years, at the end of which he might be hanged or crowned, according to the results. For a Government to take the matter entirely into its own hands, and without considering the personal feelings of those engaged, and without their assent, to make all the changes you suggest, would be to bring about wholesale resignations and a state of anarchy which would be worse than anything which we have yet known.’


***


Churchill was now comfortably installed in his bachelor rooms at 105 Mount Street where he was to remain for nearly five years, although he had expected to stay only for the unexpired two years of his cousin Marlborough’s lease.


Churchill’s engagement book for 1901 survives, and it is possible to give some details of the varied political, social and sporting life he led at the time. In the remaining two weeks of February after taking his seat in the House of Commons he dined with Marlborough: Lady Wenlock: Mrs Alfred Lyttelton: Brodrick: Lee and statesman R. B. Haldane who was to become War Secretary; and with Colonel Sir James Willcocks, the newly acclaimed hero of Kumasi. He lunched with his mother at Great Cumberland Place, and stayed with the Grenfells at Taplow. He also found time to attend a Cotton Trade Conference in London, to have a talk with his father’s old colleague, Sir Henry Drummond Wolff, and to call on the Prime Minister, Lord Salisbury, at the Foreign Office. Besides making three speeches in the House, he went up to Manchester to speak in the Stretford by-election in which the Tory candidate was successful. All this in two weeks.


The engagement diary shows that during March Churchill dined with Lady Ribblesdale, lunched with Mrs Cholmondeley, Lady Londonderry and Lady Granby (later the Duchess of Rutland) and with Marlborough with whom he also spent a few days at Melton for the hunting. He also went to stay with Ernest Beckett at Virginia Water. He lectured in Nottingham, Exeter, Plymouth, Torquay, Hastings, Bournemouth, Southampton, Portsmouth, Folkestone, Dover and Chester (total takings £586. 3. 9d); and he spoke at Finsbury Town Hall on behalf of Sidney Low during the London County Council elections (Low was defeated and became an Alderman).


Altogether in the eleven months of 1901 he made nine speeches in the House, some thirty speeches in the country and lectured in twenty towns. He gave up twelve afternoons to polo, fourteen days to hunting and two days to shooting, and spent eighteen days on holiday abroad.


He continued to be concerned about his lisp, though his frequent public speaking in the House of Commons and in the country and on the lecture platform was beginning to cure him of this lingering impediment and at the same time to rid him of any inhibition which it had caused him. Those who heard him talk in middle and old age may conclude that he mastered the inhibition better than he did the impediment. Indeed, he may have unconsciously exploited the residual impediment to advantage in order to achieve a wholly individual style of public oratory.


At this time John Morley seems to have exercised a peculiar fascination upon Churchill. Philosopher and free-thinker, Morley was the disciple and biographer of Gladstone, and had been his Chief Secretary for Ireland. J. B. Atkins says that at about this time Churchill had told him, after a Hooligan dinner at which Morley had been the guest of honour: ‘Morley is the true sort of Liberal. The Liberal Imperialists are not true Liberals. I like one thing or the other, not something fading into something else. If I were a Liberal I should be with John Morley.’ This was a passing mood. After Churchill had crossed the floor and joined the Liberal party he continued his close friendship with Morley, but certainly from 1911 onwards, though the phrase had by then lost its political significance, he would have been classed as a Liberal Imperialist himself. At heart Morley was a pacifist, and he demonstrated this by his resignation from the Government in 1914: Churchill never was.


In December 1901 Churchill was Morley’s guest at dinner. Among those present were Buckle of The Times, and Spender of the Westminster Gazette, as well as Lord Goschen, who had succeeded Lord Randolph as Chancellor after his resignation in 1886. ‘Everybody most kind and caressing,’ wrote Churchill to his mother on December 13, ‘particularly the host who like so many of these Liberals commands my affection at once.’


