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INTRODUCTION

No-one could say that either the subject of intar-appeasement or the
career of David Lloyd George has suffered from eegby historians and

biographers. To many, Lloyd George's career wasglé of contradictions,

and it remains a constant source of fascinatiorcantfoversy. Appeasement,
too, has been the subject of continued heated eebatving been

identified very early on by critics of governmentlipy as an important

ingredient in the origins of the Second World Wadet despite the huge
volume of literature produced on each of theseesbj important gaps
still remain in the histories of both of them.

Appeasement

These days, when commentators and historians talkppeasement” they
usually have in mind the attitude of most leadirrgigh politicians to the
expansionist states in the 1930s; an attitude cteriaed by a disposition
to avoid conflict with these aggressive powers tiglo concession and
negotiation, sometimes at the expense of othEmns. vast majority of
historical studies of the subject have, understalyd@een concerned with
Nazi Germany, as the leading aggressor in the Se¥éorld War; and,
although appeasement figured largely in the forgiglicy of virtually all
government leaders of all persuasions in inter-Ratain, it is equally
understandable that most have focused on Nevillen®erlain who was
prime minister when the war began—the very faavbich was proof that
the policy had failed.

! See, for instance, R. A. C. Parkéhamberlain and AppeasemeBtitish Policy
and the Coming of the Second World WBasingstoke: Macmillan 1993) and
Peijian ShenThe Age of Appeasement: The Evolution of Britisteiga Policy in
the 19304Stroud: Sutton, 1999). Paul Kennedy, in 'The Tiadiof Appeasement
in British Foreign Policy, 1865-1939Strategy and Diplomacy: Eight Studies
1870-1945 (Aylesbury: Fontana, 1983), p. 15, argues that appment had
actually been British policy since the mid-ninetieenentury; Sir Martin Gilbert
argues inThe Roots of Appeasemé¢hdndon: Weidenfeld & Nicolson, 1966), p. 9,
that it began in August 1914.
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There are other reasons, too, why Chambehaimnbeen the focus of
attention. Chamberlain was a very active appeaksermined to tackle
Europe's problems by coming to terms with both Mlissand Hitler. He
also single-mindedly pursued the policy after moflsthose around him
had lost faith in it. Indeed, it was while he waghe helm that the policy
became controversial, and the word "appeasemerg@drbé acquire its
now popular pejorative connotations of weaknessacdice and immorality.

The Meaning and Use of the word "Appeasement”

Until about half way through Chamberlain's prentfigrs the word
"appeasement” was almost always used positivelyvals synonymous
with "pacification”, and, like "moderation”, wasken for granted as being
a good thing. When politicians talked of a desioe bring about an
"appeasement"” regarding any diplomatic issue tloejdcdo so with gusto
and without fear of criticism. The agreement redcba the boundary
between Ulster and the rest of Ireland by Britaid the Irish Free State in
1925, for instance, was hailed by thish Timesas "this great work of
appeasement'John Maynard Keynes wrote, supporting Winston €Hiliis
attitude to foreign affairs in 1933: "Apart from &ia, Mr Churchill
appears, in a degree to which public opinion hasedmuch less than
justice, as an ardent and persistent advocateegbdlicy of appeasement
in Germany, in Ireland, in Turkey".

Lloyd George himself, in early 1922, referqgabudly to his "policy
for the appeasement of Europe” as his "chief objeltt and in February
1938, Arthur Henderson Jr., a Labour MP in a Coradere-led National
Government, said in Parliament: "There is no hoan¥er on this side of
the House who has any objection to the policy afegal appeasement
...".> The word needed no qualification. It was accepasda noble
aspiration, grounded in the virtuous ideas of cesitms to the weak by
the strong; the generosity of a victor to the vasiged; the remedying of
just grievances; the selfless wish to arbitrateyfan the interests of all;
and the removal of the causes of future wars. @iba was invoked at the
Paris Peace Conference in 1919 by critics of trec@eroposals. "In our
policy of European settlement the appeasement ofn@gy ... becomes

2 Irish Times 'The Seeds of Peace’, 4 December 1925, p. 6.

3 John Maynard Keyneg&ssays in Biographft.ondon: Hart-Davis), 1951, p. 73.
4 Lord Riddell,Lord Riddell's Intimate Diary of the Peace Confaei_ondon:
Gollancz, 1933), 28/29 January 1922, p. 351.

