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Foreword

The main purpose of the British Documents on the End of Empire Project (BDEEP)
is to publish documents from British official archives on the ending of colonial and
associated rule and on the context in which this took place. In 1945, aside from the
countries of present-day India, Pakistan, Bangladesh and Burma, Britain had over
fifty formal dependencies; by the end of 1965 the total had been almost halved and by
1985 only a handful remained. The ending of Britain’s position in these formal
dependencies was paralleled by changes in relations with states in an informal
empire. The end of empire in the period at least since 1945 involved a change also in
the empire as something that was more than the sum of its parts and as such formed
an integral part of Britain’s domestic affairs and international relations. In
publishing official British documents on the end of empire this project is, to a
degree, the successor to the two earlier series of published documents concerning
the end of British rule in India and Burma which were edited by Professors Mansergh
and Tinker respectively. The successful completion of The transfer of power and The
struggle for independence,' both of which were based on British records, emphasised
the need for similar published collections of documents important to the history of
the final stages of Britain’s association with other dependencies in Africa, the Middle
East, the Caribbean, South-East Asia and the Pacific. These documents are crucial
research tools for scholars both from sovereign independent states which emerged
from colonial rule as well as those from Britain itself. BDEEP is also set in the much
wider context of the efforts made by successive British governments to locate
Britain’s position in an international order. Here the empire, both in its formal and
informal senses, is viewed as an instrument of the domestic, foreign and defence
policy of successive British governments. The project is therefore concerned with the
ending of colonial rule in individual territories as seen from the British side at one
level, and the broader political, economic and strategic considerations involved in
that at another.

Despite the similarities, however, BDEEP differs in significant ways from its
predecessors in terms both of presentation and content. The project is of greater
magnitude than that undertaken by Professor Mansergh for India. Four major
differences can be identified. First, the ending of colonial rule within a dependent
empire took place over a much longer period of time, extending into the final years of
the twentieth century while having its roots in the Second World War and before.
Secondly, the empire consisted of a large number of territories, varying in area,
population, wealth and in many other ways, each with its own individual problems
but often with their futures linked to those of neighbouring territories and the

! Nicholas Mansergh et al, eds, Constitutional relations between Britain and India: the transfer of power
1942-47 12 vols (London, 1970-1983); Hugh Tinker, ed, Constitutional relations befween Britain and
Burma 1944-1948 2 vols (London, 1983-1984).
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growing complexity surrounding the colonial empire. Thirdly, while for India the
documentary record for certain matters of high policy could be encapsulated within a
relatively straightforward ‘country’ study, in the case of the colonial empire the
documentary record is more diffuse because of the plethora of territories and their
scattered location. Finally, the documents relating to the ending of colonial rule are
not conveniently located within one leading department of state but rather are to be
found in several of them. As the purpose of the project is to publish documents
relating to the end of empire from the extensive range and quantity of official British
records, private collections and other categories of non-official material are not
regarded as principal documentary sources. In BDEEP, selections from non-official
material will be used only in exceptional cases to fill gaps where they exist in the
available official record.

In recognition of these differences and also of the fact that the end of empire
involves consideration of a range of issues which operated at a much wider level than
that normally associated with the ending of colonial rule in a single country, BDEEP
is structured in two main series along with a third support series. Series A represents
the general volumes in which, for successive British governments, documents
relating to the empire as a whole are published. Series B represents the country or
territory volumes and provides territorial studies of how, from a British government
perspective, former colonies and dependencies achieved their independence and
countries which were part of an informal empire regained their autonomy. In
addition to the two main documentary series, a third series—series C—has been
published in the form of handbooks to the records of the former colonial empire
which are deposited at the Public Record Office (PRO). Series C consists of two
volumes which form an integral part of BDEEP and also serve as PRO guides to the
records. Together they enable scholars and others wishing to follow the record of the
ending of colonial rule and empire to pursue their inquiries beyond the published
record provided by the general studies in series A and the country studies in series B.
Volume one of the handbooks, a revised and updated version of The records of the
Colonial and Dominions Offices by R B Pugh which was first published in 1964, is
entitled Records of the Colonial Office, Dominions Office, Commonwealth Relations
Office and Commonwealth Office (1995). It covers over two hundred years of activity
down to 1968 when the Commonwealth Office merged with the Foreign Office to
form the Foreign and Commonwealth Office. Volume two, entitled Records of the
Cabinet, Foreign Office, Treasury and other records (1998), focuses more specifically
on twentieth-century departmental records and also includes references to the
records of inter-departmental committees, commissions of inquiry and international
organisations. The two volumes were prepared under the direction and supervision
of Dr Anne Thurston, at the time honorary research fellow at the Institute of
Commonwealth Studies in the University of London, and now executive director of
the International Records Management Trust.

In the two main series the research is organised in stages. Stage one, covering the
years 1925-1957, is now complete and consists of three general volumes and five
country volumes, collectively published in twenty-one individual parts. In series A
there are volumes on Imperial policy and colonial practice 1925-1945 in two parts
(1996), The Labour government and the end of empire 1945-1951 in four parts
(1992), and The Conservative government and the end of empire 1951-1957 in three
parts (1994). In series B there are volumes on Ghana in two parts (1992), Sri Lanka
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in two parts (1997), Malaya in three parts (1995), Egypt and the defence of the
Middle East in three parts (1998) and the Sudan in two parts (1998). Starting in
1999, the project began publishing volumes in a second stage which covers the
period 1957-1964. Here there are five volumes, a general volume on the Conservative
government and the end of empire 1957-1964 in two parts (2000), and country
volumes on the West Indies in one part (1999), Nigeria, Kenya and Malaysia.

The criteria which have been used in selecting documents for inclusion in
individual volumes are explained in the introductions written by the specialist
editors. These introductions are more substantial and contextual than those in
previous series. Each volume also lists the PRO sources which have been searched.
However, it may be helpful to outline the more general guiding principles which
have been employed. BDEEP editors pursue several lines of inquiry. There is first the
end of empire in a broad high policy sense in which the empire is viewed in terms of
Britain’s position as a world power and of the inter-relationship between what
derives from this position and developments within the colonial dependencies. Here
Britain’s relations with the dependencies of the empire are set in the wider defence,
economic and foreign policy contexts of Britain’s relations with the United States,
with Europe, and with the Commonwealth and United Nations. Secondly, there is
investigation into colonial policy in its strict sense. Here the emphasis is on those
areas which were specifically—but not exclusively—the concern of the leading
department. In the period before the administrative amalgamations of the 1960s,?
the leading department of the British government for most of the dependencies was
the Colonial Office; for a minority it was either the Dominions Office and its
successor, the Commonwealth Relations Office, or the Foreign Office. Colonial policy
included questions of economic and social development, questions of governmental
institutions and constitutional structures, and administrative questions concerning
the future of the civil and public services and of the defence forces in a period of
transition from European to indigenous control. Finally there is inquiry into the
development of political and social forces within colonies, the response to these and
the transfer of governmental authority and of legal sovereignty from Britain to its
colonial dependencies as these processes were understood and interpreted by the
British government. Here it should be emphasised that the purpose of BDEEP is not
to document the history of colony politics or nationalist movements in any particular
territory. Given the purpose of the project and the nature of much of the source
material, the place of colony politics in BDEEP is conditioned by the extent to which
an awareness of local political situations played an overt part in influencing major
policy decisions made in Britain.

Although in varying degrees and from different perspectives, elements of these
various lines of inquiry appear in both the general and the country series. The aim in
both is to concentrate on the British record by selecting documents which illustrate
those policy issues which were deemed important by ministers and officials at the
time. General volumes do not normally treat in any detail of matters which will be
fully documented in the country volumes but some especially significant documents
do appear in both series. The process of selection involves an inevitable degree of

2 The Colonial Office merged with the Commonwealth Relations Office in 1966 to form the
Commonwealth Office. The Commonwealth Office merged with the Foreign Office in 1968 to form the
Foreign and Commonwealth Office.
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sifting and subtraction. Issues which in retrospect appear to be of lesser significance
or to be ephemeral have been omitted. The main example concerns the extensive
quantity of material devoted to appointments and terms of service—salaries,
gradings, allowances, pension rights and compensation—within the colonial and
related services. It is equally important to stress certain negative aspects of the
official documentary record. Officials in London were sometimes not in a position to
address potentially significant issues because the information was not available.
Much in this respect depended on the extent of the documentation sent to London by
the different colonial administrations. Once the stage of internal self-government
had been reached, or where there was a dyarchy, the flow of detailed local
information to London began to diminish.

Selection policy has been influenced by one further factor, namely access to the
records at the PRO. Unlike the India and Burma series and the current Foreign and
Commonwealth Office series of Documents on British Policy Overseas (DBPO),
BDEEP is not an official project. In practice this means that while editors have
privileged access (in the form of research facilities and requisitioning procedures) to
the records at the PRO, they do not have unrestricted access. For files which at the
time a volume is in preparation are either subject to extended closures beyond the
statutory thirty years or retained in the originating department under section 3(4) of
the Public Records Act of 1958, editors are subject to the same restrictions as all
other researchers. Apart from cases where files or series of files are withheld, official
weeding processes now tend to remove sentences or paragraphs from public view,
rather than the whole document; such omissions are indicated in footnotes. To date
access has not impeded the research undertaken by the project to any significant
degree, and the project has been successful in securing the release of a number of
hitherto withheld documents from the Historical Section of the Cabinet Office and
the Records Department of the Foreign and Commonwealth Office.

A thematic arrangement of the documents has been adopted for the general
volumes in series A. The country volumes in series B follow a chronological
arrangement; in this respect they adopt the same approach as was used in the India
and Burma series. For each volume in both series A and B a summary list of the
documents included is provided. The headings to BDEEP documents, which have
been editorially standardised, present the essential information. Together with the
sequence number, the file reference (in the form of the PRO call-up number and any
internal pagination or numeration) and the date of the document appear on the first
line.? The second and subsequent lines record the subject of the document, the type
of document (letter, memorandum, telegram etc), the originator (person or persons,
committee, department) and the recipient (if any). A subject entry in a heading in
single quotation marks denotes the title of a document as it appears in the original.
An entry in square brackets denotes a subject indicator composed by the editor. This
latter device has been employed in cases where no title is given in the original or
where the original title is too unwieldy to reproduce in its entirety. Security
classifications and, in the case of telegrams, times of despatch and receipt, have
generally been omitted. In the headings to documents and the contents lists,

3 The PRO call-up number precedes the comma in the references cited. In the case of documents from
FO 371, the major foreign office political class, the internal numeration refers to the jacket number of the
file.
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ministers are identified by the name of the office-holder, not the title of the office (ie,
Mr Macleod, not secretary of state for the colonies).* In the same contexts, officials
are identified by their initials and surname. In a general volume, ambassadors,
governors, high commissioners and other embassy or high commission staff are
cited in the form Sir H Foot (Cyprus). Footnotes to documents appearing below the
rule are editorial; those above the rule, or where no rule is printed, are part of the
original document. Each volume provides an initial summary list of which principal
offices were held by whom, and a separate series of biographical notes (at the end) for
major figures who appear in the documents. Other figures are identified in editorial
footnotes on the occasion of first appearance. Link-notes, written by the volume
editor and indented in square brackets between the heading and the beginning of a
document, are often used to explain the context of a document. Technical detail or
extraneous material has been extracted from a number of documents. In such cases
omission dots have been inserted in the text and the document is identified in the
heading as an extract. Occasional omission dots have also been used to excise purely
mechanical chain-of-command executive instructions and some redundant internal
referencing has been removed, though much of it remains in place, for the benefit of
researchers. No substantive material relating to policy-making has been excised from
the documents. In general the aim has been to reproduce documents in their
entirety but where available space is a major constraint on editors, a consideration
which applies particularly in the case of general volumes, where the documentation
is voluminous, this is not always possible, and some purely factual information may
be omitted. It must also be emphasised in this context that the BDEEP volumes do
not remove the necessity for researchers to study the original records themselves.
The footnote reference ‘not printed’ is used only in cases where a specified enclosure
or an annex to a document has not been included. Unless a specific cross-reference or
note of explanation is provided, however, it can be assumed that other documents
referred to in the text of the documents included have not been reproduced. Obvious
typing errors in the original are in the main silently corrected, but abbreviations and
contractions stand. Each volume has a list of abbreviations together with a
consolidated index, and country volumes include a chronology of principal events.

One radical innovation, compared with previous Foreign Office or India and
Burma series, is that BDEEP reproduces many more minutes by ministers and
officials.

Crown copyright material is used by permission of the Public Record Office under
licence from the Controller of Her Majesty’s Stationery Office. All references and
dates are given in the form recommended in PRO guidelines.

* * * *

Formally launched in 1987, BDEEP has been based since its inception at the
Institute of Commonwealth Studies. The work of the project is supervised by a
Project Committee chaired by Professor Andrew Porter, Rhodes professor of imperial
history in the University of London. Professor Porter succeeded Professor Anthony

4 This is an editorial convention, following DBPO practice. Very few memoranda issued in their name were
actually written by ministers themselves, but normally drafted by officials.
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Low, formerly Smuts professor of the history of the Commonwealth in the University
of Cambridge, who retired in November 1994. Professor Michael Crowder became the
first general editor while holding a visiting professorship in the University of London
and a part-time position at Amherst College, Massachusetts. Following his untimely
death in 1988, Professor Crowder was replaced as general editor by Professor David
Murray, pro vice-chancellor and professor of government at the Open University,
who played a critical role in establishing a secure financial base for the project and in
negotiating contracts with the volume editors and the publisher. His invaluable
advice and expertise in dealing with the early typescripts are acknowledged with
particular gratitude. Mrs Anita Burdett was appointed as project secretary and
research assistant. She was succeeded in September 1989 by Dr Stephen Ashton who
previously worked with Professors Mansergh and Tinker during the final stages of
the India and Burma series. Dr Ashton replaced Professor Murray as project director
and general editor in 1993.

The project benefited from an initial pump-priming grant from the British
Academy. Thanks are due to the secretary and Board of the Academy for this grant
and for the decision of the British Academy to adopt BDEEP as one of its major
projects. The Academy made a further award in 1996 which enabled the project to
employ a research assistant on a fixed term contract. The Managers of the Smuts
Memorial Fund in the University of Cambridge are also to be acknowledged. They
made possible the workshop from which the project developed and they have since
provided a further grant for work on two of the stage two volumes. The principal
funding for the project has been provided by the Leverhulme Trust and the volumes
are a tribute to the support provided by the Trustees. A major debt of gratitude is
owed to the Trustees. In addition to their generous grants to cover the major costs of
both stages, the Trustees agreed to a subsequent request to extend the duration of
the first grant, and also provided a supplementary grant which enabled the project to
secure Dr Ashton’s appointment. It is thanks largely to the Leverhulme Trust that
BDEEP has developed into one of the country’s most significant historical research
projects.

Members of the Project Committee, who meet annually at the Institute of
Commonwealth Studies, have provided valuable advice and much needed
encouragement. Professor Low, the first chairman of the Committee, made a
singular contribution, initiating the first exploratory meeting at Cambridge in 1985
and presiding over subsequent developments in his customary constructive but
unobtrusive manner. Professor Porter continues in a similar vein and his leadership
and experience are much appreciated by the general editor. The director and the staff
of the Institute of Commonwealth Studies have provided administrative support and
the congenial surroundings within which the general editor works. The editors of
volumes in stages one and two have benefited considerably from the researches
undertaken by Dr Anne Thurston and her assistants which resulted in the
publication of the two handbooks. Although BDEEP is not an official project, the
general editor wishes to acknowledge the support and co-operation received from the
Historical Section of the Cabinet Office and the Records Department of the Foreign
and Commonwealth Office. He wishes also to record his appreciation of the spirit of
friendly co-operation received from the editors of DBPO. Dr Ronald Hyam, editor in
stage one of the general volume on the post-war Labour government and co-editor of
the stage two volume on the Conservative government, played an important role in
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the compilation of the house-style adopted by BDEEP and his contribution is
acknowledged with gratitude. Thanks also are due to The Stationery Office for
assuming publishing responsibility and for their expert advice on matters of design
and production. Last, but by no means least, the contribution of the chief executive
and keeper of the records and the staff, both curatorial and administrative, at the
PRO must be emphasised. Without the facilities and privileges afforded to BDEEP
editors at the PRO, the project would not be viable.

S R Ashton
Institute of Commonwealth Studies
February 2000
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Irish Republican Army

International Relations Department (CO)

Joint Planning Staff (COS)

Kenya African Democratic Union

Kenya African National Union

King’s African Rifles

Kenya National Farmers’ Union

Labour Party (MP)

Legislative Council

land, sea and air

Long-Term Study Group
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MP
NAAFI
NATO
NCNC
NKG/P
OAS
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OEEC
OPEC
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0SD
PAC
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PP

PPP
PRO
PUS
RAF
SACEUR
SCAAP
SEATO
SofS
T/Tsy
TANU
tel
TEMO
TUC
UAM
UAR
UDI

UF

UFP
UNCTAD
UK
UNESCO
UN(0O)
US(A)
USSR
VCIGS
WEU
ZNP

ABBREVIATIONS

memorandum

Middle East Official Committee (Cabinet)

Ministry of Defence

member of parliament

Navy, Army and Air Force Institute

North Atlantic Treaty Organisation

National Council of Nigeria and the Cameroons
New Kenya Group/Party

Organisation of American States

Organisation of African Unity

Organisation for European Economic Co-operation
Organisation of Petroleum Exporting Countries
United Nations Technical Assistance Programme
Oversea Service Department (CO)

Public Accounts Committee

Pan-African Freedom Movement for East and Central Africa
People’s Action Party (Malaya)

prime minister

Post Office, Middle East Forces

Parliamentary Papers

People’s Progressive Party (British Guiana)

Public Record Office (Kew)

permanent under-secretary

Royal Air Force

supreme allied commander, Europe

Special Commonwealth African Assistance Plan
South-East Asia Treaty Organisation

secretary of state

Treasury

Tanganyika African National Union

telegram

Tanganyika Elected Members’ Organisation

Trades Union Congress

Union of African and Malagasy States

United Arab Republic

unilateral declaration of independence

United Front Party (Southern Rhodesia)

United Federal Party (Northern Rhodesia and Nyasaland)
United Nations Commission for Trade and Development
United Kingdom

United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organisation
United Nations (Organisation)

United States (of America)

Union of Soviet Socialist Republics

vice-chief of the imperial general staff

Western European Union

Zanzibar National Party
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Principal holders of offices 1957-1964

1 Ministers

(a) Cabinet ministers
Prime minister

Lord chancellor

Chancellor of Exchequer

S of S foreign affairs

S of S colonies

S of S Commonwealth
relations

Minister i/c Central
Africa Office

S of S defence

Mr H Macmillan (10 Jan 1957-13 Oct
1963)

Sir Alec Douglas-Home (18 Oct 1963—
16 Oct 1964) (formerly Earl of Home)

Viscount Kilmuir (14 Oct 1957)
Lord Dilhorne (13 July 1962)

Mr P Thorneycroft (13 Jan 1957)

Mr D Heathcoat Amory (6 Jan 1958)
Mr J S B (Selwyn) Lloyd (27 July 1960)
Mr R Maudling (13 July 1962)

Mr J S B (Selwyn) Lloyd (20 Dec 1955/
14 Jan 1957)

Earl of Home (27 July 1960)

Mr R A Butler (23 Oct 1963)

Mr A T Lennox-Boyd (30 July 1954/14 Jan
1957)

Mr I Macleod (14 Oct 1959)

Mr R Maudling (9 Oct 1961)

Mr D E Sandys (13 July 1962)
(office held jointly with S of S
Commonwealth relations)

Earl of Home (12 Apr 1955/14 Jan 1957)
Mr D E Sandys (28 July 1960)
(office held jointly with S of S colonies
from 13 July 1962)

Mr R A Butler (Mar 1962—Oct 1963)
(First S of S & deputy prime minister,
July 1962-Oct 1963)

Mr D E Sandys (13 Jan 1957)
Mr H A Watkinson (14 Oct 1959)
Mr P Thorneycroft (13 July 1962)
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(b) Junior ministers
(i) Colonial Office

Minister of state

Parliamentary under-secretary
of state

(i) Commonwealth Relations Office

Minister of state

Parliamentary under-secretary
of state

2 Civil servants

(a) Secretary to the Cabinet

(b) Colonial Office

(i) Permanent under-secretary
of state

(if) Deputy under-secretary
of state

(iii) Assistant under-secretary
of state

Earl of Perth (17 Jan 1957)
Marquis of Lansdowne (20 Apr 1962) *

Mr J D Profumo (18 Jan 1957)
Mr J Amery (28 Nov 1958)

Mr H Fraser (28 Oct 1960)

Mr N Fisher (16 July 1962) *
Mr R Hornby (24 Oct 1963) *

Mr C J M Alport (22 Oct 1959-1 Mar 1961)
11th Duke of Devonshire (6 Sept 1962) *

Mr C J M Alport (18 Jan 1957)

Mr R HM Thompson (22 Oct 1959)

11th Duke of Devonshire (28 Oct 1960—
6 Sept 1962)

Mr B Braine (9 Feb 1961-16 July 1962)

Mr J D Tilney (16 July 1962) *

Sir Norman Brook (1947-1962)
Sir Burke Trend (1963-1972)
(Deputy secretary, 1956-1959)

Sir John Macpherson (1956-1959)
Sir Hilton Poynton (1959-1966)

Sir Hilton Poynton (1948-1959)
Sir John Martin (1956-1965)
Sir William Gorell Barnes (1959-1963)

C G Eastwood (1947-1952; 1954-1966)
W L Gorell Barnes (1948-1959)

W B L Monson (1951-1964)

E Melville (1952-1961)

A R Thomas (1952-1964)

CY Carstairs (1953-1962)

P Rogers (1953-1961)

H T Bourdillon (1954-1959; 1961-1962)

* These offices jointly held between CO and CRO from 21 Oct 1963
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(c) Commonwealth Relations Office

(i) Permanent under-secretary
of state

(ii) Deputy under-secretary
of state

(iii) Assistant under-secretaries
of state include:

(d) Foreign Office

(i) Permanent under-secretary
of state

A N Galsworthy (1957-1965)
Trafford Smith (1959-1967)
W IJ Wallace (1963-1966)

Sir Gilbert Laithwaite (Feb 1955-Aug 1959)

Sir Alexander Clutterbuck (Sept 1959—
Dec 1961)

Sir Saville Garner (Jan 1962-1968)

Sir Henry Lintott (Oct 1956-1963)

Sir Algernon Rumbold (Dec 1958-1966)

Sir Neil Pritchard (July—Nov 1961;
1963-1967)

Sir Arthur Snelling (1962-1969)

H A F Rumbold (1954-1958)

A W Snelling (1955-1959)
WAW Cark (1958-1960)

D W S Hunt (1959-1960)

G W StJ Chadwick (1960-1966)

Sir Frederick Hoyer Millar (1957-1962)
Sir Harold Caccia (1962-1965)

3 Select list of ambassadors, high commissioners and governors

Ambassador in Washington
Permanent representative to the
UN

Permanent representative to the
UN Trusteeship Council

Commissioner-general,
South-East Asia

High commissioner, India
High commissioner, South Africa

and High Commission
Territories

Sir Harold Caccia (1956-1961)
Sir David Ormsby-Gore (1961-1965)

Sir Pierson Dixon (1954-1960)
Sir Patrick Dean (1960-1964)

Sir Andrew Cohen (1957-1961)
Sir Hugh Foot (1961-1962)

Earl of Selkirk (1959-1963)

Mr M J MacDonald (1955-1960)

Sir Percivale Liesching (Mar 1955-
Dec 1958)

Sir John Maud (Jan 1959-Dec 1962)
(ambassador to South Africa from May
1961)
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Ambassador to South Africa

High commissioner, Federation
of Rhodesia and Nyasaland

Governor-general of The West
Indies Federation

Governor of Kenya

Governor of Tanganyika

Governor of Nyasaland

Governor of Northern Rhodesia
Governor of Cyprus

Governor of Aden

Sir Hugh Stephenson (1963-1966)
(high commissioner, BBS, until 1964,
when post abolished)

Lord Alport (May 1961-July 1963)

Lord Hailes (1958-1962)

Sir Evelyn Baring (1952-1959)

Sir Patrick Renison (1959-1962)

Mr M J MacDonald (1963-1965: gov-gen/
high commissioner)

Sir Richard Turnbull (1958-1961)

Sir Robert Armitage (1956-1961)
Sir Glyn Jones (1961-1964)

Sir Evelyn Hone (1959-1964)

Sir Hugh Foot (1957-1960)

Sir William Luce (1956-1960)

Sir Charles Johnston (1960-1963)

Sir Kennedy Trevaskis (1963-1965:
high commisioner)
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Introduction

The documents and their selection

The arrival in office of the Macmillan government brought with it a huge increase in
documentation. Nowhere was this more true than in the field of overseas and
colonial policy. For example, the number of PRO Foreign Office files (FO 371) on one
subject for a single year, relations with the UN in 1962, totals 500; the general
correspondence of the CRO (DO 35) generated 6,682 files between 1957 and 1960;
and the CO records on the West Indies alone (CO 1031) run to 2,335 files,
1957-1964. Faced with documentation on such a massive scale, the best any editor
can do is to work from the PRO listings and call up for study those files which seem
most likely to yield promising material for selection. Searches in this manner were
conducted by the editors across the records of several government departments, the
most useful being those of the Cabinet, the prime minister’s office, the CO, CRO and
FO. The editors have noted shifts in the salience of different parts of the policy-
making machine over time. In the post-war years, the Defence Committee, the
Economic Policy Committee, and the Chiefs of Staff Committee all played major
parts in the formulation of colonial policy. This had ceased to be true by the late
1950s, when the Colonial Policy Committee and its successors (the Defence and
Oversea Policy Committee by 1963) came to occupy a more central position. The
Treasury remained in a purely secondary role, at least as far as decolonisation policy
was concerned.