It was at this dinner that Morley commended to Churchill a book recently published, Poverty: A Study of Town Life by Seebohm Rowntree. Morley’s own copy had been lent, but when he wrote to Churchill about it he added with whimsical intent: ‘’Tis sure to be on the table at the Carlton.’ Churchill went out and bought a copy of this classic study of the poor of the city of York, and was greatly moved by it. He set out to bring it to the attention of those whom it might otherwise have passed by, writing an article for a Service journal on the rather thin pretext that the condition of the poor affected the quality of men recruited for the Army and Navy. There is no record that the review was ever published, but Churchill’s manuscript survives. After giving a long, detailed summary of Rowntree’s investigation into the plight of the poor of York and his conclusions, Churchill writes with bitter irony:




Consider the peculiar case of these poor, and the consequences. Although the British Empire is so large, they cannot find room to live in it; although it is so magnificent, they would have had a better chance of happiness, if they had been born cannibal islanders of the Southern seas; although its science is so profound, they would have been more healthy if they had been subjects of Hardicanute. But it would be absurd to trust to such arguments, impudent to urge them upon a Parliament busy with matters so many thousands of miles from home. There is a more important consideration. Not the duty of a man to man, nor the doctrine that honest effort in a wealthy community should involve certain minimum rights, nor that this festering life at home makes world-wide power a mockery, and defaces the image of God upon earth. It is a serious hindrance to recruiting.





At Blackpool on 9 January 1902 he said:




I have been reading a book which has fairly made my hair stand on end, written by a Mr Rowntree who deals with poverty in the town of York. It is found that the poverty of the people of that city extends to nearly one-fifth of the population; nearly one-fifth had something between one and a half and three-fourths as much food to eat as the paupers in the York Union. That I call a terrible and shocking thing, people who have only the workhouse or prison as the only avenues to change from their present situation.





To J. Moore Bayley of the Midland Conservative Association he had written on December 23:




WSC to J. Moore Bayley


EXTRACT


23 December 1901


105 Mount Street


…I have lately been reading a book by Mr Rowntree called ‘Poverty’ which has impressed me very much, and which I strongly recommend you to read. It is quite evident from the figures which he adduces that the American labourer is a stronger, larger, healthier, better fed, and consequently more efficient animal than a large proportion of our population, and this is surely a fact which our unbridled Imperialists, who have no thought but to pile up armaments, taxation and territory, should not lose sight of. For my own part, I see little glory in an Empire which can rule the waves and is unable to flush its sewers. The difficulty has been so far that the people who have looked abroad have paid no attention to domestic matters, and those who are centred on domestic matters regard the Empire merely as an encumbrance. What is wanted is a well-balanced policy midway between the Hotel Cecil and Exeter Hall, something that will co-ordinate development and expansion with the progress of social comfort and health. But I suppose the Party machinery will carry everything before it, and, as heretofore, the Extremists on both sides, whether progressive or reactionary, will set the tune and collar the organisation, and all we wretched, unorganised middle thinkers will either be destroyed between the contending forces, or compelled to serve in support of one disproportionate cause or the other. But I shall watch the Chesterfield experiment with interest….





Already we see, as we shall later, Churchill seeking a central position within the parties, and even stumbling towards the idea of a party of the centre, which would exclude the extremists of both parties from the political spectrum. It was with these ideas jostling in his mind that he addressed himself to Rosebery’s famous Chesterfield speech. This was delivered on 16 December 1901 in the presence, among others on the platform, of both Asquith and Grey, who lent their tacit and later their explicit approval to what the former Prime Minister had to say. On the war, Rosebery maintained the old Liberal Imperialist position that it should be prosecuted to a successful conclusion with the utmost vigour. But when it came to making the peace, he succeeded in taking up the middle position between the two extremes of his own party. On the one hand, he favoured a negotiated peace rather than unconditional surrender; on the other hand, he thought that it was not fair for Britain to go cap-in-hand suing for peace, and that, however unpalatable it might be for them, the Boers would have to negotiate with their arch-enemies Chamberlain and Milner.


All this was much to Churchill’s taste. Even more so—and a source of great annoyance to the traditional Liberals—was Rosebery’s attitude to the old-fashioned Liberal domestic policy. In a speech in the City of London five months before, in July, Rosebery had called on the Liberals to wipe their slate clean: this time, at Chesterfield, he urged them to put away their ‘fly-blown phylacteries’; it needed little time to confirm that by this Rosebery meant a large chunk of Gladstonian Liberalism, and Home Rule for Ireland in particular.


What remained in doubt was Rosebery’s own position. Would he rest on one or two speeches, and then return to the retirement from which he had emerged during this year in so startling a fashion? Or would he remain on the scene, prepared to lead a Middle Party that could include some of the brightest hopes of the Liberals, including Asquith, Grey and Haldane, and some of the most promising of the young Tories? On this vital question Rosebery vouchsafed no elucidation. In July he had said: ‘For the present, at any rate… I must plough my lonely furrow… but before I get to the end of that furrow it is possible that I may find myself not alone.’ At Chesterfield he had concluded: ‘What I can do to further [my policy] I will do, for my services are, as they have always been… at the disposal of my country…. It is not to Party that I appeal…. I appeal unto Caesar from Parliament… to the silent but supreme tribunal which shares and controls, in the long run, the destinies of our people. I mean the tribunal of public opinion, that of commonsense.’