5 House of Commons Debates, series 5, vol. 33286021 February 1938.
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one of cardinal importance", urged Jan SmiBst it was also used by the
Peace Treaty's authors. In the official reply te tBerman counter-
proposals to the draft Treaty, the Allies lookedwiard to an "early
conciliation and appeasement’A few years later, in 1925, Austen
Chamberlain, noted for his relatively anti-Germaanse, said in the
House of Commons: "We regard [the agreements métheGermany at]
Locarno, not as the end of the work of appeasearhtreconciliation, but
as its beginning.".®

As W. N. Medlicott points out, the word waseduently used to
express a general devotion to pehde.seemed that the choice was
between war and appeasement, and, immediately1#ted, no-one in his
right mind wanted war. As C. P. Scott, the editérttee Manchester
Guardian put it in one of the first public references appeasement"” in
the inter-war years: " .a wise policy will treat [Germany] no longer as an
enemy to be feared and destroyed, but as a p#redurope of which we
ourselves form an integral part ... . For us the &mdntal question is
whether we desire a peace of appeasement or a pedodence°

The beauty of the concept of "appeasements weat it suited
everybody. As Neville Thompson argues, it appeatedoth left-wing
concepts of morality and right-wing considerationfs power. It was
adopted by liberals as a progressive alternativeth® alignment of
European nations into opposing camps. Yet, for exadives—who were
slower to adopt it, being at first determined ohaash peace settlement
with Germany—it soon came to be seen as a wayeasepving thestatus
guo—of avoiding upheaval and change. Each thought thag the
superior claim to it. When conservatives took iegwthey distinguished
their own brand as "realistic”, compared with thmpeasement of their
opponents which was "“idealistit".

5 Antony Lentin, Lloyd George and the Lost Peace: From VersailtedHitler,
1919-1940(Basingstoke: Palgrave, 2001), p. 70. Smuts waplgdmstile to the
Versailles Treaty. See LentiGeneral Smuts: South Afrighondon: Haus, 2010),
passim.

” Alma Luckau, The German Delegation at the Paris Peace Confereiav
York: Columbia University Press, 1941), p. 414.

8HCs, vol. 188, cols 419-20, 18 November 1925.

9 W. N. Medlicott, British Foreign Policy Since Versailles 1919-19@3ndon:
Methuen, 1968), p. Xix.

10 Manchester Guardian'The German Protests', 10 May 1919. (From Gilbert
Roots of Appeasemenpt 54).

11 Neville ThompsonThe Anti-Appeasers: Conservative Opposition to Appeent
in the 19304Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1971), p. 29.
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Another reason for appeasement's benign imagethat it was mainly
invoked, not just with reference to Germany ortabut to Europe
generally. In 1935, while Foreign Secretary, Anthdden described his
policy as "the appeasement of Europe as a wHoblgsing the term thus
meant there could be no accusations of robbingrRetgay Paul. It
seemed that both were intended to be beneficigtiien the user of the
term did have other countries in mind—Lloyd Geosgenetimes meant it
to include Russia, for instance; but even whenas wlear that "Europe"
really meant Germany, it was seen as a well-imweeti and natural policy
for Britain to pursue. A policy of mediation andcifacation fitted well
with the view that the British have of themselvas,the embodiment of
fair play and decency.

The pivotal time, when attitudes to appeasenieegan to turn
negative, was late 1938 when, despite the Munialeeagent, Hitler's
demands grew more strident. Having once been abostrong nation
granting concessions to a weaker one, appeasernenbagan to seem
more about yielding to blackmail and robbing thealwand friendly to pay
the strong and hostile. Only now did politiciansi@easly begin to question
its legitimacy, efficacy and implications, and t@light the difference
between good and bad appeaserfienin early 1939 Leopold Amery
wrote: "The wider issue [between Germany and otloemtries] will not
be averted, but only brought far closer by any qylof Danegeld
masquerading as appeasement or restitulfbrAlso in early 1939,
Eleanor Rathbone, an independent MP, defined appeat as "a clever
plan of selling your friends in order to buy offyroenemies—which has
the danger that a time comes when you have nodsiéaft, and then you
find you need them, and then it is too late to khgm back™
Appeasement as a policy was now becoming a mattembarrassment,
and the label "appeaser" was being used as an nagler than a plaudit.

12HCs5, vol. 310, col. 1446, 26 March 1935.

13 A few prominent politicians were uneasy about@wernment's attitude before
this. Sir Austen Chamberlain, despite talking pesiy of appeasement in 1925,
had always been sceptical of its merits. Clemetiedtdenounced it unequivocally
on 21 October 1937: "The policy of this Governm#mbughout, right on from
1931, has always been to try and appease the agggdsy the sacrifice of weaker
States, but the more you yield to the aggressogtéater his appetite". HC5, vol.
327, col. 76.

14R. Keane (ed.), 'Germany's Colonial Demand&énmany—What Nex(2938),
p. 204. (Cited in Thompsointi-Appeasersp. 27).

15 Address to Manchester University graduates, 24 rugel, Manchester
Guardian,25 February 1939. (Cited in Thomps@mti-Appeasersp. 27).
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By June 1939, even Chamberlain was avoiding ugiagerm which had
once been his watch-wot@iThis highlights an obvious complication with
debates on appeasement. The word itself is usedetm very different,
even opposing, things. Whereas most reserve the lappeasement” for
the dealings with Hitler in the late 1930s, othmake a sharp distinction
between this and the rarefied notion of appeasewfeatrlier years. Sir
Martin Gilbert argues, for instance, that the agpesent of Munich was
not really appeasement at all, but "a distortionathfthat appeasement
stood for", being "dictated by fear and weakné$s".