Before BDEEP was launched, one particularly influential supposition, especially
among economic historians, was that the Treasury files would hold the key to
understanding the dynamics of decolonisation.! With ten BDEEP volumes now
published (in twenty-four books), it is possible to report, though with all due caution,
that this has not proved to be the case. The Treasury generated apparently
promising-looking files labelled ‘general policy’, but this mostly turns out to be in
Treasury parlance merely a misnomer for ‘miscellaneous’. The Treasury had no
positive input into colonial policy initiatives and simply reacted to proposals laid
before it. As often as not, its consideration of colonial issues was easily dismissed
with the summary conclusion ‘no Treasury interest’. Of course, where expenditure
was involved, scrutiny could be rigorous (below, p 1xiv). One should not imagine that
the CO was constantly bombarding it with unrealistic requests, or that the two
departments were constantly at loggerheads, although there was some tough
bargaining over the size of financial settlements at independence. At the conclusion
of his five-volume Official history of colonial development, D J Morgan (who had
unrestricted access to the files), endorsed the picture painted by a former deputy
under-secretary of state for the colonies, Sir Charles Jeffries: that the work of the CO
touched the Treasury less continuously and less intimately than the work of other
departments, and so for ‘most of the time the Colonial Office went its own way’.?
Even in the titanic debate over the funding of pensions for the new Overseas Civil
Service (HMOCS) between 1955 and 1961, the Treasury officials were, Jeffries found,
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‘anxious to be as helpful as possible within the limits of what they regarded as the
correct approach’. And in the end, ‘the Colonial Office substantially achieved all that
it fought for over the years’ in the scheme established under the Overseas Service Aid
Act, 19612 The Treasury can also be shown to have exercised flexibility in other
matters too, such as the new Colonial Development and Welfare Act of 1959
(document nos 83, 306, 319, 320).

One other observation needs to be made about the nature of the archival records.
This concerns the official weeding and withholding of documents. BDEEP editors
can only see at the PRO what the general public are allowed to see. It is frustrating to
know that runs of files on the Falkland Islands are not available and the minutes of
some Commonwealth Prime Ministers’ Meetings are withheld—or to infer that
references to Hong Kong or CIA activities are blanked out in otherwise intact
documents—but none of this has in practice proved to be an insuperable problem.

When it comes to explaining why our selection is what it is, the first thing to say is
that the most serious challenge has been to stick within the predetermined strict
page-limits imposed. Defining the general shape and scope of the selection has not in
itself been difficult. It follows the now well-established BDEEP pattern for the
general volumes, of giving more or less equal space to the three categories of
political, administrative and constitutional change, economic and social policies
(including race and human rights), and defence, Commonwealth and international
relations. An opening chapter in Part I attempts to bring together the more
important surveys and planning papers on general policy formation, of which there
are a considerable number. Documents referring to more than one country find their
place here. Similarly, the final chapter in Part II is also organised around a general
theme, this time Commonwealth issues. The test of what kinds of document are
most relevant and suitable for selection draws on accumulated BDEEP experience.
Although a high proportion of Cabinet-level conclusions on any given problem—
assuming there were any—has been selected, the editors have constantly borne in
mind the desirability of representing, where possible, opinions expressed along the
various chains of decision-making, from junior officials upwards.

As far as technical editorial practices are concerned, printed selections such as this
inevitably impose on the documents a deceptive coherence and tidiness, and even an
elegance, alien to the actual archival record. A document may consist of a barely
legible typed carbon copy on flimsy paper, or perhaps a hand-written note, and may
lack any convenient indication as to what it is about. An editor has to start by doing
what any reader of the original files on colonial policy would have to do: mentally
assemble the sequence, cross-referencing and co-ordinating the records, not only
between different government offices, but also sometimes between departments
within those offices. A document may go through several drafts or reincarnations.
These have to be evaluated and the final version identified. Memoranda and
decisions, minutes and papers, letters and replies, which have become separated
archivally have to be correctly aligned again. But in addition, editors on occasion do
what readers would not, namely, undertake a certain amount of ‘document creation’.
What sometimes appears here as an apparently neat ‘document’ may in fact be
artificially constructed out of some of the minutes which appear in a bigger batch on
the minute-sheet attached to the inside front-cover of a file, and editorially
integrated with other minutes buried in the main body of the file.

The two editors of the present volume have probably each contributed about half
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of the selected total of 583 documents, though WRL searched the larger number of
original files. There was no systematic division of labour between us at the PRO, and
we avoided undue duplication of effort by the simple device of keeping each other up-
to-date on which files we had read. The final selection, link-notes, footnotes and copy
editing have mainly been the responsibility of RH. Our task has been eased to some
extent by Morgan’s pioneering research, published as volumes III, IV and V of The
official history of colonial development, the coverage of which is somewhat wider
than the title suggests. The erratic organisation of Morgan’s work, the scissors-and-
paste method, the random mixture of quotation and paraphrase, and the absence of
PRO referencing, all make these volumes difficult to use. But they provided some
welcome signposts and alerted us to a number of points which we might otherwise
have missed.

Dr Peter Henshaw provided an important set of xeroxes from the Government
Archives in Pretoria to complete our South African documentation. Others who have
helped us with insights, advice, or answers to enquiries, include Dr Mandy Banton
(PRO), Sir Derek Oulton, GCB, QC, the late Professor R E Robinson, CBE, Professor
A D Roberts, Dr John Lonsdale, Professor Tony Stockwell, Dr John Kent, Dr T N
Harper, Dr Philip Murphy, Dr S J Ball, Philip Alexander, and Richard McMillan; and
above all, our general editor, Dr Stephen Ashton.

We also acknowledge gratefully the generous contributions to the costs of
researching and preparing this volume made by the University of Texas at Austin,
Magdalene College, Cambridge, and the Managers of the Smuts Memorial Fund in
the University of Cambridge.

The policy-making process: ministers, officials, and administrative structures

Macmillan is of course famous for his proclaimed awareness of the need to come to
terms with the nationalist ‘wind of change’ in Africa. His speech in Cape Town on 3
February 1960 (document no 32) was not just an official declaration (though it was
that), nor did it represent a sudden personal conversion. In June 1955 we find him
writing to the ambassador in Paris: ‘The tide of the world is set in the direction of
national...autonomy and identity. . .. Time is not on the side of France, and she will
not be able to swim against the tide of nationalism in North Africa any more than we
have been able to do elsewhere in the world’.* Again, as early as July 1957 Macmillan
made a speech describing nationalism ‘as a tidal wave surging from Asia across the
ocean to the shores of Africa’, powerful, swift and elemental: ‘it can be led, but it
cannot be driven back’.’ Macmillan regarded this tide of colonial nationalism as one
of the two biggest developments in the world since 1945. The other was the
ideological struggle against communism ‘which really dominates everything ...
really holds the front of the stage’ (541). It was within these parameters that he
approached the higher level of colonial problems. It was very much the essence of his
policy to find ways of harnessing colonial nationalism so as to prevent the spread of
communism. This indeed was the theme at the heart of the Cape Town speech.

It is perhaps hard to see that Macmillan had any deep conviction which would
predispose him to favour the continuation of colonial rule. He came to the highest
office with a particular set of previous conditioning experiences. He probably knew as
much about the French empire as the British, after his three-year involvement with
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North Africa during the war, which had shown him how much damage imperial
pretensions could do to a great power and how tiresome settler communities could
be.® Even before this, briefly at the CO in 1942 as parliamentary under-secretary, he
had proposed an extraordinarily bold scheme for ‘buying out’ the European farmers
of the Kenya ‘white highlands’ and repatriating most of them.” Then, as chancellor of
the Exchequer in the last months of the Eden government, he had taken the
initiative for a reappraisal of overseas defence commitments (‘The future of the UK in
world affairs’).® Reviewing government expenditure as a whole, he took the line that
if available resources were too small to go round, colonial development might have
to be slowed down. As secretary of state for the colonies, Lennox-Boyd countered that
it would be ‘a very serious step indeed’, causing acute embarrassment politically and
economically in relations with colonies. Macmillan in reply (May 1956) agreed it
would be serious, but ‘in our present economic situation, serious and unpalatable
steps may have to be taken. I could not accept the view that Colonial development
should in all circumstances be exempt from review’. Nor was he entirely happy about
the level of the financial settlement made as Ghana approached independence.’

When Macmillan became prime minister in January 1957, he wanted the entire
colonial position reassessed as one of the first acts of his administration (1). As
Morgan comments dryly, ‘whether he would have felt so had he moved directly from
the Foreign Office rather than the Treasury is an interesting matter for
speculation’.!® What is beyond doubt, however, is the rebuff given to his initiative by
officials (2-3). As a result, any hopes Macmillan might have had of speeding up
transfers of power in the colonies—other than Cyprus—were put on the back-burner
for the next two years. His position was then enormously strengthened by an
unexpectedly solid election victory in October 1959, after which the colonial empire
unravelled instantly and without remission. In part that process was facilitated by the
way he had actively encouraged further preparatory policy studies. In this sense, the
two intervening years were not wasted years.

Macmillan’s chosen instrument for speeding up decolonisation from October 1959
was lain Macleod, who, although aged only forty-six and without directly relevant
experience, seemed to have the right kind of qualities for a task likely to be both
difficult and controversial: ‘it would need a Minister of great imagination, even
genius’.!’ He believed Macleod shared his own brand of ‘Disraelian Tory radicalism’.
So did Lord Hailsham, the other possible candidate for the CO, but Macmillan
disapproved of his unfortunate marital circumstances, even though Hailsham was
not the guilty partner. It may also be noted in passing that he did not promote his
son-in-law, Julian Amery, already in post as parliamentary under-secretary at the CO
since November 1958, and this despite the fact that nepotism held no terrors for
Macmillan. He thought Amery a skilful negotiator, having an ‘exceptional
combination of patience and determination’. Amery was, however, a right-wing die-
hard upholder of his father L. S Amery’s vision of the geopolitical verities of empire
and its need for fortress colonies (193, 194). Clearly this was not the kind of outlook
Macmillan wished to see directing the CO. Instead, it is possible that he had
earmarked Macleod for the post as early as May 1959. At least one MP noticed that
from about this time Macleod began attending parliamentary debates on colonial and
Commonwealth matters.'?

There were in all four secretaries of state for the colonies during the Macmillan
years: Alan Lennox-Boyd (July 1954 to October 1959), Iain Macleod (October 1959 to
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October 1961), Reginald Maudling (October 1961 to July 1962) and Duncan Sandys
(July 1962 to October 1964). There were two secretaries of state for Commonwealth
relations: Lord Home (April 1955 to July 1960) and Sandys (July 1960 to October
1964). Any ranking of these five key ministers would probably put Maudling at the
bottom, despite his important contribution to independence for Kenya and Northern
Rhodesia, simply because he occupied his office for a mere nine months. By contrast,
Home spent five years at the CRO before taking over the FO in 1960 for three years,
followed by one year as prime minister: a total of more than nine years—the nine
crucial years, it may be argued—at the centre of policy-making during the ‘end of
empire’. He was also a close and continuous confidant of Macmillan’s in a way none
of the others ever was. The only other leading ‘overseas’ minister, in the later years at
least, was R A Butler (home secretary, 1957-1962), put in charge of a Central Africa
Office for eighteen months (March 1962 to October 1963), and then foreign
secretary. Among the junior ministers, an especially active role was played by Lord
Perth as minister of state at the CO for over five years, under three successive
secretaries of state. Although he emerged from and returned to political obscurity,
Perth made himself in these years useful by providing an element of informed
continuity. Julian Amery during his two years at the CO made a distinctive if
sometimes unsettling contribution, specialising on colonies where defence issues
were involved.

All the five principal ministers of the inner group were strong characters. Lennox-
Boyd was perceived as a dominant, exuberant, and quixotic personality, a right-
winger, who got on well with colonial governors. Macleod also had plenty of
confidence, was a fine orator and debater, quick, well-organised and often ingenious
in decision-making, but many found him abrasive and even rude. (He was often in
pain, caused by arthritis and ankylosing spondylitis.) Lord Salisbury’s jibe in March
1961 that he was ‘too clever by half’ proved to be damaging to Macleod’s reputation.
By contrast, Maudling was more genial but much less good at public speaking. He
was reckoned to be a centre-right Conservative. Despite a keen intellect, he was
unfocused and perhaps too relaxed. Sandys was less clever, more ponderous, and
more to the right politically than these two, but methodical, a tough and patient
negotiator, forceful, and (as his permanent under-secretary admitted), ‘if necessary,
brutal’.®® Some senior advisers, including the Chiefs of Staff, found him
unnecessarily inconsiderate. Nehru remarked that Sandys reminded him of the sort
of Englishman who used to put him in jail.!* Home was a shrewd, pleasant and
competent administrator, who could be tough when necessary, and generally came to
sound official conclusions whatever his private prejudices. As prime minister, he was
less ‘presidential'—and less agitated or emotional—than Macmillan. There was
undoubtedly serious incompatibility between him and Macleod. Home regarded
Macleod as lacking in judgment to an alarming degree (‘he clearly believed
Lumumba was the greatest man in Africa’), and thought he should have stuck to
domestic politics. For his part, Macleod regarded Home an unregenerate
traditionalist.'®

Each of these ministers in the last or penultimate phase of dismantling the empire
had to work extremely hard. It was not uncommon for more than one constitutional
conference to be taking place simultaneously. Sir Kennedy Trevaskis of Aden
provides striking vignettes of Macleod and Sandys at work. Macleod he found
preoccupied with the West Indies, Northern Rhodesia, East Africa, Mauritius and
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Gambia. Trevaskis eventually got ten minutes with him to talk about Aden’s serious
problems. Macleod was eating a sandwich, glancing at newspapers, and issuing
instructions to his secretary on points in them: ‘he was like one of those
international chess champions who think nothing of taking on a couple of dozen
opponents at once. It was admirable, but seemed an odd way to wind up an empire’.
Of Sandys, Trevaskis recalled that his appointments book ‘read like an imperial
gazetteer’ and he ‘looked wan with fatigue . . . but not as wan as his red-eyed officials.
He was beset by a host of crises—a revolt in Zanzibar, mutinies in Kenya, Tanganyika
and Uganda, near war in Cyprus . .. Rhodesia’.!®

Macmillan became disillusioned with both his chosen CO lieutenants. Macleod
revealed ‘many faults’, threatened resignation too often, was too proud, too
emotional, too ambitious. And then to Macmillan’s astonishment, Maudling,
replacing him, did not produce a ‘steadier’ atmosphere but proved to be ‘plus noir
que les négres, more difficult and intransigent than his predecessor’.’” Why did
Macmillan come to think they were both moving too fast?

On the eve of his departure for his African tour, Macmillan told Sir Norman Brook:
‘Africans are not the problem in Africa, it is the Europeans who are the problem’
(497). Meeting settlers at first hand impressed upon Macmillan the strength of their
views. The Africans could not be dominated permanently, but: ‘nor can the
Europeans be abandoned’ (below, p liv). As decolonisation gathered momentum,
Macmillan began to feel the Europeans were being lost sight of: ‘no-one seems to
worry very much about the Europeans’ (124).!®* More than once he reminded his
ministers of Britain’s ‘moral obligation’ to the settlers. Macleod had to ease him
along and persuade him that there was no such thing as a safe colonial policy. In
retrospect, Macleod showed considerable understanding of the prime minister’s
mind:

I think the difficulty with Harold Macmillan in relation to Africa was that he had all
the right instincts, as his ‘Winds [sic] of Change’ speech showed quite clearly. He was
more than prepared for a rapid move to independence—as his appointment of myself
showed. But from time to time he wanted, as I daresay we all do, the best of both
worlds, he didn’t want to fall out with his good friends either at home or in Central or
East Africa as the case may be. Whereas, I took the brutal, but I think practical view
that this was an omelette that you couldn’t make without breaking eggs and one
couldn’t be friends with everybody however much one wanted to do it, while one was
pursuing such a policy."”

This astute interpretation receives support from an American insight into
Macmillan’s government (April 1963): ‘From a narrow national interest point of view
they would probably prefer to get out [of Southern Rhodesia] as quickly as possible.
However, as in the case of other dependent territories, they are showing a marked
sense of responsibility and making persistent endeavours to work out pragmatically
arrangements acceptable to the various elements concerned’.?

Of the civil servants, Norman Brook as secretary of the Cabinet, and, by 1957, with
ten years’ experience behind him, was already an olympian figure, able to offer the
prime minister magisterial advice until the very end of 1962, when he was succeeded
by his deputy, Burke Trend, from January 1963. Brook was closely involved in the
production of many of the major reports and surveys; Trend ran the Africa
Committee. In the CO, the permanent under-secretaryship in this period was divided
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(at August 1959) between Sir John Macpherson and Sir Hilton Poynton, while Sir
John Martin was deputy under-secretary of state throughout, jointly with Sir William
Gorell Barnes between 1959 and 1963. Macpherson had returned to the CO after
being governor (and governor-general) of Nigeria, 1948 to 1955, an experience which
gave a hard-edged practicality to his recommendations. Poynton was clever, but did
not get on with Macleod and was perceived as a patrician civil servant of the old
school; so was Martin in many ways, but more balanced and open-minded. Gorell
Barnes had a good brain but was thought to be tactless. Among the assistant under-
secretaries, Leslie Monson became especially prominent, in charge of East and
Central Africa from 1959. By contrast, one of the radical high-flyers of the period
before 1951, John Bennett, was in effect side-lined, being shuffled around a rapid
succession of the less active CO departments and then denied all further promotion
for the last twenty-five years of his career.

The three permanent under-secretaries of the CRO—Sir Gilbert Laithwaite, Sir
Percivale Liesching and Sir Saville (Joe) Garner—were all formidable and highly
experienced. Laithwaite transferred from the India Office and had been high
commissioner in Pakistan. Liesching had served in Canada, South Africa and
Australia, as well as in the Board of Trade and Ministry of Food: an unflinching, lucid
realist. Garner had served in India and Canada, married an American wife, and loved
skiing; in retirement he wrote an important semi-autobiographical history of the
Commonwealth Office.

The governors who loomed largest in the Whitehall limelight were those who took
a radical stance: Hugh Foot and Richard Turnbull. Foot was a left-winger of Quaker
education, who as governor of Cyprus (1957-1960) helped to achieve a settlement
there, though he felt he disagreed with Lennox-Boyd about almost everything. As the
British permanent representative to the UN, he had an even more fundamental
disagreement with Poynton, and increasingly found government policy on Rhodesia
unacceptable. He resigned in October 1962 (below p Ixxii). He came into his own
again under the Labour government of 1964. Turnbull in Tanganyika was widely
recognised as a powerful and robust figure, performing for East African
decolonisation a role comparable with that of Sir Charles Arden-Clarke ten years
earlier for West Africa. Tanganyika seemed a model of how to transfer power: swift,
smooth, peaceful and apparently amicable. Like Foot, Turnbull was a rowing fanatic;
unlike him, he had an earthy streak, which showed itself, for example, in teaching his
parrot to swear roundly before reciting the Lord’s Prayer. Turnbull provides a notable
case of a governor who seized the initiative and who was able decisively to speed up
the timetable. Reassessments by new governors were in any case always eagerly
awaited, not least Sir Charles Johnston’s for Aden in 1961 (199). The post of high
commissioner in South Africa was the most demanding of the ‘ambassadorial’
appointments, and it was filled with great panache by a former academic town-
planning expert, Sir John Maud, for four years (January 1959 to December 1962). His
despatches were among the best received from the periphery during this period, full
of caustic insight into the evils of the apartheid regime (462, 479).

Although the Cabinet was the final arbiter in all matters, many of the most
important decisions for the colonies were hammered out in its specialist sub-
committees. The Colonial Policy Committee was for Macmillan’s first few months
chaired by the lord president of the Council, Lord Salisbury. Its members were the
lord chancellor, the foreign secretary, the secretaries of state for Commonwealth
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relations and for the colonies, and the minister of defence. The prime minister
attended for Cyprus business. After Salisbury’s resignation over the release of
Archbishop Makarios, from April 1957 the chair was taken by the lord chancellor,
Lord Kilmuir, the lord president no longer attending. Macmillan was not an admirer
of Kilmuir, and the Committee tended to get bogged down on Cyprus and Malta.
Towards the end of 1958, Macmillan took over the chairmanship himself (554) and
ensured that it reviewed constitutional developments more widely. Behind it was an
official committee (ie, a committee made up entirely of officials), which declined
rapidly in importance after its heroic work in 1957 on Macmillan’s ‘profit and loss
account’, and with the setting up from mid-May 1957 of an official Africa Committee
under Burke Trend. (This was after the FO had protested about the ‘insufficiently
interdepartmental’ way Africa was being dealt with.) The Africa Committee rapidly
gained in significance. In July 1962, with decolonisation well advanced, the Colonial
Policy Committee was converted into the Oversea Policy Committee, to provide a
more international overview; its parallel official committee took on the functions of
the Africa Committee (97). The OPC was chaired by the prime minister; its members
were the first secretary of state (Butler), the foreign secretary, the Commonwealth
secretary (Sandys, also representing the CO), the minister of defence and the
chancellor of the Exchequer. The higher-level nature of the new committee is evident
in the presence of the chancellor, who had not sat on the CPC. Then in October 1963
the Defence Committee was wound up and its functions, together with those of the
OPC, were amalgamated into a single Defence and Oversea Policy Committee.

Reasonably good working relations appear to have been established between the
CO and CRO over transitions to independence (88, 89), though there was always a
certain amount of rivalry, and the CRO sometimes would have liked more
information, particularly about the economic circumstances of territories coming its
way. The High Commission Territories (Basutoland, Bechuanaland and Swaziland)
were transferred from the CRO to the CO as a consequence of South Africa’s
departure from the Commonwealth in 1961. Macmillan was not entirely happy about
this but saw no alternative.?! It occurred to him that a possible reverse transfer of
Northern Rhodesia and Nyasaland from the CO to the CRO might be made, partly as
a quid pro quo, and partly as a means of resolving the tensions between the two
departments in their joint handling of the Central African Federation. Brook,
however, convincingly disabused him of this idea, stressing that it would be read as
shifting the balance of sympathies too much in favour of the Europeans (94). Instead,
Brook proposed an entirely new Central Africa Office. This was duly established, to
great surprise within the Federation and opposition from Sir Evelyn Hone, the
governor of Northern Rhodesia (96). Butler took charge and, as intended, reduced
the pressure on the prime minister, who had found himself at the centre of repeated
disagreements. It is a good illustration of how a neat and simple solution can
sometimes be found to a bureaucratic nightmare, even if a little late in the day.

An amalgamation of the CO and CRO seemed in principle to make sense, with
Brook being among the first to point out the desirability of getting rid of the term
‘colonial’. Neither office was keen to lose its identity before it had to.?? Sounding out
Commonwealth governments through the high commissioners in 1959 only further
discouraged the idea for the moment: they felt the existence of a separate CRO was
proof of the importance attached to the Commonwealth, and if this ‘retrograde’ step
were taken, their governments might bypass the new combined office and deal direct
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with the FO instead (90). The prime minister concluded in 1960 that merger was as
yet premature. However, the overall situation had altered so much by the end of 1962
that Macmillan was then willing to accept the principle of amalgamation. What he
absolutely rejected was a merger between the CRO and FO as the supposedly two
‘diplomatic’ departments; it would be ‘political dynamite’ (98). Sandys took over
responsibility for the CO as well as the CRO in July 1962. As the territories for which
the CO was responsible shrank dramatically in number, the attractions of
amalgamation grew. Poynton was determined that the CO should not be side-lined as
a mere ‘rocks and islands’ department (99). The two offices were eventually
amalgamated in 1966.

