[bookmark: _Hlk95502779]The emergence of political cooperation and coalition government during the First World War in Britain was the inevitable consequence of fighting ‘total war.’ Discuss.
During the First World War Britain went through political turmoil. From 1914 to 1918, the British political sphere altered three times. This historical period saw concerted governments trying to navigate the war whilst going through frequent political upheaval. 
Herbert Henry Asquith (1852-1928) ran the first phase of wartime government. He was part of the Liberal party that had been in power seven years prior to the outbreak of World War One. His government adopted a business as usual policy approach. Due to this approach, Asquith was forced to form a coalition with Andrew Bonar Law’s (1858-1923) Conservative party in May 1915. This coalition lasted until the 4th of December 1916, with Asquith resigning as Prime Minster on the 5th of December 1916 (IWM, 2022). 
David Lloyd George (1863-1945) replaced Asquith as Prime Minster on the 6th December 1916 and continued the coalition with the Conservative party till Armistice Day 1918. Lloyd George had previously served under Asquith’s government as British Chancellor of the Exchequer and then became Secretary of State in the June of 1916. His approach to government was more hands on with a focus on war strategy (IWM, 2022). 
A month and three days after Armistice Day 1918, another general election was called. Colloquially this election was called the ‘coupon election’ because candidates who supported the coalition government in the First World War were given a signed agreement by Lloyd George and Law. This meant that there was not political opposition in constituencies where a ‘coupon Liberal’ or ‘coupon Conservative’ stood for election. By this it meant that coalition candidates could not compete against one another. It is important to note that this general election was the first opportunity for women over thirty to vote and all males over twenty-one could vote. The Liberal and Conservative coalition won the election but this result severely fractured the Liberal party (History learning Site, 2022). 
Some scholars like Wiel have considered that political cooperation and coalition government came about because of the threat of Irish Civil War in 1914, not the prospect of war in Europe. 
[bookmark: _Int_UGw9wGj7]The war in Europe developed on a scale that had not been seen before with mass industrialisation and huge casualties. None of this could have been anticipated by the leaders at the time. The general consensus at the time was the war against Germany would only last six months. However, the years of war and deadly developments meant that leaders faced a new warfare challenge, Total War. Political leaders choose to cooperate but not because of the challenges presented by Total War. 

This analysis measures the impact of Total War on the political scene via the three phases of Government. It will explore the inevitability of these changes because of the eventualities of fighting Total War.

To begin with, Total War is a phrase coined by the academic Arthur Marwick (1936-2006). Marwick- previous Professor of History at the Open University was a historian who primarily focused on the correlation between war and social change. Social change to Marwick can be categorised into ten different sections. The ten sections being, social geography, economic and technological changes, social structure, social cohesion, social welfare and social policy, material conditions, customs and behaviours, artistic and intellectual ideas and practices in popular culture, changes in the family and in the role and status of women and changes in social and political value, institutions and ideas (Marwick,1988,p.14). This in depth categorisation shows how many areas of society and life are affected by war. Perhaps Marwick’s reference to political change being part of social change expresses the view that political change is part of Total War. This could be seen as Marwick’s agreement that political cooperation and coalition government is an inevitable consequence of Total War. Maybe this is part of the reason Marwick is so specific on the definition of social change. He wanted to convey the idea that the social change present in wartime periods is different to social change in non-wartime interludes. Marwick thought this because he was of the opinion that war “is a human and social activity, as much as digging coal or making windy political speeches” (Marwick, 1988, p.14). This means that from Marwick’s perspective war is not solely just about physical combat which is why he uses the term Total War. From his point of view Total War is both warfare and social change. He sets out four dimensions that clearly highlight this. The four factors that contribute to the creation of Total War are participation, destructive and disruptive, test and psychological (Marwick, 1988, p.15) which is why Marwick defines World War One as the first Total War.