Once more we see Rosebery as ever seeking the palm without the dust. Unless a crown were served up to him on a gold platter he shrank from exposing himself to the rough and tumble not only of political intrigue but also of political combinations and public disputations. It is fruitless to speculate on what might have happened if he had been of different mettle: the historian must deal with men as they have shown themselves and as he has found them.


Rosebery had taken good care to announce well in advance that he was going to make an important speech at Chesterfield. A month before, on November 15, Churchill wrote to him:




WSC to Lord Rosebery
(Rosebery Papers)


EXTRACT


15 November 1901


…I am so glad you are going to speak next month; and I think you ought to do so. People are restless and anxious, and they look to you for guidance. When they see you only speak about unimportant matters, they are disappointed and misunderstand your real feelings about national affairs.


John Bull is a stupid creature, but faithful. My own idea is that it does not matter how many mistakes one makes in politics, so long as one keeps on making them. It is like throwing babies to the wolves: once you stop, the pack overtakes the sleigh. This explains why it is the present administration prospers….





A few days before the Chesterfield speech, Churchill, about to leave London for Oldham, had tried to see Rosebery.




WSC to Lord Rosebery
(Rosebery Papers)


12 December 1901


In the train


[image: ]


My dear Lord Rosebery,


I enquired at Berkeley Square last night, only to learn that you were at the Durdans—I presume in travail. So as I shall not see you again before you speak at Chesterfield, I send you this line to wish you from my heart all good fortune and success on public & personal grounds alike. But I hope you will not be content with one speech.


Yours vy sincerely
WINSTON S. CHURCHILL





As might have been expected, Churchill must have reacted enthusiastically to the Chesterfield speech, for Hugh Cecil found it necessary to utter a timely word of caution.




Lord Hugh Cecil to WSC


28 December 1901


Hatfield


…As to the Imperialist [Rosebery] & his Middle Party, I will send you in a week or so a full statement of my views about negotiations: shortly they amount to this—unconditional surrender is best but may be too costly to attain. But as to joining a Middle Party, that may be a very proper course when there is a Middle Party to join. Now there is none. And the Imperialist’s best friends cannot deny that his aspirations are not always realised. So that whatever it might be wise to do if for instance you were offered office in a Rosebery administration, now it would be madness not to remain unequivocally Unionist.


That of course does not in the least preclude honest criticism of the Govt. But it means that it should be clear to the audience that you are criticising not for the sake of finding fault (in the manner of Tommy Bowles) but because you believe the criticism to be a just one. It also means that the criticisms should be moderately & courteously expressed & that fair opportunities should be taken for criticising the opposition including the Lib Imp tho’ there too urbanity would be wise in view of possibilities of future co-operation.


In short as we agreed at Blenheim it is wise to play a waiting game & not to respond to the Imperialist’s invitations until he has built himself a house to entertain you in. Now he has only a share in a dilapidated umbrella!


Of course all these tactical considerations ought to be subordinated to the duty of honestly pressing views you believe to be sound. As long as one is conscious of acting for a principle or cause I shouldn’t bother myself about parties, Unionist or Middle—they are only instruments after all. But in so far as tactics may rightly be considered I am sure the part of wisdom is to keep both feet securely planted on Unionist terra firma until there is equally firm land, Middle or otherwise, to step on to….





On 9 January 1902 Churchill went to speak at Blackpool. This had been the scene of Lord Randolph’s great ‘chips’ speech in 1884—‘the finest and most famous speech which he ever delivered in this country’, as Churchill described it on this occasion. Churchill permitted himself a profusion of light-hearted sallies at the expense of the divided Liberal Party—the followers of Campbell-Bannerman and the Liberal Imperialists alike. Of the Chesterfield speech he had this to say:




The recent speech of Lord Rosebery has attracted a great deal of attention, and has been found not altogether disappointing to those who have listened to it. I welcome that speech as a Conservative standing on a Conservative platform—and I shall tell you why. Because it breathes a spirit of patriotism, a spirit of patriotism which some of the speeches of the leaders of the Opposition have conspicuously been lacking in. I welcome it because it is a great contribution to public knowledge of the questions which are agitating the country at the present moment….


