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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 pub-
lishing 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. In their absence, scholars both
from sovereign independent states which emerged from colonial rule, as well as from
Britain itself, lack an important tool for understanding and teaching their respective
histories. But 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 policies 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.

BDEEP is a sequel, not only to the India and Burma series but also to the still
earlier series of published Foreign Office documents which continues as Documents
on British Policy Overseas (DBPO). The contemporary volumes in DBPO appear in
two parallel series covering the years 1945 to 1955. In certain respects the
documents published in the BDEEP volumes will complement those published in
DBPO. On issues where there is, or is likely to be, direct overlap, BDEEP will not
provide detailed coverage. The most notable examples concern the post-Second
World War international settlements in the Far East and the Pacific, and the
immediate events of the Suez crisis of 1956.

1 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 between Britain and
Burma: the struggle for independence 1944-1948, 2 vols, (London, 1983-1984).
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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
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 will be 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 independ-
ence, 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 — will be
published in the form of handbooks to the records of the former colonial empire
which are deposited at the Public Record Office (PRO). The handbooks will be
published in two volumes as an integral part of BDEEP and also as PRO guides to the
records. They will 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 Commonuwealth Office. 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 Cabinet, Foreign Office,
Treasury and other records, focuses rnore specifically on twentieth-century depart-
mental records and also includes references to the records of inter-departmental
committees, commissions of inquiry and international organisations. These two
volumes have been prepared under the direction and supervision of Dr Anne
Thurston, honorary research fellow at the Institute of Commonwealth Studies in the
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University of London..

The criteria which have been used in selecting documents for inclusion in
individual volumes will be explained in the introductions written by the specialist
editors. These introductions are more substantial and contextual than those in
previous series. Each volume will also list 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
context of Britain’s relations with the United States, with Europe, and with the
Commonwealth and United Nations. The central themes are the political constraints,
both domestic and international, to which British governments were subject, the
economic requirements of the sterling area, the geopolitical and strategic questions
associated with priorities in foreign policy and in defence planning, and the
interaction between these various constraints and concerns and the imperatives
imposed by developments in colonial territories. 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 depart-
ment 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 Common-
wealth 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 velumes 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 Common-
wealth 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 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.
Where necessary, volume editors will provide details of potentially significant files or
individual documents of which they are aware and which they have not been able to
consult.

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.2 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). In headings, a subject entry 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 devised 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 unwieldly to reproduce in its entirety. Security
classifications and, in the case of telegrams, times of despatch and receipt, have
generally been omitted as confusing and needlessly complicating, and are retained
only where they are necessary to a full understanding. In the headings to documents
and the summary lists, ministers are identified by the name of the office-holder, not
the title of the office (ie, Mr Lyttelton, not secretary of state for the colonies).? In the
same contexts, officials are identified by their initials and surname. Ambassadors,

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.

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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governors, high commissioners and other embassy or high commission staff are
given in the form ‘Sir E Baring (Kenya)’. 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 part of a volume provides a select list of which principal
offices were held by whom, with a separate series of biographical notes (at the end)
for major figures who appear in the documents. Minor 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 sometimes 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 instruc-
tions, 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. The footnote reference ‘not printed’ has been
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. Each part of a volume has a list of
abbreviations occurring in it. A consolidated index for the whole volume appears at
the end of each part.

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

All government documents are reproduced and quoted by permission of the
Controller of HMSO. All references and dates are given in the form recommended in
PRO guidelines.

BDEEP has received assistance and support from many quarters. The project was
first discussed at a one-day workshop attended by over thirty interested scholars
which, supported by a small grant from the Smuts Memorial Fund, was held at
Churchill College, Cambridge, in May 1985. At that stage the obstacles looked
daunting. It seemed unlikely that public money would be made available along the
lines provided for the India and Burma projects. The complexities of the task looked
substantial, partly because there was more financial and economic data with which
to deal, still more because there were so many more territories to cover. It was not at
all clear, moreover, who could take institutional responsibility for the project as the
India Office Records had for the earlier ones; and in view of the escalating price of the
successive India and Burma volumes, it seemed unlikely that publication in book
form would be feasible; for some while a choice was being discussed between
microfilm, microfiche and facsimile.