By this time in any case, a lot of the functions the CO performed for the smaller
territories had already been transferred, at first to the new Department of Technical
Co-operation, set up in 1961 in order to co-ordinate and expand all the government’s
activities in this growing field (92, 93, 346). Ministers soon thought it needed
glamorising (43); it was transmuted by the new Labour government of October 1964
into a new Ministry of Overseas Development, under Sir Andrew Cohen as the first
permanent under-secretary.

Other proposed administrative innovations were abortive. The CO turned down as
unnecessary a suggestion to appoint its own minister for aid; the Development Policy
Committee provided enough co-ordination.?? Brook urged the CO to start a planning
section like the one run by Peter Ramsbotham in the FO. Poynton would not agree,
reflecting a general scepticism in the CO about ‘thinking departments’ divorced from
practical responsibilities; in any case everything in Africa was changing so fast that
any policy projections would soon be invalidated. A suggestion for a ‘commissioner-
general for Africa’ (parallel to the commissioner-general for South-East Asia) was
also ruled out, as too difficult and unnecessary.* A proposal from Malcom MacDonald
(high commissioner in India) for an aid co-ordinator in South-East Asia was rejected
(341, 345).

For the Colonial Service, the main event of these years was the finalisation of the
arrangements for the new Overseas Civil Service after protracted planning since
1956.% The idea was to reassure officers who might feel they were working
themselves out of a job and to ensure administrative continuity through transfers of
power. The substantive issue surfacing in 1957 was anticipating administrative
breakdown in Nigeria. The Treasury submitted to CO and CRO pressure to try to
ensure that a reasonable number of officers stayed on after independence (82). The
alternative might be a disastrous collapse. Moreover, as Home argued the case, ‘today
trade follows the technical adviser and administrator, just as in the past it followed
the flag’ (83). However, at this juncture the emphasis was on getting a fair deal for
civil servants. In the event, decent compensation proved to act as a disincentive to
staying on. Macmillan decisively intervened, helping Macleod to expedite a solution.
A ‘new approach’ was adopted in July 1960, enabling as many expatriates as possible
to continue in post, the cost of the excess of their emoluments over those of locally
recruited officers being borne by the British government. This cost was estimated at
about £24 million a year. The chancellor of the Exchequer was anxious about such a
substantial new expense, but accepted that offsetting pension savings could reduce
the apparent cost significantly, while he could not deny the need to give high priority
to good administration in newly independent countries (85, 86). A survey was made
in August 1960 asking governors for their opinion of the new scheme. The response
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was generally favourable, the only sour reply coming from Sir William Goode of
North Borneo (87).% As enacted, the Overseas Service Aid Act (1961) was essentially a
scheme of technical assistance, in that it helped developing countries to secure and
retain experienced staff from overseas by giving them direct financial help.?

High policy planning and surveys
The Macmillan government is notable for the large number of policy studies it
produced, most of them initiated by the prime minister himself, starting with
‘Future constitutional development in the colonies’, 1957. Barely two weeks after
taking office, Macmillan called for an analysis of progress towards independence, and
‘something like a profit and loss account’ for each colony; he wanted to know
whether Britain stood to lose or gain by its departure (1). It is probable that he saw
the exercise as moving in tandem with the defence review entrusted to Sandys. (The
prime minister asked for a ‘Chequers weekend’ discussion in late February to take
account at least of the strategic aspects of colonial constitutional development; the
CO refused to co-operate, since the information by then available would be
incomplete.)?® In the event the assembling of the analysis was so complex that the
process could not be finalised within the time-scale Macmillan had envisaged, with
Cabinet consideration perhaps in June 1957. The main CO paper (2), co-ordinated by
Ian Watt (an assistant secretary) was ready in May. CO ministers praised it highly:
‘this is a stupendous job—splendidly done’ (Lord Perth), ‘a magnificent achievement
on which all who have worked so hard in the Department deserve the highest
possible praise’ (Lennox-Boyd).?® The secretary of state thought it both
comprehensive and realistic, and said later that he constantly referred to it.*°
Governors were not consulted, the permanent under-secretary taking the view that it
was ‘best not to alarm them by the knowledge that this exercise is being conducted.”
Moreover, Brook, in a remarkable piece of bureaucratic obfuscation, began to argue
that the whole purpose of the reappraisal was simply information-gathering; the
prime minister was not concerned to evaluate or write off colonies in order to save
money. Officials like Watt himself and Sir Frank Lee of the Treasury dismissed this
tendentious briefing with a pinch of salt.?? Brook further played down the exercise by
advising the prime minister that Cabinet discussion was not required after all, since
any policy decision would require special consideration in the light of each local
situation. Macmillan—perhaps disappointed that the result was not more supportive
of his presuppositions—agreed that circulating the reports would suffice.®

The thrust of the officials’ argument (2, 3) was that withdrawing from colonies
might produce some modest financial saving but would be discreditable where it was
not dangerous, and not only for strategic reasons. They advanced four reservations.
The first was a worry about withdrawal of British authority from multi-racial
communities, especially Kenya, Fiji, and Mauritius, where the presence of Indian
immigrants was, after all, entirely Britain’s responsibility. The second was a warning
that withdrawal might lead to a vacuum into which other powers would move:
France into Gambia and Sierra Leone, Yemen into Aden, Greece, Turkey or even
Egypt into Cyprus, Indonesia into Borneo, the United States into Guiana, Guatemala
into Honduras, and Argentina into the Falklands. British prestige would be damaged,
and the risk of communism would then be increased. The third reservation was
concern that trusteeship obligations would be repudiated. Where international
reputation, strategic requirements or global prestige could not be said to be at stake,
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the officials raised the objection of ‘moral abdication’. This was held to operate for
Seychelles, Mauritius, the Solomons, and Gilbert & Ellice Islands; the last two indeed
could be expected to ‘revert to a primitive mode’ of chaos and barbarism. Finally
there was a risk that an expanding South Africa might use the opportunity of British
withdrawals to take over the High Commission Territories, the two Rhodesias, and
even Tristan da Cuhna, all of which would be equally bad for the inhabitants and for
British prestige and moral standing. (Fear of the spread of apartheid seems to have
been as great as fear of communism.) In short, massive, not to say fanciful,
objections were raised to reducing British colonial commitments. Indeed, the
response was even more negative than a similar exercise (though on a much smaller
scale) undertaken by the FO in 1952, when at least the Falkland Island Dependencies
were identified as a possible sacrifice.>* Now the Falklands were clearly marked out
for retention (because abandonment of the British population to the fate of
Argentinian rule ‘would be discreditable and severely damaging to prestige’); while
the Falkland Island Dependencies were said to be an important base for Antarctic
research, the loss of which would contribute to damaging British prestige and
influence, ‘especially in scientific circles’.

However, what is significant here is that no economic or strategic objections were
advanced as a general bar to constitutional progress. Even in territories where the
strategic requirements were reckoned to be large, it was forecast that the
government might for political reasons be forced to reduce their military
expectations. Officials recognised that much would depend on policies pursued after
independence, because the economic and financial implications of the grant of
independence did not flow from the grant itself; the maintenance of goodwill and
friendship was therefore the vital thing. The conclusion of the whole matter was,
then, as far as economic factors were concerned, that the officials pronounced a nihil
obstat. And accordingly they highlighted the salience of political considerations and
prestige calculations.

As to the other main issue, progress towards independence, two themes emerged
strongly. One was scepticism about the speed of advance in Nigeria. The Gold Coast
had ‘set a pace too fast’ for Nigeria, and the prospects for the latter’s future under
self-government seemed doubtful. But there could be no turning back. The other
theme was the identification of East Africa as the pivotal area for future
constitutional planning, caught as it was—or so the officials argued—between
Islamic instability and Soviet expansion moving potentially southwards, with South
African expansion and apartheid moving potentially northwards, and possibly even
Indian expansion moving potentially westwards. Local internal nationalism would be
growing all the time.

In the summer of 1958 another major officials’ report emerged, ‘The position of
the United Kingdom in world affairs’ (5), in which Brook completed an initiative for
which Macmillan had been mainly responsible before he became prime minister.®
Although there were several departmental submissions, the FO draft by Ramsbotham
formed the core of it. The CO insisted (once again) that its obligations should not be
abandoned (‘to do this anywhere would undermine confidence and imperil our policy
everywhere’), and Brook was (once again) sympathetic; he also played up the
Commonwealth. The CO were pleased with the final report: ‘an excellent and well
thought out paper’, which suited them nicely. Lennox-Boyd found it a ‘worthwhile
document, especially paras 16, 21 and 22’. On the other hand, the Treasury did not
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like the prospect of ‘some immediate but limited expenditure in support of colonial
and Commonwealth commitments’.*® The report concluded that there was no scope
for reducing overseas commitments on the scale required, nor could further major
defence cuts be contemplated.

In receiving this report, Macmillan decided he wanted officials to look further
ahead, over the next ten years, and to make a comprehensive study of total resources
in relation to total overseas commitments. Thus the ‘Future policy study, 1960-1970’
was designed as a large-scale planning exercise which might become a blueprint for
whichever government took office after the general election in October 1959. Sir
Patrick Dean (deputy under-secretary of state at the FO) was put in charge. Lennox-
Boyd supported it: ‘T am strongly in favour of this and think that such a wide-ranging
study will be of great value to the members of a new administration’.?” Into it were
fed not only the ‘position of the UK’ report, but despatches from Malcolm MacDonald
on India (eg, 7), and correspondence about the South-West Pacific (9, 10). The CRO
submitted a major new survey of the Commonwealth (11), the Treasury an analysis of
‘economic strength’, and the FO a paper on Anglo-American relations (13). Of these
the most contentious was the Commonwealth paper, even in its revised form. The CO
(14) and the FO considered that claims for the value of the Commonwealth had been
over-pitched by the CRO. Surely the Americans did not listen to Britain because of
the Commonwealth? (para 31). Surely Britain was not a spokesman for the
Commonwealth? And if it was economically ‘good business’ (para 32), surely this did
not depend on its cohesion as a political entity?*

The basic premise of the report was gloomy: that during the 1960s Britain’s
relative power would certainly decline (17). Its fundamental conclusion was
therefore that the preservation of the Atlantic alliance was ‘the core of our foreign
policy’ and ‘in the last resort, the most basic of our interests’. The study was
emphatic that the first, the ultimate, aim of British policy in the 1960s would be to
check the growing power of the Sino-Soviet bloc. The implications of this conclusion
were perceived with succinct clarity by Ramsbotham: ‘United Kingdom power will
thus be founded on United States partnership, buttressed by Western European
solidarity (we hope), and usable through the instrument of the Commonwealth’.*°

Integration with Europe was certainly seen as a possible alternative to the Atlantic
alliance; but no more than that. As Dean put it: ‘I am concerned that we should not
lightly consider throwing away the bird-in-the-hand of the Anglo-United States
interdependence and special relationship for the as yet bird-in-the-bush plan for
much closer association, leading perhaps to integration, with Western Europe’. The
British ambassador to France, Sir Gladwyn Jebb, could not persuade him that it was
‘later than you think’ and not too soon for the European option to be more fully
thought out (18).

The CO felt this important and inevitably complicated exercise had been handled
very efficiently by Dean and the permanent under-secretaries. They thought ‘a
fascinating set of papers’ had been assembled; they were especially impressed by the
Treasury paper, which was unexpectedly sympathetic to increasing the amount of
aid.*” Carstairs (one of the assistant under-secretaries of state, who had a
philosophical turn of mind) contributed two criticisms of the draft report:
successfully urging that a clearer statement of fundamental objectives was needed
(15), but less successfully trying to inject some traditional trusteeship doctrines (16).

Not included in the ‘Future policy study’ was a report on ‘Democracy in backward
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countries’, which Macmillan wanted kept separate (117).*! This examination of the
validity of the Westminster model of government was organised by Brook, relying
chiefly on FO advice. Unfortunately the FO took two years to produce its paper, and
when it did so, neither the CRO nor the CO liked it (25-27). Meanwhile, the CO was
conducting its own investigation into the reasons for the apparent failure of
democratic parliamentary institutions (28). This whole debate resonated within the
cold war context, validating the idea that post-independence deviations from the
Westminster model should be viewed tolerantly. Stable and popular government was
what mattered, and it was probably at least as important to make ‘these countries less
backward as to make them democratic’. In any case, whatever doubts there were
about the Westminster model, theorising seemed to CO officials to be largely
irrelevant. It would be quite impracticable to offer an alternative, since this would be
resented by emerging nations themselves (25). Only Swaziland rejected the model
from the outset.

‘Africa in the next ten years’ was a report prepared early in 1959 by officials of the
Africa Committee working under its chairman Burke Trend of the Cabinet Office
(20). It provided an interdepartmental view as well as a basis for ministerial talks
with, and persuasion of, the Americans and Canadians (November 1959) (22), and the
French (December 1959). Its central thesis was as follows:

If Western governments appear to be reluctant to concede independence to their
dependent territories, they may alienate African opinion and turn it towards the Soviet
Union; if on the other hand they move too fast they run the risk of leaving large areas
of Africa ripe for Communist exploitation.

By thus starkly demonstrating how policy was impaled on the horns of a dilemma,
the paper undoubtedly sent a very clear cautionary message to ministers. When
officials discussed their draft report, they felt the emphasis on defence might seem
rather heavy, but in the last resort it was difficult to define British interests in Africa
in other than strategic terms, which seemed likely to remain strong for the next
decade. They had in mind particularly the need for over-flying rights to ensure
communications to the Persian Gulf and South-East Asia. They also addressed the
South African problem. Although they felt that on balance South Africa would
probably still be in the Commonwealth through the 1960s, it was fundamentally
important not to be thought identifying with its policies.*

The US State Department received the paper as ‘a very fine intelligence document’,
‘remarkably perceptive’. The Americans did not wish to dissent from it, although
they could have wished for something more specific on future policy.* The French
also found it ‘excellent and comprehensive’, if rather too optimistic in tone: perhaps
a more catastrophic view should be taken in the light of the Congo?** The prime
minister’s personal advisers were much less indulgent. Tim Bligh (principal private
secretary) thought it only quite good, but not very original and not very profound
about many of the fundamental questions. De Zulueta (the foreign affairs private
secretary) was unimpressed. Unfortunately, perhaps, he secured Macmillan’s
signature to his critique, which was neither well-informed (his views on Indirect
Rule and on the kabaka of Buganda were obviously out of date) nor realistic (Africa
was ‘one of the few parts of the world in which European powers still have direct
influence’). In reply, Lennox-Boyd attempted politely to put the prime minister
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straight (21). But the prime minister’s request for further investigation was readily
conceded. Moreover, Macmillan in March 1960 authorised a South-East Asian
counterpart, modelled upon it, as an off-shoot of the ‘Future policy study’. A
committee chaired by Sir R Scott (formerly commissioner-general for South-East
Asia) reported in October 1960: ‘Future development and policy in South-East Asia’.®

The ‘wind of change’ speech takes its place in the sequence of key state-papers and
policy declarations (32). The idea of an African tour was entirely Macmillan’s own,
one which came to him after the 1959 election victory. Africa, he explained to Brook,
seemed to be the biggest problem ‘looming up for us here at home’:

We just succeeded at the General Election in ‘getting by’ on this. But young people of
all Parties are uneasy and uncertain of our moral basis. Something must be done to
lift Africa on to a more national plane as a problem to the solution of which we must
all contribute, not out of spite—like the Observer and New Statesman—and not out of
complacency—but by some really imaginative effort.

Undertaking a journey immediately after Christmas would bring this African
problem ‘into the centre of affairs’. Brook was to be sure to tell him if this was a bad
idea, ‘but I have the feeling that it might be a good idea and just get something
moving in what seems [to be a] log-jam of ideas’. Macmillan’s original plan was to
start the tour in the Union, and of course if the South African government would not
receive him then the whole thing would probably be called off.*® In fact Verwoerd was
not averse to the visit, but the sequence had to be reversed, with the Union coming
last. This was mainly because South African MPs would not reconvene until mid-
January. Macmillan himself had not intended to visit the High Commission
Territories, but Maud persuaded him that this would be a mistake, since it would be
interpreted as lack of interest in them.

The general preparation of the speeches for the tour was begun by Bligh, who set
out some suggested themes which were then considered by various CO depart-
ments, who submitted drafts to the prime minister’s office for co-ordination and
refinement. The Ghana draft, forwarded by Poynton, was largely the work of High
Commissioner Arthur Snelling and, in the CO, of O H Morris and J H Robertson.
C G Eastwood (an assistant under-secretary of state) revised the collective CO advice
that the prime minister should be ‘a man in a hurry’ in Africa into an exhortation
to ‘remember the pace of change in Africa’. (The CRO brief made a similar plea: ‘in
the face of the rising flood of African nationalism the pace at which we have to
move becomes very delicate’.) Gorell Barnes (deputy under-secretary of state) coun-
selled the prime minister against referring to a time-table: ‘we are not on the run,
with our dependencies pace-making; we are discharging our obligations in a consci-
entious and orderly manner’. The Nyasaland speech was drafted in the high com-
missioner’s office at Salisbury and, unsurprisingly, was badly received in the CO. It
seemed too supportive of Sir Roy Welensky (federal prime minister) and the
Federation, too committed to a limited franchise and slower African progress. As
Perth complained, such an emphasis could only spread ‘alarm and despondency’ in
Northern Rhodesia and Nyasaland. Radical redrafting was therefore undertaken, by
Perth himself.*’

The preparation of the crucial keynote speech to the South African parliament in
Cape Town was entrusted to Maud, since he seemed to have mastered the knack of
speaking forcefully to Afrikaners without mortally offending them. Macmillan’s
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directive to Maud was that he ‘must philosophise but not attack’. In two discussions
with Maud on 14 December 1959, when they planned the outlines of the speech,
Macmillan said he believed ‘there was a very strong demand’ in Britain that he
should ‘indicate that the vast majority of people in this country did not agree with
the Union government’s policy on apartheid. . .he must really try to find some phrase
which indicated a critical approach’. It would be fruitless to tell them that we did not
approve of apartheid, but criticism could be expressed in terms of how Britain dealt
with not dissimilar problems; South Africa was not the only state grappling with
racial diversity. Maud agreed this would be an excellent approach; necessary
courtesies must be observed, but they were after all dealing, in Maud’s view, with a
police-state run by Transvaal thugs; the main objective would be to get them to be
less ostrich-like, and look at themselves against the background of the world as a
whole. Maud emphasised the theme that ‘the stage was still being set in Africa as to
whether the forces of nationalism would be harnessed for or against Communism’.
This theme was built into the speech, and the records also show clearly that the
sentence which came at its climax was a revision worded by Maud. This was the
unequivocal statement that there were some aspects of South African policies which
made it impossible to support them ‘without being false to our own deep convictions
about the political destinies of free men, to which in our own territories we are trying
to give effect’.

Meanwhile, Home had asked the former high commissioner in South Africa, Sir
Evelyn Baring, to think of themes which would help to create a more emollient
atmosphere. Baring helpfully suggested references to Scotland, the Afrikaans lan-
guage, pioneers, and accomplishments in farming and industry.”® Maud consulted
his deputy, Jack Johnston, despite having to produce a first draft at speed. This
went to the CRO, then back to the prime minister’s secretaries and to Brook. The
CO was simply shown the resultant draft at the end of December. The reaction
there was decidedly favourable: ‘this is a clever speech’ (O H Morris); ‘very good
and courageous, if possibly a little long’ (Eastwood); ‘goes further than might have
been expected in the direction that we in the CO would wish it to take’ (J H
Robertson). Robertson reported to Bligh how relieved the CO was that a good deal
would be said about the Afro-Asian Commonwealth and the way in which South
Africa was an embarrassment to Britain: ‘I have been asked to say to you that if the
prime minister had not felt able to take this sort of line when he was in South
Africa, we think the repercussions in many colonial territories might have been
serious’.”! Indeed, the underlying sub-text of the speech as a whole was that South
Africa was a liability to the West in the geopolitical context of the all-important
battle against communism. This battle required coming to terms with the rising
tide of African national consciousness: ‘the wind of change is blowing through this
continent’.

The famous phrase occurred only about a third of the way into the speech. It was
first used on 9 January in the Ghana speech, following a reference to states which
had recently achieved independence, and those who were about to do so, Togoland,
Somaliland and Mali: ‘the wind of change is blowing through British East and
Central Africa and through the Belgian Congo’. It attracted little attention, but
someone in Macmillan’s entourage thought it worth repeating, and inserted it at the
last moment into the Cape Town speech. Who this was is not entirely certain. Two
members of the party, John Wyndham (one of the private secretaries) and Tim Bligh,
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both later disclaimed any knowledge of the phrase’s genesis (which might be thought
almost to prove neither of them was responsible).”> On the other hand, the CRO’s
D W S Hunt (later Sir David) did claim to be the ‘author’.”® It may well be that Hunt
made the insertion into the Cape Town speech, but the phrase itself belongs to a
section of the Ghana speech apparently written by J H Robertson before 15
December. Robertson was allowed to accompany the prime minister in order
specifically to help with the finalisation of his speeches.*

The address was received by the South African parliament in silence, with only a
mild titter where laughter was expected. The Opposition and the Africans were,
however, jubilant, and no-one could deny its impact. From the British point of view it
was a triumph (444). Maud commented privately and at once that ‘the whole thing
will have done untold good out here’. His considered judgment was that it made the
visit ‘probably the most important event in South Africa since 1948’,*® for, as Hunt
declared, the speech was the visit (444). Back in Whitehall, a planned declaration on
British colonial policy was finally abandoned, Sir Alexander Clutterbuck explaining
to the CRO: ‘we now have the Cape Town speech as our locus classicus, and no-one
can say that our broad policy is not known to the world’(34). In the CO, it was seized
upon by John Bennett (who had long urged the need for a faster and more radical
approach to decolonisation) as ‘an important speech ... one of the most noteworthy
statements of United Kingdom policy about Africa and the developing
Commonwealth which has been made in recent years’. At his insistence copies were
transmitted to all governors, thus underlining the status of the speech as a definitive
guide to government thinking.’® Brook reported to the Cabinet that the prime
minister was generally thought to have been both courteous and courageous.®

Within weeks the phrase ‘wind of change’ entered the discourse of decolonisation,
quoted and appealed to by ministers, proconsuls and officials alike. Macleod invoked
it (147). Home referred to it (40: and p liv below). Macmillan mournfully quoted it
against himself when South Africa left the Commonwealth (‘the wind of change has
blown us away’).”®

In order to establish the exact significance of the speech in the evolution of British
policy towards its own colonies, we may observe that nowhere did it employ the old
well-worn slogans about multi-racialism and partnership (in the idiomatic Central
African sense). Instead, it endorsed the term ‘non-racial’ which had been used by the
foreign secretary, Selwyn Lloyd, at the UN General Assembly on 17 September 1959,
‘our policy is non-racial’.?®® The term seems rather suddenly to have come into use
during 1959, Maud using it in connection with Swaziland in February; it was also
applied to Basutoland (December 1958 : 478), Kenya (20 & 116 n 3), Tanganyika
(141) and Zanzibar (116). Macmillan’s speech gave it greater prominence.

Importantly too, the speech meshed in with the new clarity of thought which
Macleod brought to colonial policy from October 1959. For Macleod, the ‘real
problem’ at the heart of all his challenges, was East-Central Africa, especially Kenya
(31, 35). ‘The final test of our policies’ would come in Kenya, Nyasaland and
Northern Rhodesia (35). The basic difficulty was ‘to achieve an orderly transfer of
power to the Africans without losing the confidence of the Europeans’ (37). The over-
riding consideration was to make sure East Africa did not become sympathetic to the
Sino-Soviet cause. The speed of advance was driven by events, ‘above all in the
Congo’ (160). Macleod’s Cabinet memorandum of 3 January 1961 (36) contains his
well-known statement that he had tried to ‘define the pace of British colonial policy
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in Africa as “not as fast as the Congo and not as slow as Algeria”. He invited his
colleagues to recognise that ‘pressure from the United Nations, now that Belgium
and France are dropping out as colonial powers, will increasingly concentrate on us’.