The evolution of attitudes to appeasemeninduthe inter-war years
has been echoed by British historians looking atgériod in retrospedt.
means that attempts to look at appeasement inréablgzi era in a critical
way, or to try and separate its noble from its midgd aspects, have been
rare. Although it is generally accepted that Bhitisaders in the post-Great
War period attempted to deal with "the German protil by appeasing
Germany rather than by strengthening links withnEeaand other former
allies, historians have been happy to assume kistwas sensible and
honourable, and therefore uncontentious. Indeethe@s The Roots of
Appeasementone of the few historical accounts which examities
development of appeasement throughout the entier-war period—
treats the appeasement of the 1920s and early 1®30scisely this way,
describing it as "a noble idea, rooted in Chrigtigrcourage and common
sense™® In recent years, some critical attention has beaid to
appeasement's germination in the highly chargedsthere of the Paris
Peace Conferenc@.But apart from this, historians have usually falis
on the time when the chickens were already comargehto roost. Having
seen how appeasement was hatched at Paris, wemkedw more about
its development in the intervening years, beginniith Lloyd George's
post-war period in office from 1919 to 1922.

16 National Archives, FO 371/22973, C8300/15/18. (FrBarker,Chamberlain
and Appeasement. 292).

17 Gilbert, Roots of Appeasemepp. 186-87.

18 Gilbert, Roots of Appeasement. xi. One work that does not subscribe to this
viewpoint is Correlli Barnett'The Collapse of British PowgGloucester: Alan
Sutton, 1984), pp. 316-25.

19 Antony Lentin, Lloyd George, Woodrow Wilson and the Guilt of Gemna
(Leicester: Leicester University Press, 1984hyd George and théost Peace
pp. 67-88, and General Smutspassim; Gordon Martel, 'The Prehistory of
AppeasementDiplomacy & Statecraft9, 3, pp. 242-65.
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Historiographical Assessments of Appeasement

Despite the unpopularity of appeasement in 193%nesavriters, for
example the historian E. H. Carr, continued to artipe merits of attempting
to appease Hitler because Germany still had legtémgrievance®.
However, most early appraisals were highly critidambasting British
governments of the late 1930s for failing to previritain with a defence
against the aggressors and for not joining othdioms—particularly
France and Russia—in standing up to tfém.

This view was reinforced by a very influehtearly study of the
Second World War's origins written by Winston Chhilic As noted
earlier, Churchill had once been applauded forapiseasing attitude, but
by 1938 he had become one of appeasement's leadtit. Looking
back in 1948, he identified a series of missed dppdies—beginning
with Hitler's unopposed re-occupation of the Rianel in 1936 and
culminating in the failure to ally with Russia i®39—when resistance to
Nazi aggression could have prevented—or at leataitrd—the war?

In 1961 A. J. P. Taylor's highly controvetsiaidy of the war's origins—
in which he hailed the Munich settlement as "antqin for British
policy"—paved the way for a more sympathetic loakappeasemeft.
Five years later there came Gilbert's flatteringeasment of pre-Munich
appeasement (although he, himself, had only recectime to this
charitable viewf* As new documentary evidence gradually became
available, complex interpretations based on miylita&conomic and social,
as well as political, factors began to apg@axtguments were put forward
that Britain's situation was so constrained in1B80s that her leaders had

20 E. H. CarrThe Twenty Years Crisis, 1919-1939: An Introductibthe Study of
International RelationgLondon: Macmillan, 1939).

21 For example: Catduilty Men(London: Gollancz, 1940).

22 W. S. Churchill, The Gathering StornfLondon: Cassell, 1948). During the
Rhineland Crisis, although warning of worse to cpn@hurchill generally
supported the Government.

B A, J. P. Taylor,The Origins of the Second World WéHrarmondsworth:
Penguin, 1964), pp. 234-35. This had not been Tayldew at the time. In 1938
he referred to Munich as "this hour of national Hiation" and congratulated Duff
Cooper on his "courageous stand" of resigning dkier affair. Martin Gilbert,
Britain and Germany Between the Wétendon: Longman, 1964), p. 118.

# Gilbert, Roots of Appeasemergp. xi-xii, 187. Cf.The AppeasergLondon:
Weidenfeld & Nicolson), by Gilbert and R. Gott—anal@ing appraisal—published
in 1963.