A small group nevertheless undertook to explore matters further, and in a quite
remarkable way found itself able to make substantial progress. The British Academy
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adopted BDEEP as one of its major projects, and thus provided critical support. The
Institute of Commonwealth Studies served as a crucial institutional anchor in taking
responsibility for the project. The Institute also made office space available, and
negotiated an administrative nexus within the University of London. Dr Anne
Thurston put at the disposal of the project her unique knowledge of the relevant
archival sources; while the keeper of the Public Records undertook to provide all the
support that he could. It then proved possible to appoint Professor Michael Crowder
as project director on a part-time basis, and he approached the Leverhulme Trust,
who made a munificent grant which was to make the whole project viable. Almost all
those approached to be volume editors accepted and, after consultation with a
number of publishers, Her Majesty’s Stationery Office undertook to publish the
project in book form. There can be few projects that after so faltering a start found
itself quite so blessed.

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 Anthony Low, Smuts professor of the history
of the British Commonwealth in the University of Cambridge. Professor Michael
Crowder became 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. Mrs Anita Burdett was appointed as project secretary and
research assistant. She was succeeded in September 1989 by Dr Ashton who had
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. When BDEEP was launched in 1987, eight volumes in series
A and B were approved by the Project Committee and specialist scholars were
commissioned to research and select documents for inclusion in each. Collectively,
these eight volumes (three general and five country)® represent the first stage of the
project which begins with an introductory general volume covering the years
between 1925 and 1945 but which concentrates on the period from the Second World
War to 1957 when Ghana and Malaya became independent.®

It is fitting that the present general editor should begin his acknowledgements
with an appreciation of the contributions made by his predecessors. The late
Professor Crowder supervised the launch of the project and planned the volumes
included in stage one. The volumes already published bear lasting testimony to his
resolve and dedication during the project’s formative phase. Professor Murray played
a no less crucial role in establishing a secure financial base for the project and in
negotiating contracts with the volume editors and HMSO. His invaluable advice and
expertise during the early stages of editing are acknowledged with particular
gratitude.

5 Series A general volumes: vol 1 Colonial policy and practice 1924-1945; vol 2 The Labour government
and the end of empire 1945-1951 (published 1992); vol 3 The Conservative government and the end of
empire 1951-1957 (published 1994).

Series B country volumes: vol 1 Ghana (published 1992); vol 2 Sri Lanka; vol 3 Malaya; vol 4 Egypt and
the defence of the Middle East; vol 5 Sudan.
6 Plans are currently in preparation to commission new research for a second stage covering the period
1957-1964.
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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 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 grant to cover
the costs of the first stage, the Trustees agreed to a subsequent request to extend the
duration of the grant, and also provided a supplementary grant which enabled the
project to secure Dr Ashton’s appointment.

Members of the Project Committee, who meet annually at the Institute of
Commonwealth Studies, have provided valuable advice and much needed encourage-
ment. Professor Low, chairman of the Committee, has 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. In
addition to the annual meeting of the Project Committee, the project holds an
annual seminar to discuss issues arising from the research of the volume editors.
Valuable comments have been received from academic colleagues attending the
seminars by invitation. "The director and 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 Stage One have profited
considerably from the researches undertaken by Dr Anne Thurston and her assistants
during the preparation of the records 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 emanating from the editors of
DBPO. Dr Ronald Hyam, editor of the volume in series A on The Labour government
and the end of empire 1945-1951, played an important role in the compilation of the
house-style adopted by BDEEP and his contribution is acknowledged with gratitude.
Thanks also are due to HMSO 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 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 Kew, the project would not be viable.

S R Ashton
Institute of Commonwealth Studies
October 1993
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Introduction

1. International relations

In the early 1950s Britain was still the world’s third-ranking power. Its production
was 50 per cent greater in value than West Germany’s and 250 per cent greater than
France’s. Outside the superpowers it was the only country with nuclear capacity. The
range of its overseas commitments and responsibilities greatly exceeded that of any
other European power. The British world system of Commonwealth, colonial empire
and informal empire still sprawled around the globe, its existence both signifying
Britain’s international influence and standing and helping to shape Britain’s
international roles.

This world system, however, was under challenge at many points, and not least in
regions where Britain had interests it regarded as vital. Mossadeq of Iran had lately
nationalised the Anglo-Iranian Oil Company. A communist guerrilla army was active

‘in Malaya, the main source of the sterling area’s dollar-earning primary exports.
Meanwhile Britain’s principal ally, the United States, did not seem altogether
helpfully disposed. Harold Macmillan reflected: ‘American aid is almost completely
cut off, and they are doing all they can to force down the prices of rubber and tin.
There is no hope of any short-term solution of the Persian question, and an immense
loss to the balance of payments follows.”! 1t seemed indeed that a gamut of forces,
from the superpowers to local nationalists (4, 6), was intent on sapping the British
posntlon . Another diarist, Mr Edens private secretary C A E Shuckburgh, com-
mented in January 1953:

I ended today extremely gloomy about British prospects everywhere. In Kenya: the Mau
Mau. In Egypt and Persia: the Americans refusing to support us. Even Iceland in process
of destroying our deep-sea fishing industry. I see no reason why there should be any end
to the surrenders demanded of us. International law and the temper of international
opinion is all set against the things which made us a great nation, i.e. our activities
outside our own territory.?