I welcome Lord Rosebery’s speech because he is the only man amongst the opposition who has a patriotic mind, and who is in a position to offer responsible criticism. Lord Rosebery possesses the three requirements an English Prime Minister should have. He must have a great position in Parliament, popularity in the country, he must have rank and prestige.





His criticisms of Rosebery were of the mildest, centring as they did on the disparagement of the House of Commons in which Lord Rosebery was wont to indulge.


The Liberal Imperialist Council was transformed at the beginning of March, into the Liberal League, with the object of promoting the old Liberal Imperialist ideas and of ‘cleaning the slate’. Rosebery was president, and Asquith, Grey and Sir Henry Fowler were vice-presidents. Campbell-Bannerman quickly made it clear that if the league put up candidates of its own this would signal a formal breach in the party. Rosebery had, for his part, already separated himself from the party’s official leadership, for when Campbell-Bannerman had announced at Leicester on February 19 that the ‘old policy’ of Home Rule remained as ‘the sole remedy for the condition of Ireland’ Rosebery promptly repudiated his views. ‘I remain,’ he wrote in a letter to The Times, ‘outside his Tabernacle, but not, I think, in solitude.’ And he referred to ‘this moment of definite separation.’ Asquith, when faced with Campbell-Bannerman’s challenge over independent candidates for the Liberal League, was not prepared to court a rupture. The forces Rosebery might have rallied after Chesterfield grew dispirited and returned to their varying allegiances until the march of events restored to them a natural harmony.


***


At the same time as Lord Rosebery was engaged in his impotent struggle with himself, Churchill neglected no means to promote his own views in Parliament and in the country and to make his presence felt on the political scene. The first three months of 1902 were fully taken up with speeches on the prosecution and conduct of the South African war, some criticism of aspects of War Office organization, and with one of his now periodical and eagerly awaited attacks on Mr Brodrick’s Army Corps scheme. An enquiry into the supply of remounts for the cavalry in South Africa, had, early in the year, revealed gross carelessness and mismanagement. Allegations of corruption were easily refuted; but the charges as to the condition and quality of the remounts—many of which had died or proved un-serviceable on arrival in South Africa—and as to the price paid, which was declared to be too high by up to £10 a horse, had to be admitted. Churchill, who had had first-hand experience of these remounts, was listened to with considerable respect when he spoke on the subject; and he joined in the general demand that an enquiry into the remount department as a whole should be held immediately, and not ‘after the war’, on the ground that after the war it would be too late to do any good.


As to the war itself Churchill supported the Government in its desire to prosecute it vigorously; indeed, he on several occasions expressed doubt whether the forces available to Kitchener for this purpose were adequate, and he called for reinforcements. At the same time he expressed the hope that peace should be effected by negotiation rather than by force, provided that the Boers gave up their claims for independence. In the debate on the Army Estimates in March, Churchill made a vigorous attack on the insufficient sums credited to the Intelligence Department of the War Office—to which his friend Captain Haldane had by now been posted—and its consequent inability to carry out its duties properly. But probably his best speech was once again on Brodrick’s Army scheme. This speech was notable for an attack on the concept of conscription and universal service, which, he claimed, he had discerned in Brodrick’s original proposals but which he now professed to see had disappeared from the plans of the Secretary of State. He hoped that




his right honourable friend had finally and thoroughly abandoned the fatal and foolish theory of conscription, which no doubt would be still of some use providing occupation for members in another place [the House of Lords] who had not got too much to do, but which never seriously entered into the practical politics of the country. His right honourable friend, in a very eloquent passage in his speech, said that conscript soldiers did not fight at Alma, Waterloo, or Delhi. He thought his right honourable friend might have said with equal force that it was not conscript soldiers who had fought the long weary war in South Africa so steadily and unflinchingly. He did not wish to say anything uncomplimentary to any foreign nation in view of their extremely delicate susceptibilities [a reference to the offence taken by the German Reichstag to a speech of Mr Chamberlain’s earlier that year] but he should like to see the conscript soldiers who would do what the British soldiers had done in South Africa.





Once again, he called for a strengthening of the navy at the expense, if need be, of the army. He expressed himself happy to see that the Navy Estimates had been increased and the Army Estimates reduced so that fears that the Army Estimates would exceed those for the navy had been falsified.




If he might presume to lay down any principle at all he would say that the first and main principle which should animate British statecraft in the realm of imperial defence was the promotion of a steady transfer of expenditure from military to marine; and the high ideal which should be held up before the eyes of the present or any other government was that in times of peace the ratio of expenditure between the navy and the Army Estimates ought to be, quite irrespective of the scale of the estimates, something like two to one on the side of the navy.