Continuing on from this, World War One can be characterised as a large-scale industrialised conflict that had not been seen before. Both Allies and the Central Powers used new military advancements such as the machine gun, tanks, fighter aeroplanes and submarines. Compared to the last continental war, the Crimean War, which used muskets and cavalry, it suggests that warfare previously had not been on this level. The combination of new warfare technology and the sheer geographical scale of the war is why the First World War was not just about the front line. Due to this it required a different response from political leaders. Political leaders had to look at the range of impact that war against Germany had on Britain and then make relevant decisions. This is something that Asquith’s liberal government from 1914-1915 failed to do. Asquith’s laissez-faire attitude led to a lack of direction of war policy. As a consequence of this, the Dardanelles campaign occurred. The campaign started on the 16th February 1915 and ended on the 9th of January 1916. It was something that had been thought of before the outbreak of war in Europe but both the military and admiralty were against it. The aim of the operation was to occupy Constantinople, now known as Istanbul and invade the Dardanelles strait to help relieve Russian soldiers. This campaign failed and in total there were 73,485 British casualties. The scholar, Michael Fry- historian, author and journalist argues this war operation failure is what led to the forced Asquith Liberals to form a coalition with the Conservative party. Fry states, “Asquith had retained power far too long in an ineffective executive structure, undermined by his record” (Fry, 1988, p.610). This confirms the idea that sole governmental leadership in the war against Germany was not working in Britain. The only other option was for Asquith to resign or form a coalition. By this it reinstates the idea that political coalition was needed because of the effects that Total War. Winston Churchill (1874-1965)who  was the First Lord of the Admiralty at the time , even stated in his resignation letter to Asquith, “nor do I feel in times like these able to remain in well-paid inactivity”(Spartacus Educational, 2020). Here Churchill is insinuating that Asquith’s wartime leadership was not good enough for the Total War that was World War One. This accentuates that the emergence of political cooperation and coalition government during the First World War in Britain was the inevitable consequence of fighting Total War. 
[bookmark: _Int_CevsZ9e8]However, the academic, Peter Fraser comments on how Liberal policies could have been adapted by Asquith's government to respond to the challenges of the war. Instead, Asquith was unwilling to waver from key Liberal principles. This led to a coalition government being formed and Lloyd George eventually replacing him as Prime Minister. From this it demonstrates that Liberal policies could have still been applied in the midst of Total War and political cooperation and government may not have been essential if Asquith’s leadership was stronger. Fraser mentions that, “the special doctrines of Liberalism-free trade, laissez-faire, voluntarism, temperance, anti- militarism-could indeed be applied flexibly” (Fraser, 1982, p 2). This suggests that political coalition was not a necessity in fighting Total War because Liberal thinking allowed for effective war schemes to transpire. For example, Lloyd George was able to show strong leadership and be flexible in applying core Liberal policies throughout the First World War. His successful management meant that The Hundred Days Offensive with the Allies was effective. The Hundred Day Offensive started on the 8th of August 1918 and ended on the 11th November 1918, Armistice Day. Britain’s involvement in aiding the Allies in this war campaign led to the end of World War One. This just displays the power of Lloyd Georges’ governance. Though he did this whilst in a coalition government so to an extent he had political cooperation from other political parties. Still when Lloyd George became Prime Minster in 1916 a coalition government was already in place which meant he had little choice but to part take in political cooperation and coalition. Lloyd George’s coalition government had a strong Conservative presence. With prominent political minsters such as Arthur Balfour (1848-1930) - former foreign secretary and Edward Carson- previous First Lord of the Admiralty serving under Lloyd’s George’s government. To overcome the presence of strong Conservative ideology and remain true to Liberal political belief shows the weakness of Asquith’s Liberal and coalition government. This shows how versatile Liberal values were used by Lloyd George in order to secure victory for Britain and the Allied Powers. Thus, this is why Fraser argues that the emergence of political cooperation and coalition government during the First World War in Britain was not an inevitable consequence of fighting Total War. Instead, Lloyd George found himself as Prime Minster to a coalition government because of the failures of Asquith’s solo governmental leadership. 