An officials’ interdepartmental paper in August 1961 firmly returned the focus to
the cold war context. Africa was a ‘target in the east—west struggle’ and policy-makers
must always remember the need to keep it out of the communist camp. Over-flying
rights still seemed essential for the maintenance of the British position in the world.
But much the most effective policy was ‘to disengage, to leave the Africans alone, to
advise and help only when our advice and help is asked for’ (39).

The main policy surveys of the early 1960s were concerned with the expansion of
the Commonwealth and the future of the smaller colonial territories, those too small
to aspire to realistic independence. The notable report prepared by officials under
John Chadwick (an assistant under-secretary, CRO) in April 1962 reflected the
progress made with decolonisation (544). And then a most important CO survey
produced in September 1963 showed that although there were still forty British
dependent territories, independence was the proclaimed goal for twenty-four of
them. These were expected to get it by 1965, though no date could as yet be given for
the High Commission Territories. This left sixteen small territories, most of which
could probably find their future within a UN category of ‘free association’ with
Britain, allowing them internal autonomy. The CO pondered whether a ‘general act
of decolonisation’ could be made by 1965. Everyone seemed to agree this was neither
possible nor wise, and that no general solution could be proposed for colonies whose
status was so diverse. The CO believed, however, that these sixteen colonies could all
make significant political advances (46). The survey was tested on other departments
and no substantial modifications resulted, so the paper held the field for the
remainder of the life of the Conservative government (47-49).

As prime minister, Sir Alec Douglas-Home* in Canada in February 1964
proclaimed ‘the virtual end of the process of decolonisation’, making a ritual
reference to its beginnings in the Durham Report of 1839. ‘Colonialism is nearly at
an end’ and it was time to take up the challenge of other problems (389). And Duncan
Sandys announced to the Commonwealth Prime Ministers’ Meeting on 8 July 1964,
‘we have no desire to prolong our colonial obligations for a day longer than is
necessary’ (52). These pronouncements were as near as the Conservative government
came to a formal declaration of the ‘end of empire’.

Defence policy and strategy

Macmillan’s desire for a defence policy combining maximum effectiveness with
minimum cost was speedily delivered by Sandys as minister of defence. The 1957
Defence White Paper®® was a rigorous reappraisal which arose directly out of
Macmillan’s cogitations as chancellor of the Exchequer and before that as minister of
defence himself. He commissioned Sandys to secure substantial savings in costs and
manpower. In the last five years defence had been absorbing ten per cent per annum
of GNP, and the aim was to get it down to seven per cent by 1962. The priority given
to the nuclear deterrent was upgraded (perhaps reflecting disillusionment over the

* Lord Home had renounced his peerage in order to become prime minister from 18 October
1963.
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reliability of the United States in the Suez Crisis). Consequent upon this, the end of
National Service (conscription) was decreed for 1962, together with reductions in the
size of the Navy and RAF Fighter Command. For the remaining all-volunteer
(regular) conventional forces, mobility was to be the key doctrine. Presented to the
Cabinet as a five-year plan amounting to ‘a fundamental revolution in our defence
policy’ (53), the new policy stopped short of questioning the need for a global role.
The government believed it was important to remain a nuclear power, in order to
have the maximum influence on world affairs. The cuts, however, were deep, and the
huge reduction in manpower (to 375,000) was bound to make sustained counter-
insurgency operations problematic. British army strength in the colonies was
slashed by almost two-thirds. A settlement in Cyprus was now urgently required. To
the extent that calculations about the feasibility of continuing to hold on to colonies
by force were integral to decisions to transfer power, the new defence policy can be
said to have contributed to decolonisation. Lennox-Boyd was especially anxious
about the naval cuts (54).

The 1957 principles were superseded by the White Paper of 1962. Once again the
review was initiated by the prime minister, in a directive of October 1961 calling for
the preparation of a new strategy for the 1960s, setting forth the objectives and likely
limitations (66). The aim was to keep defence costs within seven per cent of GNP
(one-third of government expenditure), which meant reducing overseas costs by £35
million a year. Although the government’s commitment to the nuclear deterrent
remained firm (42), the balance was deliberately shifted towards conventional forces,
and towards reliance on sea-borne and air-borne forces (67). Defence Minister Harold
Watkinson told the Chiefs of Staff he was looking for a change of image: ‘I wish this
image to be one of highly mobile, well-equipped forces, with a touch of the
swashbuckling of the first Elizabeth’s forces about them’. Perhaps, he added, ‘in
modern times, it must be more like Dan Dare” and less like the public’s conception of
Whitehall-bred warriors’.!

The perennial problem of rising defence costs was examined again in February
1963 (69). Ministers seemed inclined to prefer to reduce commitments in Europe
rather than East of Suez. But they wondered whether oil might not flow without
bases, and whether Kuwait might not be encouraged to look more to self-defence.
Burdens in the Far East could only be reduced by curtailing political commitments
to Malaysia. In the context of a decision about aircraft carriers in July 1963, the
chancellor, Maudling, insisted ‘a healthy economy was as important in the world-
wide struggle against Communism as military forces’ (72), thus echoing the kind of
warnings made by chancellors right back to the 1930s.

By the summer of 1963 the minister of defence, Peter Thorneycroft, summarised
the three pillars of the existing strategy on which defence planning was based: ‘a
contribution to the forces of NATO, the preservation of an independent nuclear
deterrent, and the provision of a continuing military presence East of Suez.%? It was
clear to him at any rate that the government could not abandon any of these, though
in due course the European burden might be scaled down. Chancellor Maudling
accepted this, but questioned how vital the ‘third pillar’ was (72). Macmillan

* A space-age clean-limbed comic-strip figure in The Eagle, a famous boys’ comic, edited by a
clergyman.
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certainly felt there was room for argument about the levels of military capacity in the
Middle East and Far East: the commitment to the external defence of Malaysia by
maintaining forces at Singapore need not be a long-term one, particularly if a
political understanding could be arrived at with Indonesia; and they would need to
consider whether the threat of force in Aden to protect oil supplies would become
increasingly less effective.%® Politically, though, the Cabinet agreed that there was no
scope for an early reduction of anything: better to reduce in the future than to take
over-large risks now.

How then were strategic interests in the Middle and Far East conceived? For the
Middle East (including the Persian Gulf), it was commonly understood that the
principal British concern was economic: to secure the flow of oil, and on
‘remunerative commercial terms’ (71). It followed that the other aims were: (a)
minimising or containing Soviet penetration (since several countries had borders
with Russia) (55), (b) maintaining the stability of the region, or ensuring that if there
was change it should be peaceful change, (c) keeping open the direct sea-route to the
Far East, via the Suez Canal, and (d) preventing unified Arab control of 0il.** The
region was perceived as one in which Egypt’s unfriendly Col Gamal Abdel Nasser
loomed all too large, an area which, if left to its own devices, would become ‘a jungle
of smash-and-grab’ (77).

Kuwait was the largest oil-producing state. Its oil was also the cheapest in the
world to produce, so its importance to Britain was paramount. It was, however, under
mounting threat from its neighbour Iraq after the Iraqi revolution of 14 July 1958,
when a coup by General Qasim overthrew the anglophile Hashemite monarchy in
Baghdad, murdering the king and the prime minister. The British government hoped
this new regime might be usefully anti-Nasser, but its growing reliance on the
Communist Party and its sabre-rattling towards Kuwait created a dilemma. A batch
of papers (57-59) in the early summer of 1959 analysed the position in the Gulf and
Kuwait. The defence of Kuwait was the central issue. Home warned that action
against Iraq ‘could mean the break-up of the Commonwealth as we at present know
it’ (58). Suspicions of an intervention by Qasim were seized upon by the Defence
Committee as real evidence that the threat to Kuwait had become imminent by July
1961. An expedition was launched. Qasim backed down. Brook was critical of the
government’s action: ‘we are still pursuing our traditional policy of extracting oil
concessions from an autocratic Ruler in return for military protection. I doubt
whether this policy is realistic in the circumstances of today’.% Realistic or not, while
Iraq kept up its claim, the vulnerability of Kuwait continued to be a stumbling-block
for Britain (68). In March 1963 the diplomat Lord Hood declared that Kuwait
remained ‘the lynchpin of British interests in the Middle East’.%

Turning now to British strategy in the Far East (79), the British interests were: (a)
maintaining the links with, and defending, Australia and New Zealand, (b) containing
the expansion of Sino-Soviet communism, and (¢) making an effective contribution
to the Anglo-American partnership in upholding world peace.®” The main reason why
the Singapore base remained at such strength (32,000 troops) was primarily for
defence of the Australian connection. In the long run, Australia was the only possible
secure British base in the area. (North Borneo might once have been a possibility,
but not after the Indonesian Confrontation with Malaysia.) (63) Whenever strategic
planning was discussed, the development of Australia as a main base figured
prominently. As Sir Patrick Dean observed, it had not been put in the ‘Future policy
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study’ report, but the increase of the Australian European population was an
important objective: 30 million whites there would greatly strengthen the political
and strategic position for British interests.®® Hong Kong was regarded as in the last
resort untenable, but its inevitable transfer to China in 1997 had got to be peaceful.
Britain could not afford to be forced out of Hong Kong before then. A premature
withdrawal would be a blow to prestige, bad for Anglo-American relations, and
involve the loss not only of valuable trade and finance but of an irreplaceable source
of intelligence about China.

The last major reconsideration of defence requirements in these years took place
in 1964, leading to significant conclusions about ‘future politico-strategy’ in the
last days of the Conservative government (80, 81). Although the implications of an
enforced withdrawal from Far East bases had been contemplated as early as 1960
(83), and the value of fixed bases in general was being seriously questioned from
1961 (65: ‘nowhere did we seem to have absolute security of tenure and absolute
freedom from strings’), a much more systematic analysis was under way in the late
summer of 1964. Reports were commissioned from officials, covering the Middle
East, the Far East, Europe, and the overall future situation (79-81). Their instruc-
tions were to assume that within the next decade Singapore and Aden would be
lost. These terms of reference ‘represented a distinctly more radical approach than
that underlying previous studies of this nature in recent years’. A sharper and more
critical view could thus be taken of ‘the relevance of our existing commitments to
our real interests’ (80). The long-term military value of Singapore was found to be
declining, while politically the presence of so many troops was a public relations
liability. It would be important to withdraw before being asked to go, and a balance
had to be struck between the ‘dangers of staying too long and the opposite dangers
of withdrawing too fast’ (79)—the classic dilemma of decolonisation. Military pres-
ence in the Far East was found to be significantly more expensive than in the
Persian Gulf, and partly for this reason the latter should have priority for continua-
tion if it came to a choice between them. Simultaneously, a junior FO official sub-
mitted a paper (78) recommending the dismantling of the Gulf political treaty
structure, which he held was actually ‘delaying progress by obscuring the need for
it’. All these papers are striking evidence of at least a willingness to get rid of all
forms of colonial control, whether formal or informal, even if bureaucratic inertia
prevented their rapid implementation. One sentence used at this time surfaced
again prominently in the reasoning behind the disengagements of 1967-1968: that
global influence ‘depends not only on military strength but also on our economic
power and the respect (or lack of it) which the nations have for our economic per-
formance’ ( 80).

Meanwhile, in developing the ‘flexible mobile strategy’ of the future ‘island bases
scheme’, considerable hopes were pinned on the prospects for American help East of
Suez (73). The joint development of a new defence strategy in the Indian Ocean—
American support-facilities on British-owned islands for shared use—would of
course solve many problems. The Aden—Gan-Singapore line of communication had
recently been completed after three years spent constructing an air staging-post at
Gan in the Maldives, which the inhabitants had to be coaxed to accept (60). This
would now be reinforced by a new more southerly route to the Far East, Australia
and New Zealand: Aldabra (Seychelles)-Diego Garcia (Mauritius)—Cocos/Keeling
(Australia) (74-76).
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Political and constitutional change

On the morning of 3 March 1959, the president of the Nyasaland Congress Party, Dr
Hastings Banda, was arrested at his house in Limbe, and bundled off into a truck, still
wearing only his pyjamas, to be flown to Southern Rhodesia together with seventy-
two other detainees. At Nkata Bay twenty Africans, demonstrating against the arrests,
were shot dead (and others followed in the days to come). On the same day, 1,200
miles to the north, eleven Africans were killed at a remote ‘rehabilitation’ camp for
hard-core Mau Mau detainees (not convicted criminals), as a result of beatings
administered to force them to work on an irrigation scheme. About twenty others
were seriously injured at Hola Camp in the same incident. If one had to choose a
single fateful date which signalled the moral end of the British empire in Africa it
would thus be 3 March 1959. Macmillan told his Cabinet colleagues that the system
which led to the Hola deaths had ‘undoubtedly been wrong’ (159). Macleod later
recalled his sense of outrage: ‘this was the decisive moment when it became clear to
me that we could no longer continue with the old methods of government in Africa,
and that meant inexorably a move towards African independence’. Macleod believed
that the same was true for Macmillan.®

In July 1959 the report of Sir Patrick Devlin (a high court judge) into the
Nyasaland disturbances was published, stating on the first page that ‘Nyasaland has
become, doubtless only temporarily, a police state’. The report as a whole was a
brutal condemnation of the government, and the fact that a senior British judge
could speak of a ‘police state’, and couple it with such an acid parenthesis, had a
profound effect on British opinion.” This was a phrase more electric to
contemporaries than the rather tame ‘wind of change’ which followed it half a year
later. Whatever flaws there were in the Devlin Report, the Cabinet was patently being
misled in an invitation to make a comparison between the Nyasaland disturbances
and Mau Mau ‘and possibly with the Indian Mutiny’ (494).

Southern Rhodesia had also declared a state of emergency early in 1959, in the
course of which some five hundred people were detained without trial, among them
Guy Clutton-Brock. He was an ANC member, a missionary farmer, reported by the
native commissioner of Rusape, H B Masterson, as an ‘odious and harmful influence’,
a ‘subversive’—because he let natives eat with him at his own table, even sleep at his
house, and did not teach them to rise to their feet if a European entered the room.
The Cabinet was compelled to consider the case of Clutton-Brock after Barbara
Castle in the House of Commons had described the Rhodesian government’s action
against him as ‘absolutely fantastic’. The Cabinet decided that it was ‘ill-advised’ of
the Rhodesian authorities to victimise so prominent and distinguished a European,
and even though it was contrary to established practice to interfere on behalf of
British nationals with dual citizenship, pressed the Federal government to release
him. When he died in 1995 he was proclaimed ‘a hero of Zimbabwe’.”!

Even before it knew of the Hola massacres, though aware that two newspapers in
Kenya had been banned (which seemed bad enough), the CO was alarmed that the
government would be seen as declaring war on African nationalist aspirations.
Accordingly, the CO permanent under-secretary drafted for Lennox-Boyd a public
statement reaffirming his commitment to preparing for self-government in Africa as
quickly as possible.” In the course of the early summer of 1959, during the crisis
over Hola Camp and the Devlin Report, Lennox-Boyd offered his resignation twice
over.
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All these unfortunate episodes, and the bad attendant publicity, in the long run
played into the hands of Macmillan and Macleod by reducing opposition to their
plans for constitutional advancement. If these events, and especially Hola, made
them more determined, and improved the chances of Conservative Party
acquiescence, the electoral victory of October 1959 delivered them the necessary
power to act.

At around the same time, there were vital facilitating influences coming from
outside as well. Independence was to be granted by the UN to Somalia in 1960
consequent upon the surrender of the Italian trusteeship. Accelerated political
progress there would inevitably lead to a demand for equivalent advancement in
British Somaliland and in neighbouring territories, especially Aden (198) and Kenya,
whose peoples were more advanced than the Somalis. As Gorell Barnes put it: Britain
‘was compelled to move with the tide’ (183). The governors of East Africa realised
that an independent and united Somalia would ‘increase the difficulty of controlling
the pace of constitutional development’ in their own territories, but this was
preferable to the emergence of a hostile Somalia (184).

In the middle of 1958, de Gaulle had challenged francophone Africans to choose
between a continuing relationship with a revamped French Community or
independence out in the cold. Sékou Touré’s supporters in Guinea voted ninety-five
per cent (in the referendum held in September 1958) against the new Community
constitution. Suddenly de Gaulle was urging Macmillan to see that France and
Britain must decide jointly whether to stay in Africa or go. The writing on the wall
could not have been plainer. As Macmillan’s official biographer understood, de
Gaulle’s African policy had a profound influence on Macmillan.” Lennox-Boyd also
pondered the implications of French policy:

I have been considering the effect on British territories of the recent referendum in
French Africa and the possibility of the French action having some lessons for us. We
have yet to see how things will settle down; but we should take stock of our own
position in the light of these dramatic developments on the French side. ... My
provisional conclusions are that some results of French policy are bound to have
repercussions, possibly unfavourable, in British territories, especially in Sierra Leone;
that it would be wrong for us to try to follow the French example in any general way;
but that the French action, taken as a whole, is likely on balance to be a good thing for
us and the West.™

De Gaulle was gradually driven into an unequivocal offer of ‘self determination’ in
September 1959. The Belgians in January 1959 announced far-reaching plans for
constitutional advancement in the Congo, which by the end of the year had
telescoped into independence by June 1960. These developments, British officials
recognised, were ‘bound to have major repercussions in British East Africa’. Together
the French and Belgians were putting Britain into the position where the period of
British leadership in the transfer of power in Africa would appear to be coming to an
end. The possibility was unfolding that Britain might be ‘classed with the Portuguese
as the obstacle to further advance’ (20). This was not an appealing prospect to either
Macmillan or Macleod.

Almost all officials and politicians felt that a pace of political advancement faster
than they would have preferred had been unexpectedly forced upon them. Sir James
Robertson, governor-general of Nigeria, may be quoted here:



INTRODUCTION xlvii

The trouble is that we have not been allowed enough time: partly this is because we
are not strong enough now as a result of two world wars to insist on having longer to
build up democratic forms of government; partly because of American opposition to
our idea of colonialism by the gradual training of people in the course of generations
to run their own show; partly because of dangers from our enemies, the Communists,
we have had to move faster than we should have wished.”

And Joe Garner, permanent under-secretary of the CRO:

with the wind of change in Africa and throughout the world, the impact of nationalism
and pressures in the United Nations, the pace of constitutional development has been
forced in recent years. The result is that a number of countries have now been
included as Commonwealth members before they can be regarded as fully mature and
responsible, and fully capable of standing on their own feet.”™

From a Colonial Service perspective, Robertson advised Macmillan that although
Africans would not be ready for independence for fifteen to twenty years, they should
have it at once, otherwise all the most capable would be in prison and learn nothing
about administration.”

The underlying dynamics of the accelerated pace appear to be centred around
calculations about the feasibility of holding on to colonial territories demanding
change, and the pressures of external and especially neighbouring example. The CO
understood well that the emergence of strong personalities such as Kwame Nkrumah
(in the Gold Coast) and Julius Nyerere (in Tanganyika) was a vital factor in progress
to independence, and—with the exception of South Arabia—they had no desire to
exclude such leaders by backing, or artificially creating, authoritarian puppet
regimes (based on traditional chiefs or feudal rulers), which could only lead ‘to the
creation of a revolutionary force against the set-up that we had created’.™ As to
feasibility, the dilemma was well expressed in Lennox-Boyd’s memorandum on
Nigeria in May 1957: ‘either to give independence too soon and risk disintegration
and breakdown of administration; or to hang on too long, risk ill-feeling and
disturbances, and eventually to leave bitterness behind’ (100). The British meanwhile
faced almost insoluble administrative problems in coping with a discontented and
possibly rebellious Nigerian population (105). Also, conventional wisdom was already
well established generally that the ‘risks of going too slow were probably greater than
the risks of going too fast’ (2, para 52). As to neighbouring example: Ghana had set a
dangerous but unavoidable precedent, so Nigeria had to be given what Ghana had
(2). Chain reactions were operating. Sierra Leone moved forward under the impact of
events in Ghana and Nigeria and the French territories, especially Guinea, so that
‘anything less than a real measure of advance would cause trouble’.” What happened
in West Africa must eventually be repeated in East Africa. Kenya’s political
advancement was speeded up as a result of Somaliland’s impending independence;
Tanganyika profited especially from the example of the Congo. Nyasaland was the
beneficiary of the acceleration of the timetable in Kenya; Northern Rhodesia in its
turn followed Nyasaland. So did Zanzibar, where the feasibility of getting troops into
it was in doubt after the independence of Kenya (130-132). Further afield, even the
Solomon Islands began to move forward after Australia announced plans to
introduce universal suffrage in Papua New Guinea from 1964.%

The question must thus arise as to whether the influence of ministers in London
made much difference. Clearly there were elements of continuity between each of the
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secretaries of state for the colonies and an underlying support by at least some of
their advisers for policies of constitutional progress. As Macleod recognised in
respect of Kenya: solid disagreement from his officials ‘might have halted me in my
tracks’. As to continuity, it was his predecessor Lennox-Boyd who had said: ‘there is
of course no stopping the process of devolution on which we are now well set’ (54).
However, judgments about timing were crucial. Macleod’s own assessment of his role
seems a fair one:

The change of policy that I introduced in October 1959 was, on the surface, merely a
change of timing. In reality, of course it was a true change of policy, but I telescoped
events rather than created new ones.®!

He published his definitive apologia in the Spectator in 1964, defending the
deliberate decision to speed up the movement towards independence:

And in my view any other policy would have led to terrible bloodshed in Africa. This is
the heart of the argument. ... Were the countries fully ready for Independence? Of
course not. Nor was India, and the bloodshed that followed the grant of Independence
there was incomparably worse than anything that has happened since to any country.
Yet the decision of the Attlee Government was the only realistic one. Equally we could
not possibly have held by force to our territories in Africa. We could not, with an
enormous force engaged, even continue to hold the small island of Cyprus. General de
Gaulle could not contain Algeria. The march of men towards their freedom can be
guided, but not halted. Of course there were risks in moving quickly. But the risks of
moving slowly were far greater.®

It would be a work of supererogation to summarise here all the political
developments and constitutional advances in each of the British colonies. What
follows is therefore a selection of some of the more significant cases: Cyprus,
Tanganyika, Kenya, Nyasaland and Northern Rhodesia, Aden, Malaysia, and the West
Indies Federation. But a preliminary observation should be made. Even apart from
the obvious question-marks hanging over territories claimed by other powers—
Hong Kong (9, 10, 258, 259), Gibraltar (290), the Falkland Islands (432, 436) and
Honduras (431, 433-435)—almost every colony had puzzling and unique problems
of its own. In Uganda progress was bedevilled by the relationship of its four
kingdoms, especially Buganda, to the centre (120-121): a complex, confused, and
according to Macleod even ‘somewhat Gilbertian’ situation (36). The governor, Sir
Frederick Crawford, despaired of ‘our problem children’, roundly denouncing ‘these
bumptious, beer-swilling, bible-punching, bullying, braggart Baganda’.®* Secession
was ruled out (36). In geographically anomalous Gambia (111, 112), and tiny St
Helena (291, 341), the problem was one of viability. In Malta too—‘a small but
terribly difficult problem’ (Home: 254)—the worry was how 320,000 ‘not very
industrious people living on a relatively barren island group™ would manage
without high employment in the naval dockyard (242-255). In Fiji, the peculiarity
was the unwillingness of the Fijians to contemplate any form of independence,
locked as they were in ethnic rivalry with a powerful immigrant Indian community
(292, 296). In Guiana the communist leanings of Dr Jagan bred hesitancy,
assiduously played upon by the Americans, fearing that independence would result in
another Cuba or Congo (293-295, 297-299). In Southern Rhodesia the problem was
the intransigence of the 250,000 Europeans, most of them bent on blocking African
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majority rule (the approach to UDI in 1965 is documented in 514, 518-520,
524-527).

(a) Cyprus. As a way of introducing the Cyprus problem, the following magisterial
passage by Professor Nicholas Mansergh can hardly be bettered:

A Byzantine emperor, in grateful acknowledgement of a copy of the Gospel according
to St Matthew found in the tomb of St Barnabas near Salamis and sent to him in
Constantinople, decreed that henceforward the Orthodox Church in Cyprus should be
autocephalous and that its Archbishop should enjoy the imperial privilege of signing
his name in red ink. British governors accorded to themselves a like privilege, signing
their Minutes in red—an essay in imperial emulation no doubt gratifying to
gubernatorial vanity.” But when confronted with a demand for self-determination
which had the backing of the Orthodox Church and the leadership of the Archbishop,
the British imperial authorities found that they could not arrogate to themselves what
mattered most—the quasi-spiritual sanctions of Byzantium. So they resorted to the
cruder device of episcopal and archiepiscopal deportation in a vain endeavour to bring
to an end a prolonged and painful struggle for which psychologically they were ill
equipped and the character of which, in conjunction with earlier experience in
Ireland, and contrary to the fashionable assumptions of the time, suggested that
similarities in race and colour, not differences, served most to intensify the bitterness
of national revolt against the imperial power.®

A conflict of this character had long been regarded both by the CO and FO as
anomalous, dangerous and embarrassing.