Churchill continued to make a name for himself attacking the mismanagement, or what he regarded as the misapplication, of funds voted in the estimates. At the same time he felt disturbed at the lack of Parliamentary control over Government expenditure. Balfour, who had sensed that there was a general feeling of inquietude about this in the House, proposed that a select committee should study by what means Parliament might have stricter control over Government expenditure. At this time Churchill made proposals to Balfour for a new committee of the House that would take a more detached overall view of the merits of public expenditure. In a long letter dated May 15 Balfour pointed out that no committee of the House could really pass judgement on the merits of, say, army and navy expenditure without examining closely related aspects of foreign, colonial and Indian affairs. Nor could any one such committee be expected to have enough expertise to adjudicate between the merits of, say, armed services expenditure and spending on the social services. Did Churchill really think that a committee of the House would behave very differently in its attitude to public expenditure than the whole House did at present?


Churchill spoke in favour of Balfour’s proposal for a select committee to study the problem of Parliamentary control, and was himself appointed a member. From July 15 onwards he attended a number of the Committee’s meetings, and assiduously questioned the witnesses. One of Churchill’s main concerns was to discover the fact that the principal control over expenditure of a technical nature lay in the hands of Treasury clerks who themselves had no specialized technical knowledge.


Before the Committee reported, Churchill set down in a lengthy memorandum his views on how Parliamentary control over expenditure could be improved. He put his finger on what he considered the most glaring defect:




Public expenditure may be considered in three aspects: policy, merit, and audit. To take a hypothetical instance: whether the standard of professional skill in the Royal Army Medical Corps should be improved or not is Policy; whether this result should be sought by building a special hospital for army surgeons, or whether arrangements should be made with existing civil hospitals to afford them opportunities of practice and study; whether in the one case the contracts for the hospital are the best that can be made, or in the other the arrangements are economical and efficient—all this may be called Merit; and whether in fact the money provided is expended faithfully and with proper authority is Audit. In other words—What should be done is a question of policy: in what way it should be done is a question of merit: and whether it is honestly done is a question of audit.





He proposed to fill this ‘lacuna’ with an Estimates Committee which should sit in addition to the Public Accounts Committee—which would now simply be called the Accounts Committee and charged only with audit. This new Estimates Committee would hold a kind of post-mortem examination on the merit of the estimates after they had been presented and perhaps even voted on in the House. Churchill pointed out that even if it were too late to prevent errors of judgement in the current year the report of the Estimates Committee would be able to prevent further damage being done in future estimates. Although Churchill’s suggestion for a third committee was not adopted, the Public Accounts Committee in later years has successfully fulfilled many of the objects for which Churchill pleaded in his memorandum. Over the years much waste of public money has been exposed and, although it could not be retrieved, these transactions have served as warnings against profligate expenditure in the future.


During 1902 Churchill made considerably fewer speeches in the country than he had in the year before. He was obviously finding it increasingly difficult to serve up the sort of party pap which Tory audiences required. ‘I cannot make speeches in the country with any satisfaction now,’ he wrote to Rosebery on January 10. ‘I cannot work up the least enthusiasm on the Govts behalf: and yet popular audiences seem to gape for party clap-trap.’ Later in the year he began to find it easier to mount the platform: he became interested in the Government’s Education Bill and made a number of speeches expounding its provisions and commending its objects—at the Oxford Union, at Accrington, at Oldham and at Preston. The Education Bill, introduced by Balfour on March 24, took all secondary and primary education out of the hands of school boards and placed them under the care of county and county borough councils. At the same time, it brought under the control of the local authorities not only the board schools but also the ‘voluntary schools’—principally Church schools—whose managers were, however, allowed to retain rights over the appointment of teachers while undertaking to maintain the fabric of the schools. The measure infuriated the nonconformists; for one thing, they had been active and influential on the old school boards; for another, they regarded it as iniquitous that religious teaching—in effect, Church of England or Roman Catholic teaching—should be paid for out of the rates; and in single school districts, particularly in Wales, Church of England schools which at one time had seemed to be literally crumbling away were now to be buttressed by the ratepayers against their wishes and religious inclinations.


For the Liberal Party, with its powerful Nonconformist influence, the Bill provided an opportunity to heal the wounds which the Boer War had caused in their ranks. For Joseph Chamberlain, with his Unitarian and Radical background, the Bill also presented problems of conscience which he allayed with ill grace; but he wrestled with his conscience and his final decision to bring the nonconformist Midlands over to the Government side in support of the Education Bill persuaded him that a new demon in political controversy now needed to be raised.