25 For instance, Gaines Post, Jihe Dilemmas of Appeasement: British Deterrence
and Defense, 1934-193thaca: Cornell University Press, 1993).
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few foreign policy choices. The defence of the Bmphad to be
considered as well as that of Europe; British andnidion public opinion
was adamantly against war measures; economic pnsbleestricted
rearmament; a strong Germany was needed as arliarBelshevism; and
the Soviet Union could not be trusted as an aléguartner?® Against this
background, it was argued, it seemed sensible ytaatraccommodate
Germany by modifications to the Versailles Tre&tithin this revisionist
framework, a few historians actually showed positsupport for the
continuation of appeasement. John Charmley, faantg, in 1989, argued
that Chamberlain's was "the only policy that ofteemy hope of avoiding
war—and of both saving lives and the British Emipffe

More recently still, counter-revisionist irpeetations have emerged
which echo, in more muted and balanced tones, sirtiee sentiment of
the earliest critics. Again these are mainly conedrwith the late 1930s.
R. A. C. Parker, for instance, @hamberlain and Appeasementaintains
that Chamberlain did have a choice. He arguesgctlyrin my opinion,
that, instead of trying to negotiate with Hitlerh@nberlain should have
joined France in a policy of containing Germanyd,anstead of shunning
co-operation with Russia, should have tried to doag anti-Nazi alliance
with her?®

Lloyd George

Lloyd George's very individual and dynamic styleis hcolourful
personality, his powerful oratory, his bluntnesis, tactical manoeuvring
and his maverick approach to party politics causBdemporaries to view
him with a changing mixture of reverence, contengispicion and
perplexity. Historians and biographers have beeralggconfounded, and
the enormous challenge of trying to pin him dovet,dlone classify him
in relation to other modern British political figes, has resulted in a
mountain of literature. Most of this has, howeveoncentrated on his
relationship with the Liberal Party, his domestialipy, his role in the
Great War, or his subsequent involvement in thec®esettlement.
Furthermore, the most detailed and analytical ssitiave concentrated on
his early career, the multi-volume appraisals bytley Gilbert and John

% paul Kennedy and Talbot Imlay, "Appeasemeint'The Origins of the Second
World War Reconsidered: A. J. P. Taylor and thetdtians ed. by Gordon

Martell (London: Routledge, 1999), pp. 116-34.

27 John CharmleyChamberlain and the Lost Peaflsondon: Hodder & Stoughton,
1989), p. 212.

28 parkerChamberlain and Appeasemepp. 344-47.
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Grigg taking the story up only to 1916 and 1918eesively. The one
detailed study of his foreign policy, by MichaelgBam Fry, has so far
only covered the period up to 1916.

Apart from Kenneth Morgan's booonsensus and Disunjtfew
major studies have given substantial attentionltyd. George's post-war
period as prime ministéf. Even fewer have focused on his continuing
contribution to European policy from 1923 onwardsperiod referred to
by at least one biographer as his "twilight' ye8r®eter Rowland's
biography of Lloyd George covers foreign policy begt 1919, but, as
Rowland has managed to squeeze his subject's ifoleto a single
volume, there is little room for detailed analysisreflection.The only
appraisal devoted to some of the later years—Ja@mpBell'sThe Goat in
the Wilderness-has been mainly concerned with Lioyd George's dtime
policies and rivalries.

As Campbell points out, although he neveurretd to office after
1922 Lloyd George remained very active in politfos another twenty
years™ He was still an influential force, almost untilshileath in 1945,
engaging in fierce debate on important questiospedally those involving
Europe. At times there were possibilities of a metio the Cabinet, and he
was still thought—usually with dismay by his sugms—to be capable
of shaping both public and political opinion.

The career of Lloyd George beyond 1919 iseffoee important to a
study of British inter-war policy not only becauder, several years after
he fell from power, governments were formed asatien to him and
prospective leaders chosen because they weredtitférom him®* but
also because he was a co-creator of the treatyutiddrpinned relations
with Germany in this period, a treaty that ferglizthe ground in which
appeasement was to thrive and whose enforcementeaigion were at
the heart of Britain's European policy. There igiobsly much more that
needs to be said about Lloyd George's later capaeticularly about his
ideas on Europe.

2 There is, however, a forthcoming major study by iiel G. FryAnd Fortune
Fled: David Lloyd George, the First Democratic $&han, 1916-192@Peter

Lang, 2011).

30 1an Packerl loyd GeorggBasingstoke: Macmillan, 1998), pp. 91-108.

st Campbell, JohnGoat in the Wildernessl922-1931 (London: Jonathan Cape,
1977), p. 3.

32 Kenneth O. MorganConsensus and Disunitythe Lloyd George Coalition
Government, 1918-192®xford: Clarendon Press, 1979), pp..1-2
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Lloyd George at the Paris Peace Conference, 1919

The arguments, aims and achievements of Lloyd Geargl those who
engaged in debate with him during the Paris Peacdeence, as well as
the Versailles Treaty itself, form a crucial foutida and reference point
for what was to come. Although this study focuseste period after the
signing of the Treaty, as an essential startinghtpds early chapters
include brief accounts of the main points of cotitanleading up to the
Treaty's creation. For this reason a brief hisgyaphical survey is included
here.