One of the earliest acts of the Macmillan government was to release Makarios from
his ‘archiepiscopal deportation’ to the Seychelles, of which Macmillan had never
approved.® It was hoped that this would clear a path towards a settlement. Macmillan
was prepared to give priority to Cyprus in part because the problem was familiar to
him from his time as foreign secretary in 1955. The baffling deadlock encountered
then persisted into 1957.8 The problem was essentially a strategic one, with two
elements. The first was that the Chiefs of Staff declared that Britain needed a secure
grip on Cyprus as a whole. The second was that the British government feared an
independent Cyprus would implement Enosis, that is, union with Greece, and Greece
might become communist. In any case, good relations with a strong Turkey as a
NATO ally on its eastern flank were essential. And Turkey was vehemently opposed to
Enosis: to Turkey, Cyprus was an off-shore island only forty miles away, and one-fifth
of the Cypriot population was Turkish. Thus for Britain the wishes of Turkey
increasingly became more important than those of Greece: ‘to keep in with the
Turks—both in Turkey and in the island’, as Julian Amery rather bluntly expressed it
(237).

The Colonial Policy Committee agreed in June 1957 that they needed ‘release from
the odium and expense which we carried at present’ (218). Governor Sir John
Harding told them that without a political settlement 10,000 troops would be
required indefinitely, plus 6,000 reinforcements—which was impossible. Ministers
dreaded ‘a second Palestine’. In December hard-line Harding was replaced by the
more flexible Hugh Foot, who produced a plan for qualified internal self-

* This practice was not confined to governors of Cyprus, and was also adopted by secretaries of
state.
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government, leading to self-determination after a period of up to seven years—
apparently basing his hopes on a sort of compulsory co-operation across the ethnic
divide. Ministers felt this would commit Britain to continuing close involvement,
which ‘could not be reconciled with the policy of progressive reduction in the
strength of the Army’ (229, 230). They could not go on indefinitely ‘bearing the
burdens and costs’ of sole responsibility for administration, with the risk of renewed
large-scale violence. Instead of Foot’s plan, Macmillan preferred a ‘tri-dominium’
solution, which would bring in representatives of the Greek and Turkish
governments as resident advisers. At Ziirich in February 1959 the foreign ministers
of Greece and Turkey announced (to general surprise) that they had after months of
negotiation agreed that Cyprus should be independent, more or less under the
Macmillan Plan. Macmillan regarded the settlement, confirmed at the London
conference of February 1959, as one based on a parity of sacrifice. The British
abandoned sovereignty, except over ninety-nine square miles of base-enclaves. The
Greeks agreed not to press for Enosis. The Turks agreed not to pursue their preferred
outcome of partition. The new state would have a Greek Cypriot president (Makarios
was the first), a Turkish Cypriot vice-president (both with a veto in certain matters),
and a cabinet of seven Greek Cypriots and three Turkish Cypriots. This 7:3 proportion
was repeated right down the administrative ladder; in other words, Turkish Cypriots
were entitled to thirty per cent of posts even though they had less than twenty per
cent of the population. It was not exactly a popular solution, nor did it last for long.
In December 1963 fighting broke out again, barely three-and-a-half years into
independence. Britain invoked the help of the United Nations, who policed a ‘green
line’ demarcation between the two sides. In 1974 Turkey invaded Cyprus and
consolidated de facto partition.

Partition was of course the one thing the British had steadfastly refused to be
responsible for. In Macmillan’s words, it would be a ‘confession of failure’ (219). It
would be immensely difficult to carry out, internal ‘bitterness and bloodshed’ being
matched by the damage it would do to British prestige and international reputation
(220, 226). No-one in the CO believed partition had any attractions except as a last
resort. Lennox-Boyd minuted: ‘A “Palestinian solution” is distasteful to me’. Harding,
the Chiefs of Staff, and constitutional adviser Lord Radcliffe, were all against it.®® The
FO, however, with their special pro-Turkish concerns, always seemed to hanker after
it, and as prime minister, Douglas-Home (a former foreign secretary) did not flinch
from it as the probable ‘final solution’ (241).

Cyprus gained independence because of British strategic revaluation and a need to
cut costs. In 1954 a government spokesman had implied that Cyprus would ‘never’ be
independent.® Although that should probably have read ‘not yet’, the strategic
objections then were formidable. Cyprus, however, was a principal beneficiary of the
post-Suez shake-up. It had proved to be of limited use in that operation, and once it
was clear the military planners did not need to hold the entire island as a base for
major military purposes, the strategic requirements could be reduced to the
retention of airfields. The prospect—which Foot warned about repeatedly (231)—of
‘civil war in Cyprus, possibly leading to war between Greece and Turkey’, also
increased the pressure for a peaceful disengagement.

(b) Tanganyika. In 1957 the official members of the Executive Council were
redesignated ministers, and assistant ministers (four Africans, one European and one
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Asian) were appointed to the Legislative Council. The old idea of an equal three-way
split between Europeans, Africans and Asians, regardless of the actual population
proportions, was abandoned. A general election was held in 1958, preparatory to the
establishment of a council of ministers. Lennox-Boyd defined a policy of gradualness,
a controlled, step-by-step, middle-of-the-road constitutional advance in order to
prevent ‘frustration and bitterness’ (116, 117), and by January 1959 he expected
independence in perhaps 1970.

In May 1959 Governor Sir Richard Turnbull presented radical proposals for
stepping up the speed of political advancement in Tanganyika (141). His thesis was
that there had been ‘a great upsurge of nationalism in the Belgian Congo which had
not been foreseen’. A similar turmoil in Nyasaland and Ruanda-Urundi had erupted.
And it ‘could not be expected that Tanganyika would remain immune from the trend
of events elsewhere in Africa’ (142, 143, 145). Accordingly his plan was to ‘tame
Nyerere’, using him to rob those he called ‘the wild men’ on the lunatic fringe of
their glamour. To do this, reasonableness and co-operation with Britain on Nyerere’s
part must be shown to be a paying proposition. Therefore, Britain should introduce
immediately an unofficial majority, smack ‘the wild men’ down, and encourage the
moderates.” Although Turnbull did not think Tanganyika was really ready for
independence for twenty years yet, without this kind of political progress, he forecast
a chillingly apocalyptic scenario, predicting two major insurrections in Tanganyika.
The first would come in 1960 or 1961. The second would arrive, apparently, in 1970,
and it would be a ‘combination of Mau Mau and the Maji-Maji rebellion, with the
support of modern techniques of guerrilla warfare and fifth-column activities’. The
forces available to put such uprisings down would be wholly inadequate. Turnbull’s
advice was that holding to ‘ordered progress to self-government’ would depend
primarily on Nyerere’s not being supplanted by an ‘extremist’, but also on Britain’s
finding enough money to spend between 1960 and 1970 on education and training in
order to sugar the pill of political gradualism.”® Basically what he envisaged was
chopping about four years off the timetable, that is to say, reaching an unofficial
majority in the Council of Ministers by late 1960 instead of early 1965.

Lennox-Boyd and his officials were flummoxed by this extraordinary initiative,
which contradicted a policy agreed at Chequers only five months previously (141).
For the remainder of his time in office, Lennox-Boyd prevaricated, some plausibility
being lent to this by the impending general election in Britain. However, Turnbull
met Macleod on 16 November 1959, only weeks after Macleod had taken over, and
Macleod was persuaded (145). Lest we attach too much importance to Macleod’s
enabling role, it is worth noting that his predecessor was probably beginning to
accept Turnbull’s line.”? But we are entitled to take the view that Macleod was more
genuinely sympathetic, and considerably better at getting Turnbull’s policy through
the Colonial Policy Committee than Lennox-Boyd would have been. Macleod sold the
policy to his colleagues by telling them that he believed the governor’s argument was
sound: if the government did not concede the unofficial majority, ‘we may be faced
with serious disturbances and may lose the opportunity of some years of constructive
effort’ in the vital matter of economic and social development. Macleod also
emphasised the inability of the police to cope with any serious trouble, especially in
circumstances where Britain could expect little support either inside or outside
Tanganyika. Indeed, they would face active UN criticism for failure to ensure peace by
a positive response to a claim for self-government requested in a reasonable and
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constitutional manner. Rejection could only lead to non-co-operation and admin-
istrative breakdown (146). Finally, the Cabinet in November accepted that it was
necessary to advance the timetable in order to maintain peaceful development, and
confidence in Britain.®® And so in December 1959 a second general election was
announced, with constitutional changes which would bring in an elected majority on
both the Executive and Legislative Councils in August 1960. Of the seventy-one seats,
fifty were open to contest by all races. In the event Nyerere’s TANU party won seventy
seats. Just before the election Macleod argued that ‘the wind of change has been
gathering force since last November, so the thinking of all of us has been speeded up’;
the government could now contemplate Tanganyikan independence by July 1962
instead of 1968 (147). In fact independence was reached in December 1961.

What were the dynamics behind the dramatic speeding up of the transfer of power
in Tanganyika? First, there had been the collapse of faith in its European settlers,
well under way even by 1957. Then there was the near inevitability of promoting a
personable, moderate, collaborative nationalist leader, of co-opting Nyerere as the
best available African, for whom there seemed to be no acceptable alternative: the
policy which Arden-Clarke had called (with respect to Nkrumah) backing ‘the one
dog in our kennel’.* Calculations about governability also came to the fore: here,
Turnbull’s scare tactics performed an historic function. The ‘wind of change’ was
evoked to telling effect, in combination with the influence of what was happening in
neighbouring states, particularly in the Congo. Finally, there was a recognition of the
importance of keeping on the right side of world opinion and heading off the
pretensions of the UN to assert itself.

(c) Kenya. Where Tanganyika led, Kenya was bound to follow, profiting from
Turnbull’s ‘no immunity from neighbouring trends’ argument. The first African
elections were held in Kenya in March 1957, but deadlock ensued. A new
constitution equalised the communal representation of Africans and Europeans and
a common roll was introduced (the Lennox-Boyd constitution). Fresh elections were
held in March 1958. By June 1959 Macmillan was looking for ‘perceptible
movement’: heading off African disturbances without driving the settlers into trying
to join the Union of South Africa (29). At the Lancaster House Conference in January
1960 Macleod devised a complex new constitution, under which the Africans (on a
greatly extended common roll) could expect to secure thirty-three out of sixty-five
elected seats in the Leg Co. Macleod had in effect been able to concede the principle
of majority rule and was well pleased with the way things had moved forward (160).
The question from then on was the timing of independence, which as Macleod saw it
was ‘to go as slowly as possible, but not as slow as Alec Home [now foreign secretary]
would like’, because that would lead to ‘a Cyprus on our hands again’ (125). But
Macleod absolutely rejected the idea being floated that it would be possible in
practice ‘to maintain our position in Kenya by consent for anything like eight years’,
as some ministers were suggesting. He pointed to ‘the growing pressure in the
United Nations to bring Colonial territories to independence’. He reminded them of
the success of their policy in Tanganyika, which was ‘largely due to our willingness to
consider a progressive and early transfer of power to the Africans’. The Colonial
Policy Committee accepted that if, as seemed possible, Tanganyika, Uganda and
Zanzibar were likely to move fairly quickly towards independence, ‘it would be
impossible to justify to the Kenya Africans the maintenance of United Kingdom rule
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in Kenya merely on account of the presence of significant numbers of Europeans’.*®

Macleod’s successor, Maudling, reinforced the same message in November 1961:
‘arithmetic and African nationalism’ had destroyed European political power (172),
and it was impossible to continue to rule Kenya for some years to come, because this
would require the use of force, which could only lead to ‘another outbreak of Mau
Mau’ and great disorder, ‘possibly reaching even Congo proportions’ (169)." However
distasteful it was, they had to face the fact that Jomo Kenyatta would end up as prime
minister, since he was the leader the Africans acknowledged (169).

Full internal self-government was introduced, following an unhelpful London
conference early in 1962, but Kenya remained ‘an extremely intractable problem’
(Macmillan: 169). The issues anxiously discussed by the Cabinet over the next two
years included: safeguards and compensation for over 3,000 European farmers (175,
176, 180), the threat of economic and financial collapse (which a European exodus
would exacerbate) (174), the maintenance of law and order between the Kikuyu and
their rivals (173, 175), whether or not to retain a military base (65, 178), whether or
not to allow the Somali-majority Northern Frontier District to join the Somali
Republic (178). (The integration of the NFD into a ‘Greater Somalia’ might forestall a
frontier civil war, another Congo or Kashmir, but it would upset Ethiopia—‘the
emperor would get very excited’, said Macmillan.)® In the face of such problems, it is
perhaps hardly surprising that ministers turned once again to ‘the federal panacea’.
Macleod thought an East African federation would be ‘a wonderful prize’ (150, 154).
Malcolm MacDonald (now governor of Kenya) regarded it as ‘a dream answeyr’ (177).
The prospects were repeatedly reviewed (123, 124, 126, 128, 129, 138, 153), it being
always understood that the initiative would have to be left to local politicians. Despite
an initial interest in the idea, especially by Nyerere, they eventually got cold feet
(126).

Thus in speeding up the timetable for decolonisation in Kenya, the same
fundamental imperatives were at work as they had been for Tanganyika: fears of the
country dissolving into chaos, worries about the whole situation going sour on them,
the ineluctable impact of what was happening in neighbouring territories (especially
the negative example of the Congo), the desirability of pre-empting the growth of
Russian and Chinese influences and the necessity of submitting to the overriding
dictates of cold war considerations (172, 174). Kenyatta duly became president of
Kenya in 1964, after a year as prime minister, and proved to be much less extreme
than the white settlers had feared.

(d) Nyasaland and Northern Rhodesia. The documentary record in Part II hardly
conveys the underlying tensions and contortions in the ministerial handling of the
future of the Central African Federation (established in 1953).°” Macleod twice
threatened resignation, Maudling once. For Macmillan it ‘haunted, not to say
poisoned’ the last years of his premiership.”® He personally did not believe they had
the right to break up something which had a chance of working, though his
condescending attitude to critics (493) reflects his distinctly Augustinian attitude—

* Macmillan juxtaposed the analogies slightly differently in a highly characteristic diary entry,
bemoaning the balance of evils: ‘If we have to give independence to Kenya, it may well prove
another Congo. If we hold on, it will mean a long and cruel campaign—Mau Mau and all that’
(Memoirs vol VI p 291).



liv INTRODUCTION

as if to say, ‘make us sinless with regard to empire, O Lord, but not just yet’.
Ministers struggled to keep the doomed Federation afloat, because it represented
their commitment to stability and multi-racialism in Central Africa. Nor did they
want to fall out with the white Rhodesians who were its principal beneficiaries, lest
they be driven into the arms of South Africa (regional military alliance was more
likely than integration) (499, 506, 510, 521), or refuse Britain the over-flying rights
which were essential for the protection of the High Commission Territories (523). In
June 1959 Home advised buying time by appointing a commission of inquiry into
discontent : ‘properly managed it would carry us on for nine months’.”® In asking
Walter Monckton (the retired former Conservative Cabinet minister) to chair this
commission, indeed to avert ‘a maelstrom of trouble’, Macmillan set out his own
views crisply:

The cruder concepts, whether of the left or the right, are clearly wrong. Africans
cannot be dominated permanently (as they are trying to do in South Africa) without
any proper opportunity for their development and ultimate self-government. Nor can
the Europeans be abandoned. It would be wrong for us to do so, and fatal for the
African interests.!

When a few months later Macleod took office, the new secretary of state quickly
concluded that the resentments building up in the Federation ‘will be our most
difficult single problem to solve’ (31). He agreed with Macmillan (towards the end of
1960) that ‘the crux of the matter’ was that they ‘did not want an Algeria’ in Central
Africa, even if on a smaller scale.!™

Macleod’s first task was to calm things down in Nyasaland. He believed that
continuing detentions under the emergency would be indefensible before the Human
Rights Commission. Early in December he raised the question of Banda’s release,
preferably before the arrival of the Monckton Commission. ‘There are no more
moderate leaders likely to emerge than Banda himself’, he wrote to the prime
minister, and ‘an imaginative offer on constitutional advance at a fairly early date’
was the best and perhaps only hope of holding the position (31, 495). However, the
CO officials were dubious about releasing Banda, since the governor had assessed the
risks of doing so as dangerous;'® but neither Macmillan nor Macleod fully trusted
Governor Sir Robert Armitage: he was ‘not giving a real lead’, when a ‘positive policy’
was needed, and he had been rude to Macmillan when they met in January 1960.'%
Home by then was also convinced that ‘the wind of change’ was blowing strongly,
that the political log-jam must be broken, and that it would be dangerous to stand
still in Nyasaland politically (492, 499); he accepted that Banda could be used ‘to
further our constitutional plans’. Macleod’s timing for the release was, however,
deeply controversial. He threatened to resign, but a compromise solution was found,
since Macmillan could not afford to lose him after only four months in office. So
Banda was released on 1 April 1960, shortly before the Monckton Commission
completed its work in Nyasaland, and he was thus able to give evidence as a free man
(498). This was the decisive step. Macleod was proved right when it did not lead to an
escalation of violence. A new constitution was agreed in July 1960. Elections in
August 1961 resulted in a majority for Banda’s Malawi Congress Party. Internal self-
government was achieved in the spring of 1963.

But it was Northern Rhodesia, not Nyasaland, which was ‘the true problem’ of the
region, Macleod believed (35). His decision to speed up change there arose out of two
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favourable developments by the autumn of 1960: agreement on the Nyasaland
constitution, and the Monckton Report’s recommendation of an African majority on
the Northern Rhodesia Leg Co, in the context of its general conclusion that the
Federation could not be maintained in its present form. The nationalist leader
Kenneth Kaunda had restrained his followers. Macleod realised that Kaunda ought to
be able to show that his moderate policy was producing results; violence could break
out if there was no move soon.!” Welensky (the settlers’ leader) was firmly told ‘we
cannot hold the position by a Canute-like process of ordering the tides to return ...
move we must’.'® Macleod tried to find a solution ‘somewhere around parity’ in the
Leg Co, a token African majority amongst the elected members, which would swiftly
resolve into an actual majority. At the February 1961 conference, Kaunda demanded
an immediate African majority. Macleod persuaded him that although what was on
offer fell short of what Tanganyika, Kenya and Nyasaland had got, it was safely and
definitely on the right lines for the future (502). The settlement was, however,
saddled with a new voting system of almost incomprehensibly labyrinthine
psephological complexity, and there followed months of ministerial wrangling, back-
bench dissent, pressure from Welensky, devious discussions and back-trackings, as
various formulae—‘transient phantoms in an unreal dream’, Macmillan described
them!®—were produced and examined and discarded. Successive Cabinets wrestled
with technicalities they ought never to have got involved in (504, 506). By June 1961
there seemed to be an agreed solution, but after widespread African protest and
disorder, in September 1961 Macleod sought to reopen the policy-decision to make it
more favourable to the Africans.

Not long afterwards Macmillan removed him from the CO. His successor Maudling
decided that Macleod was indeed right: there must be a constitution acceptable to
Africans, giving them a chance of winning at least a small majority, otherwise there
would be civil disobedience and rioting, and ‘the situation would get out of hand’
(506). He too threatened resignation, and in all probability Macleod and Perth would
have resigned in sympathy. The new constitution came into force in September 1962.
As Macmillan later admitted, ‘the delay between December 1960 and February 1962
achieved nothing’. It is hard not to agree with Richard Lamb: ‘The only verdict can be
that it antagonised the Africans without pacifying the Europeans’.!””

In March 1962, Butler took over ministerial responsibility for Central Africa. With
considerable cunning and finesse he managed to gain the confidence of all sides. In
Zomba the Africans honoured him with the name ‘Large Elephant’. He got on well
with Banda and retained Welensky as a friend. Macmillan was naturally thankful to
transfer matters to his ‘wise and experienced hands’ (513). Butler achieved the
orderly dissolution of the Federation on terms which the settler lobby of the Conser-
vative Party had to accept. The crucial issue was Banda’s demand for secession (505).
Banda was acting co-operatively, taking ‘a moderate and constructive line’, according
to Macmillan (512), so concessions to him could be contemplated, just as they had
been to Nyerere and Kaunda. Butler decided that the importance of retaining Banda’s
goodwill outweighed the danger of worsening relations with Welensky (507), and did
so in the main because they could not cope with a serious security situation in
Nyasaland (511). In any case, ‘against the pace elsewhere in Africa, the extent to
which we can hope to apply the brake ... is extremely limited’ (509). Sandys was in
full agreement: to fight Nyasaland on secession would lead to ‘another Cyprus’ (511).
It was also pointed out that recent precedents from the West Indies would make it
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difficult to refuse to agree to secession (508). Ministers, however, did not wish to give
any encouragement to Banda to secede, partly because of the economic implications
(almost certainly making increased aid from Britain necessary), and partly because
Northern Rhodesia would almost automatically follow suit (510). For seven months
Butler spun out the time on secession, but by October 1962 he could no longer
continue to do so without a show of force: ‘this would not only be inherently
mistaken but was also impracticable’.!® In the long run, he argued, it would be more
expensive financially than the consequences of secession, and extremely costly in
terms of international reputation. Though secession would inevitably mean in time
the dissolution of the Federation, ‘there was really no alternative’ (510).

Home in particular clung to the notion that some sort of Northern and Southern
Rhodesian association could be maintained (511). This continued to be explored
(512, 515, 517, 522). The Cabinet reluctantly accepted Northern Rhodesian secession
on 28 March 1963 (517). A decision on the long-term future of an unregenerate
Southern Rhodesia was, on Macmillan’s advice, deferred as long as possible, since it
could only be ‘profoundly damaging’ and probably ‘a fatal blow to the
Commonwealth’ to accept the whites’ demand for immediate independence (518,
520-522, 526). The Federation was dissolved on 31 December 1963. Nyasaland
became independent as Malawi on 6 July 1964. Northern Rhodesia became inde-
pendent as Zambia on 24 October 1964. Southern Rhodesia became independent as
Zimbabwe on 18 April 1980.

(e) Aden. The first acquisition of Victoria’s empire (1838), Aden 120 years later was
fast becoming the last imperial frontier. It had an excellent natural harbour, and had
developed as an important coaling station on the route to India and the east. This had
unlovely results: Kipling’s ‘unlit barrick-stove’; ‘the cinder-heap of the world’. From
the later 1950s its value was increasing as other bases and footholds came under
threat: not only was it a staging-post ‘East of Suez’, but the citadel of oil-bunkering,
the protector of Middle East oil interests, especially in Kuwait, and the base from
which military commitments in the Persian Gulf and East Africa could be
discharged. Thus it was not totally surprising when a government minister declared
in 1956 that Aden could not expect to aspire to more than internal self-government
‘for the foreseeable future’ (2). In 1960 it became the headquarters of Middle East
Command, and by 1964 there were 8,000 troops stationed there.

Aden was a particularly intractable case for decolonisation (198). At its heart was
the port of Aden Colony. But it was surrounded by successive ‘layers’ of unfavourable
circumstance which made it hard to manage. The tiny Colony itself was, according to
Macleod, ‘a very politically conscious place’ (127), penetrated by militant trades
unions, the ATUC being led by the pro-Nasserite al-Asnaj, and composed largely of
Yemeni migrant workers staffing the expanding BP oil refinery opened in 1954 in the
aftermath of the Iranian oil crisis of 1951. There were eighty-four strikes in 1959
alone. By then the colony had a population of 37,000 Adenis, but 48,000 Yemenis, in
effect a fifth column whose task was to spearhead the incorporation of Aden into
Yemen. The immediate surrounding ‘layer’ was the turbulent and murderously
unstable hinterland of South Arabia, a protectorate which the British had almost
entirely ignored, leaving it to its traditional princes, tribal rulers and warring
factions. Because it was claimed by Yemen, the protectorate could not stand by itself
and the rulers sought to ‘put their paws’ on Aden and bring its international port
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within their ambit. If Aden developed constitutionally on its own, this would seem
disastrous to the Yemenophobic princes of the hinterland, who were friendly to
Britain. In February 1959 a somewhat chaotic Federation of the states of the Western
Protectorate was formed. Then, in the outer layer came the hostile neighbour itself,
Yemen, ruled by ‘a gloomy medieval imam’ until 1962, when he was overthrown by a
republican coup dominated by Nasserites. In British eyes, Yemen became a virtual
Egyptian puppet-state, with 70,000 Egyptian troops stationed there. British
government departments were divided on according recognition, the FO in favour,
the CO and MoD against. Macmillan could see attractions in recognition: it was
‘repugnant to political equity and prudence alike that we should so often appear to be
supporting out-of-date despotic regimes and to be opposing the growth of modern
and more democratic forms of government’. Moreover, recognition might embarrass
Nasser, whom Macmillan persisted in regarding as ‘another Hitler’.!” And in the
background beyond Egypt there was the UN, where the international witch-hunt
against ‘colonialism’ was in full cry, and British policy in South-West Arabia was
routinely denounced as ‘the engine of oppression’.