Following on from this, the results of the ‘Coupon election’ reinforce the idea that political cooperation and coalition government was not as result of Total War. Lloyd George’s coalition with Law’s Conservative party won the general election. Interestingly, this time the coalition had a Conservative majority of three hundred and seventy nine seats. Lloyd Georges’ Liberals won one-hundred and thirty seven seats, Labour secured fifty seven seats and Asquith Liberals acquired thirty six. This proposes the concept that political cooperation and coalition was wanted and needed by the British public but not that it was the inevitable consequence of fighting Total War. It must be made apparent that this coalition was voted back in after Britain had left Total War but the political leadership that took place during the war in Europe would have influenced the British public on who to vote for. The scholar, Trevor Wilson- emeritus professor of history at Adelaide University says, “more Liberals were elected in 1918 than at any election since that date” (Wilson, 1964, p.42). This touches on the vigour of Lloyd George’s management of Government. The British public were obviously satisfied and content with the Liberal and Conservative coalition that ran in World War One if they were not the result of the general election of 1918 would not have favoured the coalition. Nonetheless it does need to be made aware that the action of the handing out of coupons to Liberals and Conservatives in constituencies possibly did pre-empt and secure victory for the coalition. Yet, Wilson dispels this possibility and argues that “it is difficult to accept the traditional view that the coupon played the dominant part in deciding the outcome of the 1918 election” (Wilson, 1964, p.41). He has this stance because he views the election confirming what was already felt since December 1916, the start of Lloyd George’s and Law’s coalition government. Therefore, this is why his argument is concise at stating why political cooperation and coalition was not a vital outcome of Total War. 
Furthermore, Britain declaring war against Germany on the 4th of August 1914 resulted in the threat of Irish civil war to be diminished. This was because The Government of Ireland Act of 1914 (the third Home Rule Bill) was given Royal Assent on the 18th September 1914 but due to the outbreak of war the Suspensory Act of 1914 was brought into law. The Government of Ireland Act of 1914 favoured self-governance for Ireland whilst remaining in the United Kingdom. This Act concerned Asquith government for many years. The outbreak of war in Europe meant that British parliament passed the Suspensory Act of 1914 meaning that the Home Rule Bill could not be brought into fruition until the war was over. British politics at the time was divided on The Government of Ireland Act of 1914; many opposed the Bill with the Conservative party staunchly against it. The coalition then being founded due to the war in Europe allowed there to be no question in regard to Britain’s’ stance on Ireland. By this, maybe the political cooperation and collation government that happened in World War One was crucial so the Home Rule Bill would not pass. Perhaps the difficulties of Total War had nothing to do with political parties wanting to work together. The scholar, Jérôme aan de Wiel- lecturer in History and European Studies at University College Cork claims that before the Suspensory Act of 1914, “civil war…definitely looked to be on the cards”(Wiel,2015,p.675). This reiterates the effect that The Government of Ireland Act of 1914 could have had on the global political sphere. Wiel goes even further to say, “early in the century leading German decision-makers had felt that Ireland was a potential Achilles’ heel for British foreign policy” (Wiel,2015,p.675). From this it is further evidence that Asquith coalition in 1915 arose because it was a way to keep the peace in Ireland and for the meantime suppress Irish civil war. Hence, why Wiel’s argument that political cooperation and coalition government was formed not due to the consequences of fighting Total War. 
To conclude, Fry argues that political cooperation and coalition government during the First World War was the inevitable consequence of fighting Total War. Frasers’ argument is based around Asquith’s feeble leadership being the cause of the subsequent coalition which Lloyd George could not get out off. Wilson maintains the view that the outcome of the general election of 1918 shows political cooperation and coalition was favoured but it was not a mandatory effect of Total War. Wiel states that political cooperation and coalition was created in order to quell Irish civil war. The UK government evolved as the war developed through three stages which ended as a coalition government. The three stages can be linked to developments in the conflict as it escalated. The challenges of this new type of war inevitably required collaboration and cooperation in government leadership but it was not a consequence of fighting Total War. 
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