Debates on the Paris Peace Conference andetisailles Treaty have
been almost as multi-faceted and apparently coictag as the
conference and the treaty themselves, and so hesemurts of Lloyd
George's contribution to them. Even when historiagiee on aspects of
his activities, they disagree on their merits. Mdst instance, agree that
while at Paris Lloyd George was ever mindful of jomnd parliamentary
opinion back home; but, where some have criticizia for succumbing
to such forces at a time when emotions were highbrged, others have
praised him for trying to fulfil the wishes of ttoshe was there to
represent® On the whole, verdicts range between two extrersesne he
is the voice of liberalism, moderation and justiegth consistent, far-
sighted objectives; at the other he is an oppastutwho had come to
worship success for its own sake ... and to makdaet first and last
determinant of his actiong®.

As Alan Sharp has suggested, the apparentlyiguous nature of
Lloyd George's activities during the Peace Confegemas provided
evidence for his determination both to penalize tancbnciliate Germany,
leaving both his supporters and his detractorsrigehey have a strong, if
rather convoluted, case to argue. Sharp hims#dfliso surmise that Lloyd
George's improvisations, designed to overcome inmedpolitical
difficulties, were at the expense of long-term aiims belated conversion
to moderation being that of "an arsonist claimingdé for calling the fire
brigade"*®

Keynes, who had been part of the British giien at Paris, in his
extremely damning assessment of the Peace Settiewanhighly critical
of Lloyd George as one of its authors. Lloyd Geptgeargued, had been

33 Morgan,Consensus and Disunjty. 148.

34 Morgan,Consensus and Disunjty. 132; LentinGuilt of Germanyp. 154.

35 Alan Sharp, 'Lloyd George and Foreign Policy, 2@228the "And Yet" Factor’,
in Life and Times of David Lloyd Georged. by Judith Loades (Gwynedd:
Headstart History, 1991), pp. 129-42.
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unprincipled and irresponsible in his quest "to eakermany pay",
tricking President Woodrow Wilson into betraying mgaof his original
aspirations for a just and liberal settlem®&nY.et Harold Nicolson, while
sharing Keynes's despair over the punitive attitiodéermany, applauded
Lloyd George for "fighting like a little terrier'otalleviate the terms once
he appreciated their full severityRecently too, lan Packer has argued
that, through his ability to think on his feet add deals, Lloyd George
should be applauded for managing to keep negatstiming in extremely
difficult circumstances, while also securing a minim set of objectives
for Britain.3® All these assessments contain some truth. Althoungsome
respects, Lloyd George was harsh on Germany in Htalways kept
British interests in mind, he also fought for a @eahat he thought
Germany would be willing to accept, and one thatl@revent anarchy
descending over central Europe.

Lloyd George's Post-War Premiership—European Policy
1920-1922

Sharp argues that Lloyd George's "petty opportuhisomtinued beyond
1919. He rightly cites the very important example Léoyd George's
cynical offer of a guarantee to France, which, gegeon at Paris, was
later offered and dropped again to suit immediagotiating needs. In
contrast, one of Lloyd George's most unequivocdemters, Kenneth
Morgan, praises him for battling to reduce Germaparations to
reasonable proportions while also attempting tayalFrench security
fears. Morgan maintains that Lloyd George sought'dive Britain a
creative role of leadership, appropriate for a majotorious power which
was not, like France, paralysed by the impact gfsjal catastrophe and
the Pétain mentality, and which had not, like thatéd States, defaulted
on its international responsibilitied® This, as | hope to show, is not only
an unbalanced portrayal of France, but also a tioted view of Lloyd
George, who, as time went on, showed decreasingecorfor French
security. Gilbert inThe Roots of Appeasemernkes a similar view to
Morgan, emphasizing Lloyd George's "moderation'§ aominating him
as the pioneer of appeasement (in its most noliee3ewhose valiant
attempts to conciliate Germany were generally haetpeby French

%6 John Maynard Keynesfhe Economic Consequences of the Pghomdon:
Macmillan, 1919).

37 Harold NicolsonPeacemaking 191@ ondon: Methuen, 1933}, 358.

38 packerLloyd Georgep. 66.

3% Morgan,Consensus and Disunijtyp. 370-71.
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intransigencé’ Both of these interpretations assume, wrongly lieke,
that acting as "honest broker" between France asmin@ny was the best
policy for Britain to pursue immediately after tReace Conference.

Carole Fink distinguishes between what shes seelLloyd George's
appeasement aims and those of subsequent leadguigathat rather
than concentrating solely on Germany, Lloyd Geargeime aim was to
bring Russia into European affairs in order togestEuropean unity and
revive Britain's prosperity, using Germany as aneasory" Although
Lloyd George certainly had a positive and pragmatiitude to Soviet
Russia from an early stage, it is wrong to sugtfest Germany was not
his main target. Fry also raises the point abowgsRu He maintains that
Lloyd George's aim, to "ultimately embrace Russia'well as Germany,
meant that he had a "superior vision for Europed aever, therefore,
joined the ranks of the appeas&ghis is another example of how the
term "appeaser" has come to mean a very specffiglly damning, thing.
It also implies that appeasing any nation othen t&rmany was not
appeasement. Lloyd George certainly tried to appéasssia as well as
Germany but this did not mean that he did not "jtie ranks of the
appeasers".