But no-one in the Churchill government had any intention of simply caving in to
such pressures. Major power status was not negotiable. The real problem was how to
maintain it at affordable cost. Over a lengthy period, and especially during the last
decade, there had been a real and measurable diminution of the economic assets and
economic performance which had long been integral to British power. Arriving in
office in October 1951 during a balance of payments crisis, Conservative ministers
had lost no time in appraising the realities. In the very first Cabinet memorandum to
be placed before them, the chancellor, Mr Butler, pointed out that the external
deficit was growing at a rate of £700 million a year. Coming even before the full
financial impact of the rearmament programme ordered by the Labour government
could be felt, this deterioration indicated both serious underlying weaknesses and a
decline in foreign confidence in Britain’s ability to deal with them. The essential
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problem was ‘an overloaded economy’ (358). In May 1952 Butler elaborated. ‘With
shrunken assets we have accepted commitments which are not only far greater than
before the war, but many of which are non- productlve Defence and social welfare
were obvious cases in point. The fact was that the creditor nation of 1938 was : now a
‘major debtor, having been kept afloat in the late 1940s by an American loan. Despite
‘much new investment, Britain in 1952 had still not recovered from wartime capital
losses amounting to a quarter of the national wealth. Terms of trade were adverse;
the pound was not strong. One of several essential tasks, in the face of all this, must
be to review ‘the whole field of our overseas commitments, covering both our present
military layout and foreign policy and strategy on which it is based, and also our
economic obligations both to Commonwealth and Colonies and to our foreign
creditors’. All such commitments needed to be brought into line with Britain’s real

. economic capacity to fulfil them (367; cf 368, 371).

The nature and extent of Britain’s overseas commitments were spelt out a few

* weeks later by Mr Eden. There were three main kinds: those which arose from

Britain’s geography, such as the defence of Western Europe (‘the first priority’) and

. membership of NATO; those arising from the imperial heritage, which included the

security of the Middle East, the security and development of colonial territories, and
the maintenance of the global system of garrisons and bases; and those flowing from
Britain’s international position, including a share in resisting communist aggression
in Korea and the obligations of membership in international organisations such as
UNO and GATT. There were strong arguments against scaling down Britain’s
involvement in any of these areas. The risks of creating a vacuum which the Soviet
Union might fill, or of undermining Britain’s perceived value as an ally to America
and Europe, were alike unacceptable. It was nevertheless clear, Eden agreed, that
‘rigorous maintenance of the presently-accepted policies of Her Majesty’s Govern-
ment at home and abroad is placing a burden on the country’s economy which it is
beyond the resources of the country to meet’. The task must therefore be to
determine how far external obligations could be reduced, shared or transferred
‘without impairing too seriously the world position of the United Kingdom and
sacrificing the vital advantages which flow from it’. Scrutiny of the options suggested
only one, not very surprising, answer: Britain should seek to induce other countries,
including Commonwealth allies but above all the United States, to assume a larger
share of the common burden. This transfer should of course be effected ‘gradually
and inconspicuously’ (3).

The Anglo-American alliance was the key to much of this. Britain had every
interest in keeping the American forces in Europe and in trying to secure comparable
military guarantees elsewhere, not least because such arrangements would help
Britain to maintain its relatively independent role in the Middle East, the Mediterra-
nean, Asia and Africa. Some ministers, such as the prime minister himself, envisaged
a rather grander British role in the alliance. Churchill dreamed of summits where
the Big Three would meet again. For him, the special relationship with the United
States which had underpinned the wartime effort remained always special, the
principal policy-making axis of the Free World—and all the more so after Eisenhow-
er’s accession to the presidency in January 1953 (13). Other policy makers had fewer
illusions about British clout in Washington, and were sensitive to ways in which
American attitudes were in practice distinctly unhelpful. For example, Washington
evidently had no intention of offering any relief on interest payments on the
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American loan, even though the sum that would be foregone meant ‘nothing in a
material sense to the United States’ (21; emphasis in original). ;