The new governor towards the end of 1956 was Sir William Luce, fresh from acting
as constitutional adviser to the governor-general of the Sudan during its run-up to
independence. With this background, Luce had no difficulty in recognising that to
deny self-government to Aden beyond about 1967 would involve ‘a head-on collision
with Aden Arabs’. The decline of British power, the policy of moving from
dependence to independence, Arab nationalism, and Russian expansion—all these
impinged on Aden, and, he concluded, pointed to a gradual disengagement leading to
the ‘termination of British control’ within the decade (188). Macmillan seems to have
been sceptical.''’ There was general agreement in the CO that Luce’s idea of a
federation in the hinterland need not be discouraged, but they were less sure about
letting go of sovereignty in Aden (189,190). Amery fought for a rejection of Luce’s
radical policy, and for sticking with the hard line of 1956. Aden, he argued, was a vital
fortress colony, controlling a key position globally, which it was geopolitically
advantageous to retain (193,194). In May 1959—a year after Luce’s proposals were
received—Lennox-Boyd was still stalling: ‘the wisest course will be to play for time
and to avoid defining our policy too clearly’ (195, 196). Before leaving his post, Luce
developed his idea of bringing together the friendly princes of the hinterland and the
friendly moderates of the Colony (197). His procedural suggestions for engineering
this constitutional merger did not convince the CO, and gave them ‘much to think
about’. The Defence Committee confirmed that the retention of the base was still
essential (198). Macleod wanted the views of the new governor, Sir Charles Johnston,
before deciding anything (198). In March 1961 Johnston confirmed that merger
would be the right solution, preceded by self-government in Aden Colony (199), the
aim being the creation of an ‘independent and prosperous Arab state in relations of
friendly partnership with ourselves’. After going to Aden to see for himself, Macleod
decided to support this plan. He admitted that the princes would not like an election
in Aden under a self-governing constitution, and neither would the British
government if the moderates did not win (in which case direct rule would have to be
resumed), but, applying his trusty doctrine of ‘lesser risk’, Macleod believed it would
be ‘less dangerous to our interests than would be the certain dangers involved in our
refusing the moderates their wish for constitutional advance’. Accordingly he would
tell the hinterland rulers that although they could have their merger, ‘we could not
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exclude Aden Colony from the general aims of our overall colonial policy’, and must
give due weight to the principles of consent (200).

After some grumbling by the minister of defence, Harold Watkinson, and by
Amery, the Cabinet accepted that merger should be encouraged if the parties could
agree upon it. The policy was seen as a means of securing defence facilities for as long
as possible (202, 206). Sovereignty over Aden would continue for the moment. The
CO was still aiming to ‘pay out the rope as slowly as we decently can’, regarding the
merger as a way of buying time (203), although recognising that even the moderates
were ‘susceptible to the wind of change’ and sensitive to charges from Cairo that they
were ‘British stooges’.!!!

In September 1962 the Aden Leg Co voted for merger, and the Federation of South
Arabia came into being on 18 January 1963. The status of Aden was again considered
towards the end of the year, with Trevaskis as high commissioner proposing its
advance to full internal self-government. A decision in favour was temporarily
thrown off course by an assassination attempt against him (December 1963), but by
the end of February 1964 ministerial opinion was beginning to crystallise around the
doctrine of timely concession: ‘if we ignored the pressure for constitutional advance
there would be serious political trouble, in the face of which we should eventually
have to give way’ (211). At a constitutional conference in London in June 1964 it was
agreed that the federal constitution should be reformed on a democratic basis with a
view to independence no later than 1968; also that Britain would renounce
sovereignty over Aden as soon as practicable, at a date to be agreed after a general
election in October, and with a defence agreement covering the retention of the
British base.'? It had taken more than six tortuous years to reach these not very
remarkable conclusions, which were then put back into the melting-pot by the
Labour government. Towards the end of 1967 Aden and the Protectorates were finally
abandoned to the Yemen-based National Liberation Front, who established a Soviet-
Marxist successor government.

(f) Malaysia. On 31 August 1957 the British formally transferred power to a Malayan
elite headed by the anglophile Tunku Abdul Rahman (257); any possible alternative
government, they believed, would certainly be less well-disposed to them.!'* The
subsequent transformation of the Federation of Malaya into the Federation of
Malaysia in September 1963 represented a major reconstruction of the map of South-
East Asia, accompanied by accusations that it was a ‘neo-colonialist plot’.
Paradoxically, however, if Britain had given a blank refusal to this project, the
accusation would have been one of ‘preventing the natural development’ of the Malay
world. In Singapore, the first prime minister under internal self-government (256,
260), Lee Kuan Yew, needed the merger with Malaya in order to ‘finish off
colonialism’ as a political issue there. Tunku Abdul Rahman had an expansionist
desire to double Malaya’s territory and get access to the oil revenues of Brunei;
negatively, the incorporation of Singapore was designed to head-off the possibility of
an independent communist state’s establishing itself on Malaya’s doorstep. For he
had come to realise that he would not for much longer be able to rely on a positive
and effective British presence in Singapore. Its incorporation alone would upset the
racial balance of Malaya by adding 1.5 million Chinese, so the Borneo territories were
a necessary way of redressing the balance and sweetening the pill (261).1*

From the British government point of view, ‘Greater Malaysia’ seemed to offer the
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resolution of several problems.'”® First, it would be ‘an ultimate solution’ for
Singapore, ‘the best and possibly the only hope for longer-term stability’,
neutralising communist tendencies and, after re-negotiation of defence facilities,
reducing the prospect of increasing hostility to the base (79). Secondly, it might
provide a viable future for the three Borneo territories, which would otherwise be
vulnerable to Indonesian encroachment. Thirdly, it might forward the purposes of
decolonisation, including retrenchment, in an area where Britain was from 1954 the
last colonial power. Lastly, a Greater Malaysia might form a stable bloc of anti-
communist territory in geopolitically significant South-East Asia (264, 265). As
commissioner-general, Malcolm MacDonald had for many years (and perhaps as far
back as 1947, though even then he was not the first to propose a consolidation)
propounded some such theory, calling it ‘the grand design’. In February 1958 he
publicly committed himself to a Borneo federation, the ultimate objective being a
confederation of five territories. But clearly the British could not take the initiative
in its consummation.''® Hence the decisive importance of the Tunku’s public
conversion to the scheme on 27 May 1961 (264).

There was, however, considerable opposition in Borneo and from its neighbours in
Indonesia and, to a lesser extent, the Philippines (268). Brunei, recently oil-rich and
apprehensive of Chinese influence, stood aside. Merger was a divisive issue in
Sarawak, where communism was making extensive inroads into its large Chinese
population. Local opinion was canvassed by a commission led by Lord Cobbold
(recently retired governor of the Bank of England). The results were sufficiently
reassuring for the scheme to go ahead.

The Greater Malaysia project was of close personal concern to Macmillan. He was
looking for ‘significant economies’ in defence expenditure in South-East Asia (269):
‘our limited resources and our growing commitments elsewhere make it essential that
we should gradually reduce our military and colonial responsibilities in South-East
Asia’."” He described himself as ‘extremely anxious that it should come off’. However,
he was conscious of the practical difficulties, and was not going to superintend either
the creation of a ‘partial power vacuum’ or a shot-gun wedding. At the end of 1961 he
warned Lord Selkirk (commissioner-general, South-East Asia) that ‘Merdeka Day’,
independence, could not realistically be achieved as early as August 1962: ‘it might well
be fatal to the whole project if we appeared to be rushing our fences, particularly in
relation to the Borneo territories’.!® Equally, though, he took a firm line with the faint-
hearts. The governor of North Borneo, Sir William Goode, was suspicious both of
federations in general and of the Tunku’s intentions, clearly reluctant to ‘hand over’ to
him, complaining darkly that Borneo had already once been ‘steam-rollered’, by the
Japanese. Unless the Tunku seemed more co-operative and prepared to give some real
help to its people, ‘Malaysia must be off’. Macmillan picked up the two telegrams in
which these views were advanced and he reacted crossly to what he thought was the
governor’s lack of understanding of the realities of the situation:

I am rather shocked by [this] and the attitude it reveals. Does he realise (a) our
weakness in Singapore, and (b) our urgent need to hand over the security problem
there? The whole mood is based on a false assumption of our power. If this is the
Colonial Office point of view, we shall fail.

This confidential note was meant for Brook, but by accident a copy of it was sent by
the Cabinet Office to the secretary of state for the colonies. Both Maudling and the
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CO staff were angered by it, Maudling replying to Brook that the governor was ‘fully
aware’ of the importance of Malaysia.'®

Indonesia officially declared its opposition to Malaysia on 13 February 1963,
launching Konfrontasi (‘Confrontation’). There was armed incursion on the
Kalimantan border on 12 April 1963, and British and Commonwealth troops were
sent into Borneo (267, 270). President Sukarno withdrew his exhausted Indonesian
troops in 1966, leaving Malaysia the victor of Confrontation. Meanwhile, Singapore
had seceded in 1965.

(8) The West Indies Federation. Few federations have failed faster than the West
Indies, which lasted only from January 1958 to February 1962.'* Though its
antecedents extended back many years, its formal creation got off to a bad start. In
Britain the Treasury, trying to save money, quibbled about the exact date when the
Federation was to come into legal existence, but backed down (272). In the West
Indies, at the federal government’s first press conference, its Barbadian prime
minister, Sir Grantley Adams, shocked everyone by personal attacks on his political
rivals and by threatening retroactive taxation.

The Federation had never been envisaged as ‘an end in itself’ (276), but rather as
a device to enhance the prospects of West Indians for independence. These
prospects were reviewed in the CO in May 1959 (275). Doubts were expressed as to
their readiness, while Home at the CRO was anxious about the impact of early
moves to independence on his Central African problem (273, 277). A federal inter-
governmental conference of constitutional review, held in September 1959, was
not exactly a success—indeed Philip Rogers (an assistant under-secretary at the
CO), who attended it, described it as ‘disastrous’. It settled little and in fact pre-
saged the collapse of the Federation (279, 281). Governor-General Lord Hailes was
determined to be optimistic, but this did not impress the CO or dent its gloomi-
ness. The CO would have preferred a more active attempt to promote the fragile
Federation. Macleod was ‘not sure how I read the tea-leaves’ (281). In December
1959 Grantley Adams caused consternation by calling for Dominion status within
months. Macleod paid a visit in June 1960 and said he would do all he could to
speed the advance to independence. Macmillan toured the islands in March and
April 1961; most of the concerns put to him were financial. The Lancaster House
Conference in May and June 1961 quickly ran into trouble, causing Macleod
considerable alarm. If the Federation failed, it would mean ‘balkanisation’, leaving
behind a gaggle of indigent islands and a very anxious American neighbour. His
colleagues would not allow him to divert funds from Africa—a clear demonstration
of the low priority accorded to the West Indies. Agreement was, however, reached
to strengthen the Federation and work for independence by 31 May 1962 (283).
Everything was then overtaken by a referendum in Jamaica (19 September 1961)
which voted 54.1 per cent to withdraw from the Federation. The British govern-
ment decided it could neither stop the dissolution of the Federation, nor refuse
Jamaica’s request for independence on its own (284). Macleod was saddened, but
with the examples of Cyprus and Sierra Leone before him, felt he could not
resist.”! Dr Eric Williams, the historian-prime minister of Trinidad, declared a new
arithmetical proposition—‘1 from 10 equals 0’—and withdrew his country too,
which also had to be granted independence (286). A possible reconstruction into a
federation of the remaining eight came to nothing (284-288). In 1967 St Lucia,
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St Kitts-Nevis-Anguilla, St Vincent, Dominica, and Grenada entered into ‘associ-
ated statehood’ with Britain.

Why did the Federation fail? On the face of it, the West Indies should have been
eminently suited to co-operate in a single government. They had a common
language, a common heritage, and a common devotion to cricket and calypso and
(mostly) to Christianity. Air travel was beginning to reduce the distances between
them. The total population (three million) was about the same as Canada’s at the
time of Confederation in 1867, but with the advantage of not being afflicted with a
communal problem like Quebec. The most immediate explanation for failure offered
at the time was that ‘the leadership was awful’ (280). There is no denying this. The
leaders were variously assessed in the CO as irresponsible, immature, impatient and
inefficient. Adams was ‘not big enough for the job’, unimaginative, tactless, rude,
vain and lazy, quite apart from his failing health and mental powers. Hailes reported
that it was being predicted that Adams would become ‘a West Indian Mussadiq’,
retiring to bed whenever things looked dangerous. Rogers complained of Sir
Grantley’s ‘appalling inadequacy’. But as Rogers had also recognised from the outset,
if Manley did not ‘go to the Federation’ and become its prime minister, ‘it will be so
weak that its survival is doubtful’ (272). The leading politicians put ‘the second
eleven’ into bat, and then unsportingly refused even to give any encouraging shouts
from the boundary (276).

The failure of all worthy institutions and projects is, however, invariably ascribed
to ‘poor leadership’, and as a historical explanation it does not take us very far. Did
the fault lie rather with the compromising looseness of the federal structure? The
West Indies undoubtedly had one of the weakest federal systems ever called into
existence. There was no common currency or customs union. There were
restrictions on inter-island migration. The only responsibilities of the central power
were for external relations, communications between the islands, a university
college, and a regiment, the last two together pre-empting half the federal budget.
That budget was tiny, only one-tenth of the revenue of either Trinidad or Jamaica. No
direct taxation was ever raised, no common postage stamp ever issued. Many federal
powers were left dormant. But this structural laxity was an effect of the weakness of
commitment to the Federation rather than its cause.

The roots of failure were in fact to be found in the fundamental unsuitability of the
units for federation, their congenital incompatibility, the result of ‘centuries of
isolation, mistrust and mutual ignorance’ and jealous ‘local particularism’.'?? The ten
were unequal in weight: Jamaica had over half the total population, Trinidad a
quarter; both were far ahead of the others in economic development, nervous of
having to bail them out. Once the large mainland colonies of Guiana and Honduras
stood aside, the rest were mainly competitive and not complementary in their
economies. Only five per cent of exports were between the islands. The smaller ones
were highly disparate. Barbados, with a unique constitution, had been self-governing
since 1639. St Lucia, a coaling station, had been disputed between Britain and
France, and although British since 1814, it still relied on the Quebec civil code and
Roman Catholic schools; its population mostly spoke ‘a queer patois of antique
French warped by a rustic kind of English’.'® St Vincent was dependent on
arrowroot. Montserrat was minuscule (only thirty-two square miles), dominated by a
sinister mountain and, Hailes thought, ‘a strange kind of Irishness’; Nevis he
described as ‘almost sullenly poor’. The Cayman Islands (some 200 miles west of
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Jamaica), preoccupied mainly with tourism and turtle fishing, were neither wholly in
nor wholly out. Technically members of the Federation, they were not represented in
the federal legislature nor did they contribute anything financially.'®

Colonial economic and social policies

The officials involved with colonial economic policy defined its purposes as follows:
(i) raising the standard of living of colonial peoples, including productivity and
diversification, (ii) strengthening economies to stand on their own feet for self-
government, and (iii) maintaining the conditions for the inflow of external capital.'®®
Aid was given through a combination of Colonial Development and Welfare, grants-
in-aid, the Colonial Development Corporation, access to the London loan market,
and private investment. The mechanics of the way this assistance was given to
colonies was carefully analysed for the benefit of the incoming secretary of state,
Macleod, in October 1959 (306).

There was of course a fundamental problem. Desirable objectives were too great
for Britain’s resources (302), and the external financial position was precarious (301).
Macmillan during his premiership was never free from anxiety about over-stretched
economic resources (42). This led him, for example, summarily to dismiss a plea to
spend more on the High Commission Territories (482). A climax to this perennial
problem was reached in the middle of 1961, with a balance of payments crisis, ‘more
serious than at any time during the past ten years’.'”® An emergency budget was
introduced on 25 July 1961. Three days later the prime minister wrote to all
spending ministers asking them to scrutinise their expenditure with the utmost
stringency. The CO had already a year earlier set a ceiling on colonial expenditure
(307), and the need for restraint on aid was well understood.

Another general anxiety concerned the state of the Sterling Area. Sterling was a
volatile currency during this period. As a framework for British policy-formation, the
Sterling Area was already beginning to fall apart. Gradually its Commonwealth side
became less important, and the foreign side, especially the oil producers like Kuwait,
became more important. The balances of the major African members of the
Commonwealth declined slowly. Although the Sterling Area did not formally come to
an end until 1972, ‘much of the rationale underlying [it] became redundant by
1958.%" This was because the Montreal Trade and Economic Conference of
Commonwealth ministers in 1958 recommended convertibility, in the interests of
working together ‘in no exclusive spirit towards a multilateral trade and payments
system over the widest possible area’. Most of the restrictive aspects of the Sterling
Area system were dismantled, and sterling made convertible, soon after the Montreal
conference, though Britain continued to give preference to investment in sterling
countries. Economic planning generally moved further towards internationalisation.
None of which made decolonisation any harder.

Uncertainty about the future behaviour towards the Sterling Area of colonies
nearing independence gave rise to much debate. In this context, the Treasury
reviewed the advantages of membership in October 1958 (305). There was anxiety
about the possibility of newly independent countries like Malaya, Ghana and Nigeria
leaving the Area (300, 304). These countries had been amongst the principal dollar-
earners for the Sterling Area during the 1950s, and their continued earning power
remained a matter of concern to other members. They had large sterling balances. If
they ran sizeable balance of payments deficits and drew in their sterling balances—as
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India had done—this would become a serious problem for Britain and the Area. The
chances of South Africa’s leaving were also investigated (442). Most Treasury officials
did not think it would technically matter too much—and certainly less than it would
have done ten years earlier—if South Africa withdrew. The Bank of England showed
more alarm than the Treasury, arguing that the defection of the world’s leading gold
producer would be seen as psychologically a major crack in the Sterling Area system.
In the event, South Africa remained inside despite her departure from the
Commonwealth in May 1961.

To illustrate what was happening in the field of economic development we have
concentrated on a case-study. Swaziland was a notable example of intensive
economic improvement under ‘the late colonial state’, which showed just what could
be achieved, given the chance.!?® The post-independence prosperity of Swaziland was
almost entirely due to the measures taken in the years covered by this volume (see
map, p 38, part II). Before the 1950s very little had been done, apart from setting up
an asbestos export industry in 1938 at Havelock, which became one of the five largest
asbestos mines in the world. Within a period of ten years, however, by the end of 1964
a trans-territorial highway and railway line to Mozambique, connecting Swaziland to
the port of Lourenco Marques (Maputo), had been completed; a central power-
scheme, a new iron-ore mine at Ngwenya, and a coal-mine at Mpaka had all been
opened; and an industrial estate at Matsapa (with Swaziland’s first cotton ginnery)
was almost fully operational. The Ngwenya mine supplied high-grade iron ore to
Japan. In 1950 a government-run cattle-holding area at Impala Ranch (25,000 acres)
was established for cattle culled from over-stocked herds. The timber resources of
80,000 acres of forest in northern Swaziland were exploited from 1955. In 1959 the
Usutu Pulp Company was formed to process the timber of a 107,000-acre estate of
pine (and some eucalyptus), the largest man-made forest in Africa. Several irrigation
schemes were completed, the biggest at Malkerns, over 6,000 acres, with a diversified
output, notably rice and citrus fruits; there was also a large irrigated dairy-farming
area in the north, and, a little to the south of it, the Vuvulane sugar-producing
scheme. By 1962 sugar had become Swaziland’s major export. Nearly all of these
were Colonial Development Corporation projects, and among its few unequivocal
successes.'® Central to all these developments was the completion of the freight
railway operated by the Caminhos de Ferro de Mozambique. The track followed a
route first surveyed eighty years earlier, along the Usushwane river valley out of the
mountainous highveld, and linked many of the new industrial enterprises: 139.5
miles in all. It gave Swaziland an outlet to the sea independent of South Africa. The
progress of the railway project was monitored at the highest ministerial level, with
Macmillan taking a particular interest (310, 311, 323-326).

During the period represented here, government attitudes towards aid underwent
a significant shift. Aid to developing countries was coming to be generally accepted
as desirable. Amounts were increased throughout the world, and new international
institutions were set up to handle it. Aid became a major new theme in international
relations. For Britain, the politics of aid upset all economical calculations. Since both
the communist and western worlds tried to attract the unaligned nations, the latter
could in this competitive situation ‘sell their favours dear’, in Macmillan’s sardonic
phrase (541). Accordingly, as he explained to the Cabinet in February 1962 (in the
context of Uganda), the costs of relinquishing colonial rule were proving to be high,
but it was ‘probably better to accept definite, if large, financial commitments on
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independence than to take the risk of the indefinite and large expenditure involved in
prolonging colonial rule against the risk of a collapse of law and order’ (134).

The traditional attitude of ‘no independence before financial viability and no aid
after it’ was still in place in 1957, with the test of viability being the ability to raise
money on the London Market. In May 1957 the Economic Policy Committee
reaffirmed its opposition to any regular system of Exchequer assistance (government
capital) for independent Commonwealth countries, and refused to empower the
Colonial Development Corporation (CDC) to start new development schemes in
them (302). The Cabinet in June endorsed this hard-line policy (303). Accordingly,
the White Paper of July 1957 declared magisterially and categorically, ‘the special
responsibility which HMG has for colonial dependencies ceases when they achieve
independence’ and further CDC investment would therefore be ‘inappropriate’.’*
Parliamentary debates in January had already uncovered a lot of dissatisfaction over
these rules, but the CO, the CRO and the Treasury had all agreed the Ghana
Independence Bill should retain the clause precluding new CDC operations (327,
328).5! Only a short time afterwards, however, all these policies went into sharp
reverse. The rapidity of political advancement made it virtually impossible in all but a
few instances for colonies to borrow on the London Market, and it became politically
necessary to continue giving aid after independence.

The major move forward came as a result of the policy inaugurated at the Montreal
Conference of 1958 (313), after which colonies could continue to expect to receive,
once independent, financial help much as they would have done had they remained
dependent. Commonwealth assistance loans were provided for independent
countries. In the light of this, by mid-1959 a good deal of pressure had built up to do
more by way of financial help for newly-independent Nigeria than had been done for
Ghana. The kind of assistance to be given was considered closely (330-332). Like
Ghana, Nigeria did not get any aid, but it did receive one of the new Commonwealth
assistance loans. The financial debate was extended early in 1960 to the West Indies
Federation (333) and Sierra Leone (107, 334-335). Countries reaching independence
were now generally allowed technical assistance (mainly the services of experts and
advisers), and any unspent CDW allocation, together with a Commonwealth
assistance loan. Otherwise there was a reluctance to move beyond this, and certainly
to regard the more generous provision made in 1960 for Somaliland and Cyprus
(239) as special cases. But then a transitional annually tapering financial grant for up
to ten years was proposed for the West Indies Federation by the CO (333). This would
be an important and unwelcome new departure, but seemingly unavoidable, given its
circumstances. Improved financial assistance was still not easy to achieve, and the
debate about it was regularly renewed (352). Both Tanganyika (August 1961) and
Uganda (February 1962) obtained fairly generous settlements (134, 156). The
chances of applying simple, uniform, minimal, arithmetical formulae were fast dis-
appearing.