Lloyd George and European Policy beyond 1922

Just two important episodes involving Lloyd Georgehis period have
received particular scholarly attention. Thesehaseneeting with Hitler in
1936 and his support for a compromise peace duhagSecond World
War. Both are discussed at length in this studytoAy Lentin, having
examined both episodes, points to obvious errordloyd George's
judgement of Hitler and his policies, but shows eosympathy for his
highly controversial attitude to peace talks witfitlé# in 1939/40. He
argues that, given Hitler's particular admiration the Great War leader
and Lloyd George's shrewdness and experience iotiagign, Lloyd
George might well have succeeded in striking a &argvith the Flhrer.
This is a reasonable supposition, but it begs trestipn of how Britain
could have co-existed with a pan-European Nazi emplowever, Lentin
does show that, contrary to popular and convertietief, many senior

40 Gilbert, Roots of Appeasemepp. 49, 80.

41 Carole Fink,The Genoa Conference: European Diplomacy, 192{t22don:
University of N. Carolina, 1984), p. 304.

42 Michael Graham Fry, 'Book Reviewinternational History Review24, 3
(September 2002), p. 675.
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commentators and politicians, sharing Lloyd Geardear that Britain
could not win the war, also contemplated a deah Witler as the lesser of
two evils®® In an earlier account, Paul Addison also contgduhe very
persuasive point that Lloyd George's demand focanpromise peace”
was part of a final plot to return to power; thia¢ British people, turning
from what Lloyd George thought was "the illusorylipp of victory",
would see him as a realistic alternative to Chamaberand even
Churchill *

Lloyd George and the Appeasement of Germany

It is clear that important aspects of both appeastrand Lloyd George's
career during the inter-war years remain to be idensd, and the main
aim of this study is to shed light on some of thétmwill focus on the

development of Lloyd George's policy and attituowards Germany (and,
as a corollary, his attitude to other powers, palérly France), and
illuminate his ideas for the long-term economic toegtion and

pacification of Europe. As well as looking at hislipies while Prime

Minister, it will examine—through his speeches, Imled articles,

memoirs, private correspondence and activities—attiside to events and
strategies on Europe beyond 1922, when he was ckisdafrom the

burdens of office. It will also compare his viewsttwthose of other
contemporary government leaders and opinion formershis way, by

using the brilliant but flawed instrument of Lloygleorge as a refracting
prism—first as a policy-maker and then as a highiticulate critic of the

policy of successive governments—new strands of higll be teased out,
and more will be revealed about the continuing tgwaent of

appeasement. Possible alternatives to British yobldll also be

illuminated—but in ideas conceived at the timeheatthan by historians
in hindsight.

“3 Lentin, Lost Peacepp. 89-128, 160.

4 Paul Addison, 'Lloyd George and Compromise Pemdkd Second World War',
in Lloyd George: Twelve Essayd. by A. J. P. Taylor (London: Hamilton, 1971),
pp. 361-84.



PART I:

LLOYD GEORGE AS PRIME MINISTER,
1919-1922

This first part focuses on four important aspectstt®e 1919 peace
settlement which illustrate Lloyd George's earlprach to appeasement.
They are: reparations and disarmament—two of thet rimoportant and
relevant issues; the dispute between Poland andh&@wr over Upper
Silesia—which provides an example of a territogaéstion involving the
appeasement of Germany; and the proposal for atoAfrgnch alliance,
which is of particular importance because, in casth special light on
Lloyd George's attitude to France—an attitude whiehs heavily
influenced by France's policy toward Germany, ihtdbutes greatly to
explanations of his attitude to Germany.



CHAPTERONE

REPARATIONS

The Paris Peace Conference and Before

From the beginning of the debate about peace tewparation was
recognized as a central issue, both from a mordlaamaterial point of
view. An enormous bill had been run up during theas War, and the
general view was that Germany should pay a larggopoof it.

Generally, there were early signs that Lldydorge did not favour
letting Germany off lightly- At a War Cabinet meeting in August 1918,
for instance, he declared that "Germany had coraechit great crime, and
it was necessary to make it impossible that anymaild be tempted to
repeat that offence". The peace terms "must bartamint to some penalty
for that offence® Two months later, he expressed an antipathy for an
armistice which would end the war before it toucktmany:

At the first moment when we were in a position tot phe lash on
Germany's back she said, "l give up". The questimse whether we ought
not to continue lashing her as she had lashed €ranclt was not
vengeance but justice.

On reparations especially, there were nocatdrs that Lloyd George
intended to appease Germany. In his "war aims"ctpt®etrade unions on
5 January 1918, while seeming to suggest that te nea in favour of
demanding a war indemnity, he stressed that "thémtgbreach of the
public law of Europe must be repudiated, and, so & possible,
repaired” At the Armistice the Americans expected peaceetariade on
the basis of the Fourteen Points enunciated byidemts Wilson to
Congress in January 1918. On the issue of repardtiey could afford to

! Lentin, Guilt of Germanyp. 18.