But it was plain enough that attempts to shift various burdens on to other
shoulders would not get to the root of Britain’s economic problems. The search for
more thorough-going economic remedies became the dominant motif of Cabinet
proceedings. A few ministers argued for expansionist approaches: Harold Macmillan,
for example, who in 1952 put the case for an intensive fostering of sterling area trade
as both feasible and preferable to restrictive measures (369). There was broad
‘agreement that the main precondition for recovery was massively increased invest-
ment in industrial production. But as the Treasury implacably argued, the surplus
wealth was not there to be invested. Rather, wealth was being drained by excessive
public expenditure at home and abroad. No minister, however, wished to sacrifice his
own spending programmes. Macmillan, as minister for housing, was as adept as any
at competing for budget share. Eden’s specific proposals for economy in his 1952
paper were marginal at best. Indeed, Eden qualified his declared support for the
chancellor’s case by pointing out in the same paper that various overseas commit-
ments, while expensive in themselves, helped generate economic returns in that they
secured trade routes, protected investments, stimulated dollar earnings, and guaran-
teed the supply of vital commodities such as oil (3). Thus the calculus was perhaps
not so straightforward as Treasury accountancy might suggest. In like vein the
colonial secretary, Mr Lyttelton, argued for expansion rather than contraction of
expenditure in the colonial empire as being of long-term economic benefit to Britain
(360). The Chiefs of Staff were 51m11arly able to find grounds for arguing that defence
expenditure had some positive economic consequences.’

It was defence spending that lay at the very centre of the debate. A huge
rearmament programme was in train. There were defence establishments from
Gibraltar to Singapore to be maintained. Virtually the entire army was meeting
commitments abroad: in Germany, the Middle East, Malaya, Korea, Hong Kong.
Successive chancellors argued the costs with successive defence ministers and
service chiefs throughout the years of the Churchill and Eden governments. Their
debate went to the heart of Britain’s dilemma. ‘We were all agreed when we took
office’, Butler declared in October 1952, ‘that the defence programme which we
inherited was beyond the nation’s means. It was based on assumptions about
American aid and the strength of our economy which have since been proved false’
(9). In the foreseeable future the claims of defence, investment in industrial
modernistion, and for that matter social expenditure, would necessarily be competi-
tive. Butler prioritised export industry and pressed repeatedly for economies in
defence (9, 11). So too, after 1955, did his successor Macmillan, himself a sometime
defence minister (22, 23, 24). On their side, the defence ministers and the Chiefs of
Staff posed stark alternatives: either the government must provide resources
sufficient for supporting Britain’s great power status or it must accept that trimming
Britain’s commitments would reduce that status. The latter alternative, the Chiefs of
Staff argued on the basis of a region-by-region analysis, was no alternative at all since
all major commitments were inescapable (10; cf 5, 8).

Year by year small defence economies were found, and towards the middle 1950s
the end of the Korean war and an improving balance of payments helped ease the
pressures somewhat. But there were always new defence contingencies requiring
further hard decisions. Colonial crises were among them. By 1953 troops were
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required in Kenya and British Guiana as well as Malaya. Sir Harold Parker in Defence
put it to his minister, Macmillan, that ‘the Colonial Office gets into a mess and then
asks the Army to help it out. Experience shows that this is a long and expensive
business’ (16). Macmillan himself believed that NATO’s very success in countering
the Soviet threat in Europe might lead to Soviet adventurism in the colonial world,
and that ‘If we are defeated here much of our effort in Western Europe will be wasted’
(18). Cabinet agreed that the colonies’ defences should be improved in order to
reduce the demands on the British Army (15), and in 1955 agreed on a statement
itemising ‘the role of the colonies in war’ (82); although ideas for using colonial
troops in wider imperial defence were rejected as not just expensive but technically
impracticable (1, 16).

Changes in military doctrine brought new issues into the debate. From 1954
Britain moved towards a defence policy based on the principle of nuclear deterrence,
with concomitant reductions in the standing army; a policy which would receive its
definitive public expression in the defence White Paper of 1957 (14, 17, 24). There
were clear implications in this for the overseas bases and garrisons and hence for
imperial responsibilities generally. Thus it was argued of the Suez base that such a
‘conventional’ military resource was not only destined for obsolescence; it not only
tied down three divisions and prevented the buildup of the home reserve; by
concentrating so much manpower and matériel in one place, it would be excessively
vulnerable in the forthcoming nuclear age. Cyprus provided another key illustration
of shifting attitudes. Up to 1954 no-one in government questioned the view that the
Cyprus base was strategically vital to the defence of British and imperial interests
(32, 43). By mid-1956 it was important rather than vital (49, 50). The governor, Sir
John Harding, could suggest to the Chiefs of Staff that they might seek an

“opportunity to educate the Turkish General Staff ‘on the effect of the development of
weapons and aircraft on the future military value of Cyprus’.#