Plans for the renewal of the Colonial Development and Welfare Act were started by
Lennox-Boyd in February 1958 (312), to cover the quinquennium 1959-1964. It was
expected that the poorer countries would continue to need grants for as long as
could be foreseen. The Treasury accepted in principle the need for further aid, but
there was tough negotiation over (a) the amount, and (b) even more so, the ceiling
on new Exchequer loans for approved development schemes, introduced (to the
delight of the CO) in parallel with the Commonwealth assistance loans agreed at
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Montreal. The points at issue with the Treasury were recorded in CO minutes in
December 1958 (315, 319). Formal representations were made by Lennox-Boyd (316)
for raising the ceiling on money available by an extra £80 million in grants (to £300
million) and for providing £125 million (or £25 million a year) to underwrite
Exchequer loans for colonial development programmes. The Treasury was
unconvinced, and a face-to-face meeting was held between the two ministers on 2
January 1959 (318). The CO did quite well in the bargaining (319). The 1959 CDW
Act was the fifth since 1940 and provided an additional £95 million, together with
£100 million for Exchequer loans, with an annual ceiling of £25 million. Officials
met in the summer of 1962 to discuss the next CDW Act, to come into operation
from 1 April 1963 in accordance with the usual one-year overlap procedure. The
result was the Commonwealth Development Act, 1963, which provided £103 million.
In his circular to governors (18 November 1963) Sandys asked them to submit
integrated development plans instead of unrelated shopping-lists of schemes.'*?

The other change which reflected the general loosening predicated by the
Montreal policy was the transmutation of the Colonial Development Corporation
into the Commonwealth Development Corporation in mid-1963, when it was re-
organised and freed to operate in independent countries. The debate about its future
had begun in 1956.* That the CDC survived in any form is perhaps surprising,
granted its poor track record and huge losses. At least thirty out of thirty-five CDC
schemes for producing food were failures. Whether or not the chairmanship of Lord
Reith (to the end of March 1959) should be counted an asset or a liability is no doubt
a matter for dispute. He was unpopular outside the organisation, over-persistent,
aggressive and difficult to deal with. ‘Old Wuthering Height’ was how Macmillan
referred to him: ‘is there no way of getting rid of this turbulent Peer?'*
Nevertheless, Reith’s tenacity undoubtedly saved the CDC. The CO, the CRO and the
Treasury were all prepared to see it wound up, but it gradually became apparent that
the CDC had too many friends in parliament, and it would not be politically feasible
to kill it off (321-322). Macleod commented on a ‘mystic belief’ in it, or something
like it, and a possible ‘great outcry’.’®® Lord Sinclair of Cleeve was appointed to find a
solution to its special losses account, running at about £9 million (321), though the
government in the end took a tougher line than he recommended.

One other major new departure in the provision of aid should be noted. In April
1960 the CRO put forward a ‘constructive and positive non-political initiative’ for
Africa: an economic plan for aid analogous to the Colombo Plan (1950) for South-
East Asia, but restricted to Commonwealth countries both as recipients and donors
(336). It was hoped this might help to persuade independent countries of the value of
the Commonwealth, while at the same time spreading the load for Britain. This
proposal was put before the Africa Committee and blessed by them, rather to general
surprise.’®® The response of the CO had been lukewarm, dismissing it as ‘economic
imperialism’ or ‘window-dressing’. The FO disliked the exclusion of foreign countries
and also thought it open to a charge of ‘neo-colonialism’. The Treasury was sceptical
as to whether any substantial funds would be forthcoming from the Commonwealth,
in which case it might be a discreditable flop (337). The scheme was, however,
referred by the Cabinet to the Development Policy Committee for further study—
mainly because Nkrumah coincidentally proposed, at the May 1960 Commonwealth
Prime Ministers’ Meeting, something similar (338). So it seemed that if Britain did
not take a lead, Ghana, or even Canada, might make proposals prejudicial to British
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freedom of action. The pros and cons were thus finely balanced. The official
committee recommended a plan (in its ‘Report on Commonwealth co-operation in
African development’, 15 July 1960) confined to technical (as opposed to capital)
assistance, not necessarily restricted to Commonwealth countries, provided they
were in the western camp (340). The scheme emerged from the Commonwealth
finance ministers’ meeting in September 1960 as the Special Commonwealth African
Assistance Plan (SCAAP), with the particular support of Canada, together with
Australia and New Zealand. It provided some capital as well as technical assistance,
ie, capital aid was not actually excluded. Many were disappointed by this limited
outcome, but it was obvious that the resources for doing more were not forthcoming
(343, 344).

Three other matters concerning the management of aid had to be considered.
First, whether or not aid should be ‘tied’. In fact the traditional policy of not tying aid
to British goods and services (307) broke down in mid-1962 in the aftermath of the
economic crisis of 1961 (349). Thereafter aid was tied. Untied aid had become a
problem. It constituted a significant pressure on the balance of payments, and
Britain was being badly left behind because all other donor countries were tying aid
to their own goods and services or to the import costs of development. A distinct
change of outlook was registered in the Economic Policy Committee on 31 October
1962 (350), when Home argued that aid should be treated like defence, diplomacy
and information services—as an instrument of policy, to be used in the maintenance
of British influence and strength abroad, ‘an essential part of our policy of
maintaining our position in the face of the Communist threat’, and a means of
reducing tension between the haves and have-nots. He wanted a greater proportion
earmarked for non-Commonwealth countries. In discussion, the Committee thought
Latin America might now be a more useful recipient than Africa. Africa was thus
almost visibly slipping in importance (353), and the whole conception of ‘colonial’
aid was on its way out. Secondly, the government tried to persuade the Americans to
contribute more to aid. The United States was prepared to help in the Caribbean, and
if the West Indies Federation had survived, the Americans would have provided
generous aid, regarding it as a barrier against Castroism (so the offer was withdrawn
when the Federation broke up). By the same token, they were not willing to help
Guiana, led by Dr Jagan, supposedly a communist. But they showed some interest in
helping East Africa.’®” Finally, there was the question of adequate publicity for aid. A
good many ministers, MPs, and businessmen were concerned that the improved aid
effort was not making enough impact, and an attempt was made to rectify this (347,
351).

To conclude on aid policy: by 1964, the amount of aid to developing countries had
been greatly augmented, from £81 million in 1957-1958, to £161 million in 1960-
1961, and about £170 million in 1963-1964. The proportion going to colonies
remained considerable. The days of disinterested aid were, however, long gone, and
officials were now debating whether aid should be used directly as a cold war weapon
—overall policy was as yet unclear about that (353). Nevertheless, in the final
analysis, aid was still not regarded as a matter of the highest political priority.*

An examination of the government’s record in social policy and research shows a
striking decline in the bulk of archival material over that generated for the 1940s
and early 1950s. These were spheres of action readily handed over to indigenous
elites, and the demand for CO services was falling. Independence—even the
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approach of independence—meant an end to responsibility for colonial research. It
also meant an end to any social engineering, to any justification for attempts to
mould labour relations or colonial trade unions (355, 358, 359). The Trades Union
Congress was contracting its overseas activities, and ‘under the impact of African
nationalism any reversal of this trend is now out of the question’ (359). Not that
there were no anxieties about the abuse of regulatory powers by independent gov-
ernments. Ghana and Singapore virtually ‘nationalised’ their trades unions, bending
them to their own political purposes, and this greatly shocked British officials.
Tanganyika was also a cause of similar concern, but it could only be dealt with
‘informally’ (361). Also, by 1958, the idea of a royal commission to examine colonial
education in Africa was thought too heavy-handed and likely to cause resentment by
implying that Africans needed to be told what to do (356). An adequate education
policy, though, remained a matter of high concern, since a sufficient number of edu-
cated people was obviously vital to the success of every newly-independent state.
However, education was one of the first subjects to be taken over by local govern-
ments as they became more representative. This was probably just as well, since a
more active policy of promoting colonial education—or indeed any other social wel-
fare policy—would have been extremely costly for Britain. Sir John Maud failed to
secure additional expenditure on education for the High Commission Territories
(482).1%

In the light of subsequent public preoccupations, the amount of attention given in
these years to tourism, or even to the environment (360), was very small. But here
too, at the time when these might have begun to surface as higher priorities, it was
already too late for the metropolitan government to take a lead, still less to co-
ordinate matters such as game preservation between various territories. By 1960
directives of this kind were recognised as ‘inappropriate today’ and ‘out of keeping
with the degree of constitutional advance’ in Africa (360).

Ministers were, however, alert to human rights issues. In 1957, during the making
of the Malayan constitution and negotiations for the future of Singapore, the local
political leaders (including Tunku Abdul Rahman) demanded constitutional
provisions which strengthened the executive at the expense of the judiciary and
appeared to British ministers to put fundamental civil liberties at risk; these changes
were only reluctantly accepted.® As foreign secretary, Selwyn Lloyd early in 1958
placed the defence of free institutions and human rights (where they existed) along-
side the preservation of world peace and stability as the objectives of foreign policy.
Where human rights did not exist, British policy was ‘the encouragement of trends
which will result in ordered progress towards them’ (379). Racial discrimination
certainly existed in the dependent empire (eg, in Bermuda: 354), but nowhere on the
systematic scale of South Africa. Mrs Bandaranaike of Ceylon saw the departure of
South Africa from the Commonwealth in 1961 as driven by the unwillingness of
other members ‘to compromise on an issue affecting human rights’ (457); Lord
Hailes rejoiced that there had been ‘a clear affirmation of democratic principles. ..
[an] unequivocal stand for human rights’.!*

The Ghanaian constitution made no mention of fundamental rights. The first
African constitution to do so was Nigeria’s in 1958, which embodied, indeed
entrenched, virtually all the clauses of the European Human Rights Convention
(103-105). This highly significant new development arose out of suggestions to the
Willink Commission (investigating the anxieties of Nigerian minorities) made by
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Christian bodies campaigning for a guarantee of fundamental rights. Willink’s
comment was persuasive:

Provisions of this kind in the Constitution are difficult to enforce and sometimes
difficult to interpret. Nevertheless, we think they should be inserted. Their presence
defines beliefs widespread among democratic countries and provides a standard to
which appeal may be made by those whose rights are infringed. A Government
determined to abandon democratic clauses will find ways of violating them, but they
are of great value in preventing a steady deterioration in standards of freedom and the
unobtrusive encroachment of a Government on individual rights.*?

It is a matter for speculation whether the Nigerian constitution would have gone
in this direction had Willink been swayed by the demands—made by almost all other
witnesses—for separation and state-proliferation as the means of protecting minority
rights. As it was, sixteen human rights were listed in the Nigerian constitution,
covering life and liberty, the administration of justice, social freedom, religious
rights, and discrimination. When Macleod moved the Second Reading of the Nigerian
Independence Bill in July 1960 he went out of his way to praise the constitution’s
‘code of fundamental human rights’, adding that it had been extremely useful as a
model for many of the constitutional conferences which he had presided over
since.'® Kenya (163, 164), Uganda and Sierra Leone rapidly adopted it; Butler
insisted on a bill of rights for the Nyasaland constitution in 1963 (509). Thereafter it
became almost mandatory.

Macleod also invoked ‘human rights’ as part of his reasoning behind the release of
Dr Banda (495). The declaration of states of emergency involved having to satisfy the
Human Rights Commission before a proclamation could made or revoked:
alternative and less embarrassing procedures were explored, not least for Kenya (23,
24). What happened at Hola Camp had clearly breached the Human Rights
Convention (159). There was concern too that breaches were alleged by the Greeks in
1957 protesting about the ill-treatment of detainees in Cyprus and the application of
curfew (221). Conversely, consideration was given to the possibility that countries
which attacked Britain for its ‘colonialism’ might themselves be vulnerable to
counter-charges of contravening human rights (414, 415).

International policy

By ‘international policy’ we mean relationships with foreign countries concerning
colonial questions, mainly those with America, with Europe and in the United
Nations. All of these occupied important positions in British policy-making: the
United States by providing financial underpinning and strategic cover, together with
supportive advice and unwelcome irritation in about equal measure; Europe by
acting as, in effect, a potential alternative to the Commonwealth; the United Nations
by forcing the pace of decolonisation.

The post-war world was at once profoundly anti-imperial and in the West anti-
communist. Fortunately for Britain, the Americans came to believe that communism
was a more serious threat than ‘colonialism’, but anti-colonialism was a world-wide
movement, exploited not just by communists, but also affecting countries which had
never been colonies, and often led by those Asian and African states to whom Britain
had given independence sooner rather than later. Thus even Hilton Poynton of the
CO realised that the international climate had become ‘a more decisive factor’ to be
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taken into account in the formulation of British policy (405). Contextualising Africa
in cold war terms became almost an obsession, to the point where by 1961 Sir
Andrew Cohen was worried that ‘killing communism’ seemed to be the chief
objective of African policy, rather than the desirability of preparing stable and viable
regimes for independence (382). Analysis of Soviet expansion, its aims, methods and
success-rate, was repeatedly undertaken, together, where appropriate, with those of
Chinese communism. In particular, the situation in Africa was subject to close and
regular scrutiny (39, 132, 379, 383, 387, 390). More specifically, Ghana was the object
of concern and intense interest. The high commissioner, Sir Arthur Snelling, quite
clearly identified Ghana as ‘a key battleground in the cold war’. The dilemma was: if
Britain did not help Ghana a clear field would be left for the Russians to appear her
only true friend; but helping the corrupt ministers surrounding Nkrumah, such as
K A Gbedemah and K Botsio, might well back-fire.!** Snelling’s valedictory despatch
raised the sombre possibility of Ghana’s leaving the Commonwealth and leading a
pan-African, anti-British movement (384, 386).

The prospects of communism in India were analysed closely by Malcolm
MacDonald (7). South-East Asia was examined reflectively by Fred Warner of the FO
towards the end of 1963 (388). Macmillan attempted a global over-view in a
memorandum he called ‘The grand design’ produced over the Christmas holidays,
dated 3 January 1961. It was a typically elegant but theoretical essay calling for co-
operation between the United States, Britain and France, because ‘the Communist
danger—in its various forms—is so great and so powerfully directed that it cannot be
met without the maximum achievable unity of purpose and direction’. In a sentence
which resembled one of Ernest Bevin’s, he called for ‘the great forces of the free
world’ to organise themselves ‘economically, politically and militarily in a coherent
effort to withstand the Communist tide all over the world’, and in particular to use
their economic power more efficiently. It is perhaps a little surprising that only three
years later his successor, in a notable speech in Canada, was able to identify a double
‘sea-change’ in world affairs: ‘colonialism’, declared Sir Alec Douglas-Home, ‘is
nearly at an end’ and ‘positive co-existence’ had emerged, signalling a foreseeable end
to the cold war. It was therefore time to move on and tackle the ‘problem of
problems’, the disparity between rich and poor nations (389). Reports of the death of
the cold war proved to be an exaggeration, but the worst was perhaps over.

Of all Britain’s international relationships, none was more vital than that with the
United States. In the aftermath of what Macmillan revealingly referred to as ‘the
Anglo-American schism’, the Suez Crisis of 1956,'% rebuilding the American
relationship was a top priority. One obstacle to this was what was regarded in
Whitehall as the negative, unreconstructed and prejudiced attitude of the Americans
(in at least some quarters of Washington) towards British ‘colonialism’. The CO
urged the prime minister not to flinch from tackling this as soon as possible (374,
375). The Bermuda Conference in March 1957 offered a good opportunity. The State
Department and the British Embassy in Washington collaborated in presenting a
paper on ‘Means of combating Communist influence in tropical Africa’. In it, they
agreed that ‘the best counter to Soviet aims is to pursue resolutely and systematically
the constructive policy of leading dependencies as rapidly as is practicable toward
stable self-government or independence in such a way that these governments are
willing and able to preserve their political and economic ties with the West’.!*” At one
of the meetings, the foreign secretary Selwyn Lloyd suggested that Africa was ‘likely
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to be the great battle of the next ten years. The battle of the Middle East had caught
us unawares; we must be ready for the battle of Africa’. The meeting agreed that the
communists did indeed aim to dominate Africa; and the Americans accepted that the
British ‘evolutionary’ approach to decolonisation was right (376). The British felt all
this represented a considerable advance towards a better understanding between the
two nations (377). By October 1957, Lloyd claimed that the ‘special relationship’ was
restored. Macmillan believed with satisfaction that the two had agreed on their
‘interdependence’ (378). What this meant in practice never became entirely clear.

The Americans were increasingly interested in Africa, especially once Kennedy
became president. Being more interested made them better informed, and this in
turn meant, the British believed, that the US government was more understanding of
and less ready to criticise British policy. They did not put pressure on Britain to
proceed any faster with decolonisation (380). Even over Central Africa, where a
legitimate critique could have been forcefully developed, they seemed to become
more sympathetic and patient, perhaps because they had concluded that there was
no immediate threat of communist infiltration.

The contrast between this relaxed indulgence over Rhodesia, and the truculent
pressure the Americans tried to exert over Guiana shows just how far they evaluated
British performance in cold war terms. Guiana posed a serious strategic risk to the
Americans, since it would be as ideal a location for Russian missiles as Cuba, and
because it could prove to be the thin end of the wedge for communism in Latin
America. Home dealt firmly with the American attempt to retard independence in
Guiana and instigate a CIA operation against Dr Jagan. Macmillan wrote ruefully in
his diary, ‘The Americans are the first to squeal when “decolonisation” takes place
uncomfortably near to them’ (295). In June 1963 Kennedy again insisted on
pursuing his Guiana concerns with Macmillan, but the British had no profound
interest in the territory and were only anxious to be rid of it. In any case, as Home
pointed out, they could not possibly revert to direct rule without destroying Britain’s
image as a decolonising power. Sandys, however, was not altogether unmoved,
slowed things up a bit and made two visits. The voting procedure was changed to
proportional representation—something the CO had hitherto opposed (299). As a
result, Jagan held only twenty-two seats as against twenty-nine by his opponents, and
on this basis independence was eventually granted in April 1966.'4

Apart from this one exception, relations with the United States in the colonial field
had become fairly smooth. Even so, the Anglo-American relationship as a whole in
1964 needed almost as much careful nurturing as it had in 1959 (13, 391).

Problems with the United Nations consumed immense quantities of time, energy
and paper. One over-arching theme dominated British relations with the UN in this
period: whether or not (in the mid-1950s) to resign from it, or one of its agencies, or
(in the early 1960s) to withdraw from its specialist Committee of Seventeen (later
Twenty-Four) which was charged with overseeing the termination of ‘colonialism’. In
general terms, it was desirable that the UN should function as an effective guarantor
of world peace, and so leaving it would be dangerous, ‘an abdication of responsibility’
(404). On the other hand, the hostility to British colonial policy displayed therein
was embarrassing, and the UN’s determination to extend its influence over all
colonial territories was an unqualified nuisance. The arguments were finely
balanced, and there was no agreed British position. As permanent British
representative on the Trusteeship Council (1957-1961), Cohen wanted a



INTRODUCTION Ixxi

modification of the previous rigid line. He recommended remaining forthright and
firm, but also being forthcoming and flexible. Poynton disagreed (‘I have always
been, and unashamedly remain, on the extreme right wing over this’), regarding
Cohen’s approach as ‘extremely distasteful’. Macleod said he shared Poynton’s
anxieties, but felt it would be wise to follow Cohen’s advice.'*’

Then in December 1960 came the epoch-making Resolution 1514 (XV),
demanding ‘a speedy and unconditional end to colonialism’, sponsored by forty-three
Afro-Asian nations, Britain and the United States abstaining. The Resolution
maintained that unpreparedness must not be made a pretext for delaying
independence, and target dates should be set. How to deal with this was the subject
of an anxious memorandum by Sir John Martin in June 1961 (406). The Committee
of Seventeen was established to implement the Resolution, or at least to monitor
progress (November 1961). However, in the General Assembly 1961 debate on
colonialism, a Soviet-inspired resolution for an early and general target date (the end
of 1962) was killed off. Even Krishna Menon of India opposed this, saying that
immediate independence for South-West Africa and the High Commission
Territories could only condemn them to indefinite South African domination.'” A
Nigerian resolution for a date of 1970—which the British government could have
accepted—was withdrawn (407). Similarly, in the 1962 Assembly, a target-date
proposal was again defeated, failing to secure a two-thirds majority. An earlier
motion by Guinea and the communist bloc for setting 24 October 1963 as the date
encountered considerable opposition, including Nigeria’s.'”> The upshot was that the
Committee was merely instructed to report on all colonial territories the following
year—so far it had concentrated on Africa. These were helpful ‘modifications’ of the
Resolution 1514 from the British view-point, making it easier to remain in what had
now become the Committee of Twenty-Four. Nevertheless, a chain of developments
had been started which Britain could not ignore: if some territories at least were not
‘speeded up’ it would look as if no notice at all was being taken of Resolution 1514
(538).

Much of the internal debate was focused in the early months of 1962.%2 It was
triggered by Sir Hugh Foot’s memorandum of 22 December 1961 (409), arguing that
although Britain could not tolerate interference in the administration of colonies,
total non-co-operation must only be a last resort. This point had not yet been
reached. In a Churchillian metaphor, he proclaimed his battle-plan: ‘We should fight
on the resolutions. We should fight in the corridors. We should fight in the
Committees. We should never abstain’. The CRO welcomed this, and wondered
whether the initiative might not be taken by making a declaration of intent about
colonial policy. Sandys himself drafted a possible declaration or resolution,
committing Britain to a completion of the transfer of power by 1970. Both Macmillan
and Home (who paid close attention to all UN matters) liked the idea (414). But
Maudling did not, apparently influenced by Poynton, who reiterated that the only
real choice was between co-operation or withdrawal (410). A declaration, it was also
pointed out, might be dangerous (‘what would happen to the Falklands if they
became independent?’), as well as self-congratulatory. The Africa Committee was
asked to consider. It was unhelpful about the prime minister’s angle on this, perhaps
being unwilling to give him an outright rebuff (416). The CO and FO were more
blatantly dismissive (415). Maudling continued to press for a firm line against the
Committee of Seventeen (410).
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Foot had talks in London in March 1962 and found himself depressed by Poynton’s
attitude (417). After an exchange of minutes (418, 419), Maudling and Home had
talks on 30 March to try to resolve their differences. The only way forward was to
present an agreed general analysis and let the pros and cons be argued out at
Cabinet. The Cabinet in effect decided against Maudling’s more intransigent line
(422). The possibility of a formal declaration of policy was discussed again in June
1962, but the CO reacted against it, thinking it would be counter-productive and
seen as a hypocritical attempt to divert attention from Southern Rhodesia, on which
Britain would be attacked by India, Tanganyika, and Ghana, all arguing it was the
most important example of ‘colonialism’. Southern Rhodesia was certainly the
principal reason for Britain’s difficulties, ‘an absolute liability’ (423). In August 1962
Foot expressed his concern that Britain was perceived as the friend of Welensky,
Salazar, Verwoerd and Tshombe (428). In October 1962 he resigned, warning that the
government was drifting to disaster over Southern Rhodesia. He thought Britain
spoke with the petulance of a retired governess, ‘conservative’ in the worst sense,
‘negative, defensive, cowardly, sterile’.!>

After Foot’s resignation, Sir Patrick Dean remained as Britain’s principal
representative at the UN but his views were similar: the Committee was not a serious
threat, so it would be more sensible to remain on it and act as a tormenting gad-fly,
rather than behaving like an early Christian facing the lions. There was a major
discussion on tactics again in July and August 1963, with the familiar array of
arguments.” The CO officials believed it was damaging to be exposed to such
vehement attacks, and too much goodwill was being used up in trying to mobilise the
support of friends. Opinion within the office was, however, divided between the
options.’ The FO supported Dean, believing the communists would like Britain to
‘run away’; to leave would only make the Committee more extremist and tarnish
Britain’s image as a modern, sympathetic, reasonable nation. In short, the
conclusion of this latest round of exhaustive discussions was once again that the
balance of advantage was in favour of ‘soldiering on’.

The Congo was the scene of the UN’s most high-profiled involvement during the
early 1960s. In 1959, the Belgian government, faced with riots and revolts, offered
self-government on a progressively telescoping time-table. Diverse political parties
emerged. Their leaders—Lumumba, Kasavubu, Tshombe, Mobuto, Gizenga,
Bomboko—all had utterly different intentions for the Congo’s future, and established
competing power-bases (‘more like the Crazy Gang” than anything I can remember’:
Macmillan, diary, September 1960).1® Lumumba came to seem dangerous because
he appealed for Soviet aid. Eisenhower and Macmillan agreed it would be good if he
could “fall into a river full of crocodiles’.’” By contrast, Tshombe, who led the
secession of the mining province of Katanga in July 1960, seemed much more
congenial, able, and friendly to the West, and he kept fair order in his prosperous
province. However tempting it may have been, the British government consistently
refused to recognise his regime. African states would have regarded recognition of
Katanga as a ‘colonialist’ attack on the unity of the Congo; but there was a thousand-
mile border with Northern Rhodesia, and what if Northern Rhodesia broke with the
Central African Federation and joined Katanga? (392).