2 National Archives, CAB 23/7, WC 459/9, 15 AugustLB.

3 CAB 23/14, WC 491B, 26 October 1918.

4 Lloyd GeorgeWar Memoirs 2 (London: Odhams, 1938), p. 1513.
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be particularly philosophical, as their own warskes had been relatively
small. There were to be "no punitive damages", aftdpugh three of the
Points stipulated the restoration of territory dgawh by German armies,
nothing else was said on reparatiobloyd George thought something
more specific was required. On 4 November 1918 ritk lds secretary,
Philip Kerr, concocted a proposed paragraph to lsapgnt the Fourteen
Points. This stated that the Allied Governments darstand that
compensation will be made by Germany for all damegesed to the
civilian population of the Allies by the invasiory lisermany of Allied
territory". On reflection, however, they decideatthhis was insufficient.
No provision was being made for Britain's lossexduse her territory had
not been invaded. Yet she had sustained heavy dmnagch as in
civilian shipping. They therefore altered the wortltke invasion by
Germany of Allied territory" to "the aggression @ermany by land, by
sea and from the aif'This reference to German aggression later found it
way into the treaty itself, in article 231—the nedois "War-Guilt"
clause—an important obstacle toagprochemenbetween the Allies and
Germany in the 1920s. Wilson and the other leadilligd representatives
approved Lloyd George's addition, and, subjechtd stipulation, it was
agreed with Germany, under the Pre-Armistice ages¢raf 5 November
1918, that peace would be concluded in accordarite the Fourteen
Points.

As far as the Americans were concerned Allies were now bound
by this agreement. There could be no claim for war cosigoi the
liability for civilian damage. Lloyd George seeméxhppy with this.
Indeed, he told the Belgian Prime Minister thattth@ught "it would be a
mistake to put into the Armistice terms anythingttill lead Germany to
suppose that we want a war indemnity".

But he was ruling nothing ounce the Armistice was signed, and
with the announcement of a British General Electitree days later, his
tone began to change. The peace settlement witma&@gr was a major
item on the hustings, and it was clear that thetidbri electorate,
encouraged by the press—particularly the Northeliffress—expected
more from Germany than just compensation for @nilidamage.
Furthermore, the Lloyd George Liberals were campagy on a joint
platform with the Conservatives, most of whom sHaltee desire for an
unappeasing peace, and William Morris Hughes, thestilian Prime

5 Lentin, Guilt of Germanypp. 11-12.
® Gilbert, Roots of Appeasemepp. 30-31.
" Lentin, Guilt of Germanyp. 12.
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Minister, was angrily complaining that the Dominsomere not to be
given adequate compensation for the great saciftoey had made.

All this sharpened Lloyd George's awarenés$beofact that the British
Empire, whose war costs had been greater than tbbseny other
belligerent, was set to get a rather paltry shatbespoils compared with
France and Belgium. This would be unfair—and imgmesto explain to
British voters® Britain had borrowed heavily from the USA durirtet
War, and the Americans were showing no signs ofviwgi the debt.
Unless Britain could get huge sums from Germanye sWould be
encumbered with debts for decades, whereas Gernmamtyhaving any
equivalent debt, would get off lightly. Perhapslaira for total war costs
was justified after all! At a War Cabinet meeting 26 November Lloyd
George proposed that a committee, chaired by Hugbesset up to
consider the feasibility and magnitude of a clainencumbered by hard
evidence on which to base their calculations, tbenroittee quickly
produced a figure. The total cost to the Alliesptore-paid by Germany,
was £24,000 millions. (The official Treasury esttmjaproduced by
Keynes, of what Germany should pay was £2,000 t@QEB millions).
Practicalities, such as Germany's capacity to paye given low priority.
Not unreasonably, the committee argued that, aswdae had cost the
Allies a huge amount, and given that somebody wdwdde to payijt
seemed fair that it should be Germaather than her victim$

Lloyd George appeared to agree. In an eleceech in Bristol on 11
December he not onlannounced the amount recommended by the
committee, but he also came close to denying aagtipal limitations.
"You may find" he suggested "that the capacity g&y] will go a very
long way"™® The Germans would be asked to pay to their lashifa.
"We will search their pockets for it*.

Many historians have argued that the pictofe Lloyd George
promising to "make Germany pay" at this time does mepresent the
"real" Lloyd George. Some have criticized his attié as briefly yielding
to populism to secure victory. Others have playedvrd the punitive-
sounding rhetoric in his election speeches, arguingt, given the

8 Lentin, Lost Peacep. 15.

9 Alan SharpThe Versailles Settlement: Peacemaking in Pari¢91Basingstoke:
Macmillan, 1991), p. 82.

10 Michael L. Dockrill & J. Douglas GooldPeace without Promisé.ondon:
Batsford, 1981), p. 48.

" He added this later at an overflow meeting. [P&ewland,Lloyd George
(London: Barrie & Jenkins, 1975), p.470].
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situation, he was quite restrained, and soon redeid "normal? But,
actually, allowing for the inevitable razzmatazztoé campaign, the Prime
Minister's stance at election time was not veryedént from that that he
would take during the Peace Conference. Making @aynpay was one of
those demands that he saw as "not vengeance liogejuds There was no
serious suggestion of appeasement where reparatenesconcerned.