Churchill did not profess to be an expert on the subject. ‘Some people,’ he told the House in Committee in July, ‘profess to be experts on all subjects, but I am quite ready to admit that Education is not my strong point.’ It was, however, Lord Hugh Cecil’s strong point. His speech on the Second Reading was described by the Annual Register as ‘the most striking speech of the Debate,’ and ‘recognised by the best judges as bringing him within the front rank of Parliamentary orators’. Throughout the long debates, Cecil gave the Bill, from his High Church vantage point, uncompromising support—so uncompromising that he felt impelled to vote against the Government when compromises were in fact made. Churchill believed that he had a duty to explain the Bill to his chapel-going constituents, and did so in blunt terms to his Tory chairman.




WSC to J. Travis-Clegg


EXTRACT


21 July 1902


House of Commons


…There is, I understand, a very general agreement throughout the party in Oldham, and even in some quarters beyond it, that the Education Bill now before Parliament will in fact effect a real and substantial improvement in the existing system, that it will increase the volume and improve the quality of education, that it gives to Voluntary schools a long-delayed, urgently needed measure of justice, and that for all these reasons it deserves consistent support….





The Hooligans, and in particular Churchill with Cecil, acted in unison on numerous occasions throughout the year. Perhaps their most spectacular coup was in connection with the Deceased Wife’s Sister Bill. This perennial measure, designed to permit a man to marry the sister of his deceased wife, had been introduced again the previous year, 1901. As had come to be expected, there was a large majority in favour of it, but Hugh Cecil argued passionately against it, claiming that it threatened the sanctity of marriage and the purity of family life. Five years before, when he was reading the Annual Register and contemplating the subject in the abstract, Churchill had raised no objection to the Bill. But he could claim that he had inherited opposition to this measure not only from his father but from the Marlborough family as a whole: three Dukes in succession had voted against the measure. Churchill was not overly impressed by Lord Hugh’s theological arguments. Indeed he must have viewed them with tolerant amusement in so far as he understood them: but with Cecilian craft Lord Hugh produced a secular argument which carried more practical weight. Among the working classes and lower middle classes it was very much the custom that when a wife died her unmarried sister might move in to attend the wants of the bereaved husband and children. This was a humane and sensible arrangement. If, however, marriage between the man and the deceased wife’s sister were permitted, the finger of scorn might be pointed at those who did not avail themselves of the opportunity which the new law would provide. Anyway it was a good parliamentary lark. Together with the other Hooligans (they were all then bachelors) Churchill and Cecil plotted to kill the Bill, at any rate for this Session. The Bill came up for the Second Reading on Wednesday, February 8. Under Standing Orders at that time, opposed business could not be proceeded with after 5.30 p.m. Being a Private Member’s Bill, it was necessary for the remaining stages of it to be taken ‘upstairs’ in the Standing Committee for Law, unless, which was unlikely, the Government gave time for it to be debated clause by clause by the whole House.


Thus on that Wednesday the House would have to vote before 5.30 p.m., on an Amendment by Lord Hugh Cecil on the Second Reading, and on the motion to send the Bill ‘upstairs’ to the Committee. The division on the Amendment had been completed, and the division on the Second Reading was called shortly after 5 p.m. Normally there would have been plenty of time for the further division on the Committee Stage—provided, which was in itself doubtful, that no debate was allowed on that motion. But just in case there was time for the further division, the Hooligans loitered so long in the ‘No’ Lobby that by the time the result of the division on the Second Reading was announced—a clear majority in favour 249 to 124—it was already half past five and no further progress could be made. The Government, as expected, declared that they could find no time for the Bill to be discussed by a Committee of the whole House during the current Session, so the Bill lapsed.


Many members were gravely offended by these proceedings, and the Speaker expressed his regret that they should have taken place. ‘A good deal of indignation was felt’ recorded the Annual Register; the loitering manoeuvre was generally recognized as being altogether at variance with the best Parliamentary traditions, and as opening up alarming new possibilities of obstruction. Members and Parliamentary correspondents were quick to recall the way in which the Fourth Party had upset Mr Gladstone’s Government by astute use of House of Commons procedure.