* A group of five or six music-hall comedians (originally three double-acts: Flanagan & Allen,
Nervo & Knox, Naughton & Gold), popular on the London stage in the 1950s.
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Both Macmillan and Home were apprehensive of ‘another Korea’, and, in Home’s
case, ‘another Spanish Civil War’, if the Russians supported the rest of the Congo
against Katanga (394). ‘Russia was the whole problem’, or so Macmillan told
Kennedy in 1962."° Thus, from the beginning, the Cabinet supported a UN presence
as the best hope of stabilising the Congo and preventing armed communist
intervention and Soviet domination. To this extent the UN presence (opposed by the
Russians) was a convenient instrument for the western powers to fill the vacuum.
Britain agreed the UN could use a degree of force to maintain law and order, but not
to impose a political solution (which might well fail). Katanga must be returned to
the fold by negotiated settlement, Tshombe coaxed into co-operation with the central
government, perhaps in a federal arrangement. A Foreign Office minister, Lord
Lansdowne, had reported in September 1961 that any idea of an independent
Katanga’s peacefully existing alongside a truncated Congo was a fantasy (396). The
British government was opposed to the use of sanctions (399, 401).

Led by India and Nigeria, a number of Commonwealth countries were unhappy
about British Congo policy (396). Malaya, Ghana and even Canada thought Britain
guilty of equivocation. They were suspicious of pressure from the Central African
Federation, sensitive about any supposed lack of co-operation with the UN. Home
appealed to the United States for closer co-ordination of their policies (397), and,
since stalemate persisted Macmillan repeated the appeal directly to Kennedy in May
1962 (398). By this time, Home and Macmillan favoured a package of financial aid
and technical assistance, to which Britain would contribute, organised by the UN and
channelled to a federal state (399). Both sides were to be offered economic aid for
reconstruction as an inducement to co-operate in a negotiated settlement (400).
Home claimed Britain was genuinely keen to see Katanga reincorporated: ‘we are not
dragging our feet simply with a view to delaying the application of the “wind of
change” to our own territories’ (40). Britain remained opposed to sanctions, but the
UN held to a different view (401, 402), wanting to expedite the ending of the Katanga
secession by increasing the economic pressure on Tshombe. The Cabinet agreed not
to participate actively in an international embargo on purchases of Katangan copper
or in measures designed to prevent by physical means the passage of exports from
Katanga, because this would probably fail (403). Attempts at reconciliation of
Tshombe came to nothing. The final UN campaign against him was relatively blood-
less. The dire consequences feared by Britain did not materialise. Tshombe
capitulated in the middle of January 1963. The Cabinet decided against British
intervention or attempting to rescue Tshombe from the predicament he had got
himself into, despite the support he had among some Conservative MPs. Sanctions
would not be actively opposed.’”

The main concern of the government throughout the Congo crisis was to try to
stabilise the situation. According to Home—who had a dim view of Africans in this
part of the world—‘unless we are very careful we could get a belt of chaos from
Angola, through the Congo, Ruanda—Urundi to Kenya. That would be a dreadful
prospect’. The limits of British influence were, however, painfully obvious in that
although the Russians were kept out, the crisis was resolved in ways largely outside
British control. What happened in the Congo was a cautionary tale in several senses;
governors were asked for their opinions about the lessons to be learned (405).

It is not possible within the confines of this collection to do justice to Britain’s
first application to join the European Common Market (EEC). We have concen-
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trated on a selection of documents recording the bare bones of the leading Cabinet
decisions, of which the most important was on 18 June 1961, when the formal deci-
sion was taken (365). A major factor in moving towards Europe was that this was
what the Americans (for cold war geopolitical reasons) wanted Britain to do.
Another was the hope of savings on Britain’s contribution to NATO defence (80).
The Cabinet was divided, in part because of Commonwealth considerations. Much
attention was paid to reconciling possible membership with the interests of
Commonwealth countries, especially those of Australia (540, 543), New Zealand and
Canada, all of which had serious worries about the consequences, not merely for
their own trading relationships with Britain but also for the impact on the strength
of the Commonwealth should British links with it unravel. African states indicated
concern that the Community might perpetuate, through arrangements of ‘associa-
tion’, their inferior relationship with their former colonial masters. In July 1961—
following the precedent of 1949 when ministers were sent to Commonwealth
countries to sound out opinion on the continuation of India’s membership as a
republic—Sandys was dispatched to Australia, New Zealand and Canada,
Thorneycroft to India, Pakistan, Ceylon, Singapore and Malaya, Perth to the West
Indies, Edward Heath to Cyprus, and John Hare to Nigeria, Ghana, Sierra Leone
and Gambia (366). The results of this consultation were given to the Cabinet on 18
July 1961 (368). At the Commonwealth Prime Ministers’ Meeting in September
1962 Macmillan, who had been prepared for ‘grumbling acquiescence’, was shaken
by the vehemence of the doubts expressed. Nevertheless, an unusually full and
informative communiqué recorded agreement that the application would go ahead
(372, 373).1%° The government’s answer to Commonwealth criticisms was that ini-
tial shocks and adjustments could be overcome, and that in the long run British
political and economic strength would decline outside the European Community,
eventually leading to a permanent weakening of the whole Commonwealth.
Consultations continued right through the period of negotiation until de Gaulle
delivered his veto on 14 January 1963.

Southern African problems
Not many parts of the empire or Commonwealth saw such a catalogue of unexpected
dramas as Southern Africa in the first half of the 1960s. Arriving as high
commissioner in January 1959, Sir John Maud had no idea that within little more
than a year a British prime minister would tell the South African parliament for the
first time, and once and for all, that its policies were objectionable; that in just over
two years South Africa would leave the Commonwealth; and perhaps most
remarkable of all, that by the time his term ended in 1963, independence for the
three High Commission Territories, Basutoland, Bechuanaland and Swaziland,
would have become a live issue.!®! During the decade of the 1960s historic objectives
were achieved. For South Africa a republic, for Britain disengagement without too
much dishonour, and for the Basotho, Swazi and Tswana peoples a fresh chance to
live their own lives in their own way. Seretse Khama and Sobhuza II both emerged,
against the odds, as national leaders, though in sharply contrasting modes, and did
so at about the same time Nelson Mandela began his long imprisonment.

British policy towards South Africa always walked a tightrope between co-
operation and containment, between the demands of national interests and the
necessities of international reputation. Any apparent condoning of apartheid put in
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jeopardy British relations with Afro-Asian states; but there were plausible reasons for
maintaining mutually beneficial economic and defence connections with South
Africa, and above all for not provoking any South African hostile move against the
High Commission Territories. The continuation of over-flying rights was also vital
(and quietly confirmed after departure from the Commonwealth).!®* By the end of
1959, South Africa’s patience was about to be tested by a combination of steps which
would be extremely unpalatable: a multi-racial constitution for Bechuanaland,
purposeful economic development for Swaziland, and the withdrawal of Britain’s
‘support’ in the international arena.

The substantive point of policy embedded in the ‘wind of change’ speech was a
warning that South Africa could no longer expect British support at the United
Nations (32). Cohen, as British representative on the Trusteeship Council, had
wanted to put more distance between the British and South African positions. By
November 1959 it was clear to officials that the balance between maintaining good
relations with the Union and improving the British reputation at the UN needed
correcting; but the CRO was anxious not to push South Africa to the ‘parting of the
ways’ by handling this in the wrong way. Macmillan’s visit provided exactly the right
opportunity for engineering the change of policy. A draft Cabinet memorandum was
now turned by Home into a personal minute to Macmillan. It is the pivotal document
of Anglo-South African relations in the ten years before 1961. Its most striking
propositions were an admission that the Commonwealth would ‘undoubtedly be
happier and closer-knit were the ugly duckling out of the nest’, and an argument that
South Africa was ‘a liability to the West’ in the cold war (439). Several senior
ministers were asked to comment. All of them were supportive (440, 441, 445).

The test of the new policy was not long in coming. When in April 1960 the UN
General Assembly passed a resolution condemning the Sharpeville shootings in
March (447, 448), Britain voted for it. At the Commonwealth Prime Ministers’
Meeting in May 1960 Eric Louw (the South African foreign minister) raised the
question of whether South Africa would be welcome as a member after becoming a
republic (450). This was regarded as premature and ham-fisted, but the signs were
not encouraging. Alarm-bells began ringing for Macmillan, and in the months before
the next meeting he wrote letters to Diefenbaker of Canada (452) and Nehru of India,
urging them at least to come to it uncommitted on this serious issue, for ‘there is a
real danger to the whole Commonwealth structure and the beginning of a break-up
now’.!®® Meanwhile, officials had been at work for some time assessing the probable
effects of a South African departure (437). Maud’s advice was to try to keep South
Africa in (as the best way of helping the Africans) (451); while CRO officials briefed
the prime minister to argue tactically to the last in favour of South Africa’s
remaining, but, if it came to it, to follow majority opinion and acquiesce in
departure, though ‘still with every show of reluctance’ (453).

At the crucial Commonwealth Prime Ministers’ Meeting in March 1961, the
general mood initially was that South Africa might be given one more chance.
Verwoerd threw this away, gratuitously causing offence on the afternoon of the first
day by launching into a defiant defence of apartheid, and, in the evening, by refusing
a last-minute appeal from Macmillan to agree to accept high commissioners from
other Commonwealth countries (456). Next day, there was an appreciable hardening
of attitudes, articulated in particular by Diefenbaker and Mrs Bandaranaike of Ceylon
(457). Undoubtedly shocked, Verwoerd asked for time to consider his position
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overnight. The following day he formally withdrew his request for continuing
membership as a republic. A despondent Macmillan was consoled by Home (459).1%

The departure of South Africa did not solve the central problems of Anglo-South
African relations. South Africa could not be treated as if nothing had changed (461),
and, in Brook’s words, they had to avoid any suspicion that South Africa ‘having
jumped out of the Commonwealth window, is being let in again by the back-door’.!®®
Nevertheless, the old imperatives to keep on terms as good as possible with South
Africa, despite apartheid, in a reasonable working relationship, remained. The British
government had to continue to treat South Africa as half-ally and half-untouchable
at the same time, uneasily balancing on the tightrope between provocation and
conciliation. Always, it had to be remembered that, in the long run, there would
almost certainly be a black government in Pretoria. If British policy seemed to the
Africans too unsympathetic they might turn to the communist bloc (463): ‘if an
eventual explosion in South Africa (assisted no doubt by outside forces) led to the
installation of a pro-Communist Black Government, this would be a crowning
disaster’ (469). Hard decisions had to be taken about voting on UN resolutions about
sanctions (464, 468, 470, 472). In June 1964 the government voted for a resolution in
the Security Council condemning apartheid, but remained opposed to economic
sanctions, mainly because it believed they would hurt Africans, and do ‘irreparable
damage to Basutoland, and serious damage to Swaziland and Bechuanaland’. On
arms sales, a distinction was drawn by the Cabinet between weapons which might be
used for internal repression and those required for external defence (474).

The future of the High Commission Territories had for so long been considered in
terms of their vulnerability to South African expansionist pressure and in the face of
repeated South African demands to take them over, that it proved hard for all sides to
adjust their policies to any other framework, even after the departure of South Africa
from the Commonwealth put a formal end to the possibility of a transfer of
administration (475, 479-481, 485). As late as May 1963 Maud saw the future of the
three territories as ‘inextricably bound up with that of the Republic’, and self-
determination as therefore probably ‘the most difficult of all our dilemmas in
Southern Africa’ (462). Geographically and economically, Basutoland was
particularly problematic: could it ever aspire to real independence? Nevertheless,
with the encouragement of its constitutional adviser, Professor D V Cowen, and its
resident commissioner, A G T Chaplin, this is what by 1962 it did aspire to. Modern
political parties were founded in all three countries between 1959 and 1962, mainly
in response to announcements of constitutional reform. Bechuanaland and
Basutoland had Legislative Councils by 1961 (475, 477, 483), Swaziland by 1963.
Further advances were agreed in 1964 for Bechuanaland and Basutoland (488, 491),
though not without nervousness as to the South African reaction. The decisions were
momentous, but South Africa kept quiet, and their progress was relatively smooth,
leading to independence in 1966.

Swaziland dropped a little behind, and provides a fascinating exception to the
classic pattern of fruitful co-operation between British proconsul and national leader
in the transfer of power—Mountbatten and Nehru, Arden-Clarke and Nkrumah,
Maurice Dorman and Milton Margai, Turnbull and Nyerere, Glyn Jones and Hastings
Banda, even Peter Fawcus and Seretse Khama. That Brian Marwick, of all people,
should fall out with Sobhuza was surprising. Marwick had grown up in Swaziland,
and spoke siSwati perfectly; he had spent most of his career there (apart from six
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years in Basutoland and three in Nigeria), and he had written the standard
anthropological account of the Swazi. But his friendly relations with Sobhuza
withered away in disillusionment as the latter became ‘too obsessed with his personal
position to act in a statesmanlike manner’.!*® The course for Swaziland had been set
by Maud early in 1959: long-term policy was ‘the creation of a non-racial state’.
Marwick also was firmly committed to ‘the establishment of a non-racial
democracy’.'®” Sobhuza, the Swazi National Council, and the European settler
community, in more or less unholy alliance, would have none of it. They preferred a
multi-racial power-sharing in a Leg Co divided 50:50 between Europeans and Swazis,
and no elections on a common roll (486). This was completely at odds with British
decolonisation policy in general, and all officials believed it would only pile up
trouble for the future. There had to be scope, they believed, for meeting changes
which were bound to develop rapidly in Swaziland as elsewhere, and the constitution
had to commend itself to the rising generation of educated Swazi (490). Moreover, it
was important not to fail in creating a non-racial state, if only because a successful
Swazi model might have a beneficial effect on South Africa.!® A constitution was
therefore imposed in 1963 by the secretary of state. Marwick refused to allow
Sobhuza a plebiscite on this. In January 1964 Sobhuza went ahead with his
referendum notwithstanding, asking the Swazi to choose—in effect—between ‘the
lion’ (himself) and the ‘reindeer’ (Marwick). (It should he noted that while the lion
was a recognised symbol of Swazi royalty, the reindeer is an animal unfamiliar to
Africans.) The exact figures are disputed, but by any standards there was an
overwhelming demonstration of support for Sobhuza. Marwick left Swaziland,
angrily cursing ‘in some quarters, an impenetrable conceit, a clutching at crutches
to support limping traditions, a Canutism in the face of the rising tides of new
thoughts and experiences which are flooding our Swazi backwater’.'® In the end, in
1968, after a series of concessions by the Labour government, Swaziland became
independent under Sobhuza as king.

The Commonwealth

According to Canada’s Lester Pearson, the Suez Crisis ‘brought the Commonwealth
to the verge of dissolution’.'” This was not just because most of the other members
were upset by the lack of consultation, but because they were shocked, and
disapproved of the whole venture. In marked contrast to his exertions to restore the
Anglo-American relationship, Macmillan did little to mend fences with the
Commonwealth. His reflections at the time of the Commonwealth Prime Ministers’
Meeting in July 1957 were decidedly languid and rhetorical. What was to be the
future of the Commonwealth?—clearly it was entering a new phase, an ‘inescapable
evolution’: ‘the stream of gradual change was now to be augmented into a fast-
flowing river, which might soon break its banks through its torrential force’. How
could the mystique which kept the old organisation together be maintained? Well, he
would have to try at least ‘to guide these disparate forces into a common faith’.'! In
practice he did not do much. His tour of India, Pakistan, Australia and New Zealand
in 1958 was undertaken more to restore a show of governmental vitality ‘when
things were at a low ebb’ than to strengthen the Commonwealth chain.!” He
retained a sentimental attachment to his old Commonwealth relationships and was
aware of the Commonwealth as a useful psychological cushion for the end of empire.
Moreover, it was an increasingly valuable instrument to keep communism at bay. Its
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unity was therefore important, and one of his main efforts as prime minister centred
on the attempt to keep South Africa in the Commonwealth, thus running the risk of
cutting himself off from the only element of ‘common faith’ which had any real
potential, commitment to a multi-racial future. Of course the trouble was that
Macmillan did not like the changes brought by Afro-Asian membership. In
characteristically Edwardian metaphors, he complained privately that it was no
longer like gaining admission to Brooks’s but joining the RAC (Royal Automobile
Club).'? It had changed from a ‘small and pleasant country-house party’ into a ‘sort
of miniature United Nations’ (541). Selwyn Lloyd was convinced that Macmillan and
Macleod, for all their rhetoric, did not really care about the Commonwealth, and he
urged Home upon becoming prime minister to effect a ‘change of emphasis’ and set
about fostering Commonwealth links, despite the difficulties (549). Home was not
unresponsive (550).

Those difficulties were of course formidable. As Lloyd himself wrote, the facts were
‘that the Africans are opposed to us over Southern Rhodesia, that Mr Nehru has
never really liked us, that Australia does not buy our aircraft, that Canada
discriminates against us, that there are wide differences over attitudes towards
Communism’. Sir Patrick Dean deplored the lack of cohesion between
Commonwealth members at the United Nations, where the attacks they led on
Britain were a public demonstration that the Commonwealth concept was, he
believed, ‘empty of political content’ (548). The ambassador in Addis Ababa, John
Russell, reported that the Commonwealth delegates to the conference of thirty-two
heads of independent African states in May 1963 were disunited; most of them
avoided his embassy like the plague; ‘in Africa the expression of Commonwealth is
about dead’.'™ Sir Norman Brook thought the only common link with any
continuing relevance was speaking the English language, which at least might carry
‘a constructive promise’ of openness to the same ideas (544).

It was against this background that officials wrestled to find a renewed role for the
Commonwealth (550-553). Plainly it could not be made into a self-sustaining
economic unit; it was not significant in power terms; but in theory at any rate it
ought to give Britain enhanced standing in the world, and it could have a valuable
function in keeping developing countries out of the Soviet bloc. It ought to be able to
form a bridge between advanced and developing nations. It had roots in every part of
the world except, marginally, Latin America. Its very existence might be a good
answer to charges of ‘colonialism’. In a more visionary interpretation, its diversities
might even be made constructively complementary (529). An officials’ investigation
into the ‘intangible links’ in 1960 concluded that it was ‘a very vigorous social
organism’, promoting useful contacts between professional people, students, and
sportsmen, although too many of these relationships were only bilateral with Britain
(535).

On the other side of the balance-sheet, the Commonwealth was threatened by the
weakening of sterling, by the unreconcilable opinions and ‘unreliable behaviour’ of
some the new independent leaders, and by intra-Commonwealth disputes, notably
the ‘grim hostility’ between India and Pakistan over Kashmir (529). Above all there
were the three problems of the increasing size of the club, of immigration into
Britain, and of the European Common Market negotiations. The probable impact of
British entry into Europe was disturbing because so incalculable, but it certainly
seemed from the periphery as if the government might be prepared to go in on any
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terms, regardless of Commonwealth interests. As to its growth, by 1962 the
Commonwealth was ceasing to a relatively small group of relatively large countries
(544): decolonisation had created the problem that the tail was now uncomfortably
wagging the dog (542).

What could be done to make the expanding Commonwealth function more
effectively? A declaration of principles was rejected (530). A Commonwealth court of
appeal never got off the ground (533, 537). The possibility of a Commonwealth Youth
Trust came to little, though the government did agree to build 5,000 new hostel
places for overseas students (536). It was decided in 1958 that Empire Day must be
renamed Commonwealth Day (531). Much the most useful achievements, however,
were those of the Montreal Trade and Economic Conference in 1958, which
pioneered the way for a better deal on aid for newly independent countries (p Ixiv
above), and took a significant initiative in the field of education. The British team, led
by Home, put forward a plan which, according to him, ‘was received with
acclamation and has proved itself of very considerable value’. The Conference
proposed a scheme of studentships and fellowships (target: one thousand) to be
funded by Commonwealth governments, in the hope that the Commonwealth would
‘increasingly furnish new opportunities for its young people’. The other
recommendation was to encourage co-operation in education generally, especially
the supply and training of teachers. A Commonwealth Educational Conference was
held at Oxford in July 1959 to give effect these recommendations, followed by a
conference held in New Delhi in January 1962 to review progress.'™

‘Islands’, Macmillan once remarked, ‘can become rather a bore, whether in the
Mediterranean or in the Pacific’.!™ What was known as the ‘Smaller Colonial
Territories’ problem was undeniably intractable. At issue was the question of whether
they could be members of the Commonwealth, or even independent at all. Two-tier
membership was rejected by the Cabinet in 1955,'”" but the idea refused to die;
indeed, as the Commonwealth got bigger, the scheme revived, it being argued that it
might be more acceptable once larger numbers of smaller units were to be excluded
from the first tier (561). A concept of ‘statehood’ (self-government in domestic
affairs, but dependence on Britain for defence and external affairs) had been put
forward in 1955 for the small fry who would fall short of Commonwealth
membership. At the end of 1958 the CRO suggested that Brook’s committee on the
subject should take another look at ‘statehood’, in the context of the rapid growth of
nationalism and a possible agreement on Cyprus. The prime minister approved, and
serious work started in March 1959, a report being completed by June of that year.
The committee preferred the CO’s title of ‘Commonwealth state’ to the CRO’s
recommended ‘associated state’ (563) as the designation for a ‘comfortable half-way
house’ between self-government and independence. Such states would not attend
Prime Ministers’ Meetings. There was, however, by this time no question of any
independent states being relegated to a second tier: such possible future members as
the West Indies Federation, Kenya, Uganda and Tanganyika. The report was never
considered by ministers because of the impending autumn election, but in April 1960
Macmillan proposed that a group of Commonwealth (not merely British) officials
should reopen investigations under Brook’s chairmanship. Brook’s study group
concluded in July 1960 that within the next decade membership of the
Commonwealth would probably rise from seventeen to twenty-four and could well
double. Such an increase might not be unmanageable, and it was certainly desirable
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in principle to grant only full membership to all (534). Cohen offered a critique
suggesting that the timetable envisaged in paragraph 12 was too long drawn out and
would make for ‘a rather hard road in front of us at the UN’:

We must not of course give way to international pressure which is irresponsible, but
this kind of international interest will inevitably grow ... [and] seems likely to have its
effect on opinion, in a number even of those small territories which have so far shown
no signs of aspirations to independence.

For ‘international reasons’ therefore, finding a practical means of terminating
colonial status would be a good idea, although a single ‘managed solution’ was
impossible, Cohen thought, because of the policy of decentralisation, the special
circumstances of ‘fortress colonies’, and the difficulty of concurrent international
claims (he listed Aden, Honduras, Falklands and Basutoland).'™®

The estimates of July 1960 were, as Cohen had foreseen, quickly overtaken.
Mauritius and Zanzibar were moving up the queue. In April 1962 the Chadwick
Report revised the forecast to thirty or perhaps thirty-five Commonwealth members
by 1970. This important document, ‘The evolution of the Commonwealth’, grappling
with ‘a serious and immediate problem’, once again rejected all restrictions on
membership. For the smaller territories, ‘free association’ was now the preferred
term, because this could be aligned with a UN definition, and Western Samoa was
now available as a model (545). Western Samoa became independent in January 1962
in a special agency relationship with New Zealand, approved by the UN. After
consideration of the report in the CO (565), governors were asked in September 1962
for their opinions (566). Governors were informed that ‘mainly for international
reasons’, the sooner ‘we can change our public posture the better’, since UN pressure
was ‘likely to bedevil our international position for so long as we continue to be
regarded as a colonial power’. Attacks might be pre-empted by removing the Smaller
Colonial Territories as soon as possible from the purview of the UN. Pressure was
building for ‘moving toward a final solution’ of this problem.!”™ One official described
the whole notion of colonial status as now ‘a horrible embarrassment’ (565).

As luck would have it, the United Nations had itself provided a way out. Under
Resolution 1541 (XV) of December 1960—not to be confused with the more general
Resolution 1514 (XV)—a non-self-governing territory could become self-governing
by (i) sovereign independence, (ii) ‘free association’ with an independent state, or (iii)
integration with an independent state (46, 538). Integration with the United
Kingdom as a solution scarcely survived its failure to be adopted for Malta, except as
a possibility for the Falklands (565-567). The conditions of ‘free association” were the
consent of the state, ability to determine its own internal constitution, and to change
its status at any time. These criteria did not seem too difficult to comply with, and
‘free association’ thus appeared to be a distinctly possible relationship for a number
of British territories, among them the Falklands, St Helena, Pitcairn, Gibraltar, and
the Gilbert and Ellice Islands (46). Although the UN General Assembly debate in 1963
showed increasing concern over Smaller Colonial Territories, there was also a clear
understanding that sovereign independence was not possible for all, and nothing was
said which seemed to int