*kk

In January 1919 Allied representatives met in Pl@riproduce the peace
treaties. The conference was dominated by "the Bigee"—Georges
Clemenceau, the French Premier, President WilsdnLtoyd George. In
February a Reparations Commission was set up. TitestBdelegates
were Hughes and Lords Cunliffe and Sumner—all ofomhfavoured
extracting huge amounts from GermafyThis was the first indication
that, even though his premiership was secured, d_I®gorge did not
intend to take an appeasing line regarding remarati The three men
argued that claims for total war costs were adibblisgdespite the wording
of the Armistice Agreement. Wilson was adamant theye not. Although
the French were initially enthusiastic for a wastsoclaim, Lloyd George
was soon telling the War Cabinet, "the British wstanding alone in this
matter"’® Clemenceau was more concerned to obtain priorityhie repair
of damaged territory and to get coal from Germategy.also realized that
inflating the bill would reduce France's share ofthing that Germany
actually paid. Indeed, the reason that Lloyd Geongated war costs
included was the very reason that it was not iméhenterests to include
them; he was determined to get as big a share sshb® for Britain of
whatever Germany pafd.

On 21 February, an American delegate, JohteF@allles, suggested a
compromise solution to the indemnity problem. Theéual claim should

12 gee, for example, Dockrill & GooldReace without Promisepp. 46-48; Erik
Goldstein, 'Great Britain and the Home Frorithe Treaty of VersaillesA
Reassessment After 75 Yeaed. by Boemeke, Feldman & Glaser (Cambridge
University Press, 1998), pp. 147-66; Morg@onsensus and Disunjtpp. 40-41.

13 Lentin, Lost Peacep. 17.

14 |ord (Walter) Cunliffe was the Governor of the Rapf England until 1918,
John Hamilton, ¥ Viscount Sumner, was a Law Lord.

15 Gilbert, Roots of Appeasemergp. 79-80; Dockrill & GooldPeace without
Promise p. 54; CAB 23/9/534/1, 19 February 1919.

16 Marc TrachtenbergReparation in World Politics: France and European
Economic Diplomacy, 1916-192Rew York: Columbia Press, 1980), p. 53.
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be limited to Germany's capacity to pay, but heotbtical responsibility
for total war costs should be stated in the Tréatyloyd George
supported the idea but thought it inadequate. WiMilson was ill in bed
in early April he and Clemenceau seized the oppdstuo "beef up” the
statement, to incorporate an acknowledgement bym@ay of her
liability. The famous "War-Guilt" clause (Article32) was born.

There were two reasons why Lloyd George fedi®n including this
clause. One was political. He did not want to réveahe British people
any signs of a willingness to compromise on repamat His wish for
Germany to publicly accept moral responsibility foe war was founded
on his belief that this would make it more diffitédr Germany to avoid
her commitments. As he explained, British publicingn needed
reassurance that Germany was going to pay fohalldss she had caused.
"We must say that ... Germany recognises her ohtigati. .""® The other
reason reflects a very anti-appeasing attituderelneas an element of
vengefulness and retributivism in his thinking. &Therms”, he later
declared in the House of Commons, "are in manye@sgerrible terms to

impose upon a country. Terrible were the deed=jtiites"®

The Fontainebleau Memorandum

Meanwhile Lloyd George was under great pressuma everal members
of the British delegation at Paris to be more cliatory towards
Germany. Kerr, together with Sir Maurice Hankeye tbabinet Secretary,
and Sir Henry Wilson, the Chief of the Imperial @eal Staff, were
warning that, unless the terms were mitigated, Gegmwould see the
treaty as grossly unfair. She might then refussigm and be driven to
Bolshevisnt® On 22 March Lloyd George withdrew with these adrésto
Fontainebleau for the weekend to think seriouslguathow to achieve a
lasting peace with Germany, and, more to the pbimiy to create a Peace
Treaty which Germany would be prepared to sign. Témult was a
manifesto for appeasement which became known a$Rbetainebleau
Memorandum". It called for a peace based on patifin, moderation and
the avoidance of new reasons for conflict. Thiyd George argued,
would produce a peace treaty, which even if sewsoaild be so clearly
just that Germany herself would accept it and hiyet.

17 SharpVersailles Settlemenpp. 86-87.
18 entin, Guilt of Germanypp. 66-67.

9 Hcs, vol. 117, col. 1213, 3 July 1919.
20 entin, Lost Peacepp. 73-74.