In April Churchill took the lead in a revolt of Tory back-benchers against the Government over the case of Mr Cartwright, who was being held in South Africa under the authority of martial law and was prevented from visiting England. Cartwright had just finished serving a sentence of twelve months imprisonment for a libel on Kitchener which had appeared in a paper he edited, South African News. On expressing a wish to visit England ‘for private reasons’, he had been forbidden to do so on the grounds that ‘it seemed inexpedient to increase the number of persons in this country who disseminated anti-British propaganda’. Morley, who had raised the matter by moving the adjournment of the House, described this answer, given by Lord Stanley, the Financial Secretary to the War Office, as the most outrageous and indefensible ever given to the House. Churchill blamed the incompetence of the military authorities in South Africa for abusing their powers under martial law, and for the worst of reasons, because where could the dissemination of anti-British views do less harm than in Britain itself? The debate became heated, the Motion was pressed to a division, and Churchill and seven other Tories, including all the available Hooligans, voted with the Liberals; notwithstanding Morley’s motion was defeated by 279 votes to 182. Churchill recounts in My Early Life how that night the Hooligans entertained Chamberlain to dinner, and how they taxed him with the ineptness of the Government’s handling of the case.


‘What is the use’ Chamberlain demanded, ‘of supporting your own Government only when it is right? It is just when it is in this sort of pickle that you ought to have come to our aid.’


A few weeks later Churchill took up another case of administrative injustice, this time with rather more success. During the early summer a number of fires had broken out at the Royal Military College, Sandhurst; they were evidently the work of an incendiary. When, on June 25, the fifth fire broke out, the Commander-in-Chief, Lord Roberts, ordered that all cadets in ‘C’ Company—where the fire had occurred—who could not prove that they were not in the College at the time of the outbreak, would be rusticated, and that all servants who did not have an alibi would be dismissed, unless within forty-eight hours the instigators of the fire came forward. No incendiary was found, and twenty-nine cadets were rusticated and three aged servants were dismissed.


From July 7 onwards Churchill, together with Hugh Cecil, bombarded The Times with lengthy letters citing individual cases of hardship and unfairness—for the rustication would mean a loss of six months seniority and an extra term to be paid for by parents who in some cases could not afford it. But what most animated Churchill was the sheer unfairness of ‘this travesty of justice’ which violated three cardinal principles of equity: ‘that suspicion is not evidence; that accused persons should be heard in their own defence [there was no charge, no trial, not even enquiry]; and that it is for the accuser to prove his charge, not for the defendant to prove his innocence.’


Churchill tried to move the adjournment of the House, but the motion was not accepted. Balfour refused to allow time for the discussion of the affair. The headmaster of Sherborne, the Reverend Frederick Westcott, wrote to The Times: ‘The innocent, doubtless, suffer with the guilty; but then they always do. The world has been so arranged,’ exposing himself to the withering retort from Churchill: ‘Has it indeed? No doubt he has taken care that the little world over which he presides is arranged on that admirable plan, but it is necessary to tell him that elsewhere the punishment of innocent people is regarded as a crime or as a calamity to be prevented by unstinted exertion. So long as the delinquencies of a schoolmaster are within the ordinary law the House of Commons has no right to intervene; but when a Commander-in-Chief and a Secretary of State are encouraged to imitate him, it is time to take notice. Does Mr Westcott flog his boys in their corporate capacity?’ Being an old Harrovian, Churchill had probably not heard of the famous Eton headmaster, Dr Keate, who in 1832 birched more than eighty boys in the course of a single day.


Other writers to The Times declared that it was in the interests of discipline that the decision of the Commander-in-Chief should be upheld. But Lord Carrington and Lord Rosebery, egged on by the Hooligans, raised the matter in the House of Lords. The War Office’s action was defended by the Foreign Secretary (Lord Lansdowne), the Lord President of the Council (the Duke of Devonshire) and the Under-Secretary of State for War (Lord Raglan).


But the most startling intervention came from the Commander-in-Chief himself, Lord Roberts, who promised that each individual case would be investigated again and that the innocent would be allowed to take their examinations at such a time as not to lose a term. This was no more than the justice Churchill had been seeking, and The Times, which for once had espoused his cause, gave him some credit as ‘an effective advocate’. The three servants and all but two of the cadets were eventually reinstated, and the Commandant of Sandhurst was replaced following the report of an enquiry by the War Office Committee on Military Education which disclosed ‘a grave state of things’ at the College.


Throughout 1902 the Hooligans continued to maintain close and friendly relations with the leading Liberals. In the month of May alone they invited to dine with them, at different times, the leaders of the two wings of the Party, Rosebery and Morley, as well as the Leader of the Party itself, Sir Henry Campbell-Bannerman. But it was with Rosebery that Churchill himself remained in the closest contact. The year, whose early months had excited Churchill’s political expectations, was limping, so far as new party alliances were concerned, to a somewhat drab conclusion. Yet he still did not despair that Rosebery might possess the key which could open the way to a new departure.




WSC to Lord Rosebery
(Rosebery Papers)


EXTRACT


10 October 1902


105 Mount Street


…If by an ‘evolutionary process’ we could create a wing of the Tory party wh could either infuse vigour into the parent body or join a central coalition, my plan would become most important as an incident in or possibly as the herald of the movement. But the risk & peril of it would be vy great, & it would carry consequences to me wh I cannot foresee; & only the conviction that you are upholding the flag for which my father fought so long & so disastrously would nerve me to the plunge. The Government of the Middle—the party wh shall be free at once from the sordid selfishness & callousness of Toryism on the one hand & the blind appetites of the Radical masses on the other—may be an ideal wh we perhaps shall never attain, wh could in any case only be possessed for a time, but which is nevertheless worth working for; & I for my part, see no reason to despair of that ‘good state’.


But I should like to bring you & Beach together. There lies the chance of a central coalition. ‘Tory-Liberal’ is a much better name than ‘Tory Democrat’ or ‘Liberal Imperialist’: & certainly neither paradoxical nor unprecedented. The one real difficulty I have to encounter is the suspicion that I am moved by mere restless ambition: & if some issue—such as Tariff—were to arise—that difficulty would disappear….








2
Crossing the Floor


On 14 April 1902 the Chancellor of the Exchequer, Sir Michael Hicks-Beach had reintroduced, as part of his Budget, a registration duty of threepence a hundred-weight on imported corn and grain, and a duty of fivepence a hundred-weight on imported flour and meal. Hicks-Beach said that in view of the continuing demands being made on the Exchequer, especially by the service departments, it was necessary to enlarge the existing basis of taxation. At the same time, however, he denied that the tax on imported corn was the precursor of a protectionist policy, maintaining that registration duty, which had survived Peel’s repeal of the Corn Laws, had been abolished by Gladstone’s Chancellor, Lowe, only in 1868, and that this must have been a mistake.


The Corn Tax was expected to raise £2,650,000. Hicks-Beach had to meet an actual deficit of £27 million and a total deficit of some £45 million, about £18 million being put by for emergencies in connection with the war. Seven months before, in September 1901, Hicks-Beach had circulated two memoranda to his Cabinet colleagues which showed that Government expenditure since the Salisbury administration took office in 1895 had risen by forty per cent, not including any expenditure on the war; that direct taxation—at 1s. 2d. in the pound—had just about reached its limit; and that unless retrenchment and economy were pursued ‘the only possible new indirect taxes which could produce any important amount, without a complete return to a protectionist policy would be corn or meat or petroleum, on the political objections to which I need not dwell.’


Predictably, the announcement of the Corn Tax led to cries from the Liberal opposition that it was a tax on the people’s food. Equally predictably but more ominously, it was greeted with a shout of ‘Well done! Well done!’ from the leader of the militant protectionist wing of the Tory Party, Sir Howard Vincent. It was to his view that Churchill reacted immediately; in a prophetic passage in the speech he made only a few hours after the Chancellor had sat down on 14 April 1902, and more than a year before Chamberlain was to raise the cry of Tariff Reform in Birmingham on 15 May 1903, Churchill said:




And so it comes to this: here is the corner into which we are being driven. After the war is over we shall have to meet increased demands for ordinary expenditure, with a revenue which will be less than the present revenue by the revival of the Sinking Fund and the reduction of the income tax; and we shall have to do this without the patriotic stimulus due to the war, and perhaps without the prosperous conditions of the present time. The result is plain and evident. The basis of taxation will have to be enlarged—further enlarged—and it is just as well to face the fact that further expenditure means the serious taxation of bread and meat and other necessaries in the food of the people. And that, Sir—I say—is going to raise two gigantic issues. First of all, I am persuaded that it will raise the whole question of fair trade. Taxation, imposed no doubt sincerely to begin with solely for revenue purposes, will under the influence of the honourable and gallant member for Sheffield [Sir Howard Vincent]—not less gallant in the field of economics than on the field of war—assume a protective character. For why, it will be said, should we not kill three birds at one stone—collect our revenue, support British industries, and consolidate the Empire?
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