Yet the rethinking of defence policy for the new era did not fundamentally change
the character of the economy-versus-strategy debate at Cabinet level. This emerged
most clearly in June 1956 when Eden established a Policy Review Committee
comprising himself, Macmillan, Selwyn Lloyd (foreign secretary), Sir Walter Monck-
ton (minister of defence) and Lord Salisbury (lord president), to reconsider the whole
range of Britain’s commitments in the light of, first, the new strategic situation
created by the advent of thermo-nuclear weaponry, and second, Britain’s continuing
economic travails. Placed before the committee was a major document, ‘The future
of the United Kingdom in world affairs’, prepared by officials of the Treasury, the
Foreign Office and the Ministry of Defence. Though it added little of substance to the
arguments which Treasury ministers in particular had been putting to Cabinet for
several years, this paper powerfully reinforced them with the cogency of its
presentation and the bluntness of its message.

The paper stated flatly that Britain ‘has ceased to be a first-class Power in material
terms’.ﬂatqrially it lagged far behind the United States and the Soviet Union, was in
some respects now overtaken by Germany, and would in due course be materially ‘
outstripped even by such countries as Canada, China and India, which, unlike
Britain, had vast untapped resources. Britain’s international power and status had
therefore to be based on something other than material strength. Essentially there
were only two underpinnings: sterling, which was still the instrument of half the
world’s trade; and the British nuclear arsenal. But even these assets would not serve
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to maintain British power if present policies continued. The trouble was that ever
since the war

we have tried to do too much—with the result that we have only rarely been free from
the danger of economic crisis. This provides no stable basis for policy in any field. . . .
We must therefore concentrate on essentials and reduce other commitments.

Absolute priority had to be given to the maintenance of the international value of
sterling. Success in this task would be ‘the greatest single contribution we can make
to the maintenance of our own position in world affairs and to the success of the
policies which the free world is seeking to pursue’. Yet though this was ‘a matter of
life or death to us’, Britain had for ten years run sterling on inadequate reserves ‘and
thus taken terrible risks’. It had therefore become essential to slash consumption and
social investment at home, and to undertake yet another critical scrutiny of
obligations abroad. Above all, given the new strategic situation created by thermo-
nuclear deterrence, Britain might seek to substitute ‘political, economic and
information measures, which can be taken at comparatively low cost’, for some at
least of its foreign military involvements. Such a policy should be pursued in the
Middle East and Asia and especially in Europe, where Britain’s contribution of
conventional forces to NATO constituted by far the most expensive component of its
defence policy (21).

In a note of his own to the Policy Review Committee, Eden expressed the main
theme a good deal more succinctly, if less apocalyptically: ‘We must now cut our coat

‘according to our cloth. There is not much cloth’ (25).

\ccepting the key assumption that ‘the main threat to our position and influence
in the world is now political and economic rather than military’ (25), the committee
focused from the beginning on the problem of reducing military expenditure.
Officials were set to work to identify non-military methods of maintaining influence
in the Middle East and Asia (27, 53, 66). Ministers concentrated chiefly on Europe,
where the critical diplomatic task would be to persuade both Europeans and
Americans that what Britain was proposing was actually redeployment in the
collective interest, not unilaterial reductions in the British interest (21-24). It was
essential to maintain Britain’s reputation as a responsible ally, and to that end
Monckton stressed the need for simultaneous cuts in social expenditure:

Our Allies were inclined to believe that the United Kingdom could not at the same time
discharge her obligations as a world power and maintain her high level of social
security. It was important that we should not give the impression that, in order to
preserve all our social expenditure, we were seeking to transfer our military burdens to
our Allies (23).

Eden supported,this argument. Yet whatever the ‘impression’ that Britain should or
should not try to give, the reality was that a transfer of burdens was precisely what
was being contemplated—and precisely what Eden himself had been advocating
since his review paper of June 1952.

It is necessary now to look more closely at Britain’s involvements—primarily,
strategic involvements—in a number of important regions: Europe, the Middle East,
Asia and Africa. All of these, in greater or lesser degree, were spheres of British
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influence. In all of them the relationship between ‘influence’ and ‘commitment’ was
problematic. And in all of them the interplay of policy and events had implications
for Britain’s imperial role.

Europe

The defence of Europe, Eden said in 1952, was Britain’s first priority. The British role
in Europe was thus primarily a military one within the NATO framework. But Britain
was also involved economically as a member of the Organisation for European
Economic Co-operation, which had been set up as part of the Marshall Plan
machinery, and as a member of the European Payments Union. Both these
involvements, the military and the economic, would change considerably in later
times. But up to the mid-1950s there seemed very little scope for modifying them:
not that this prevented Cabinet from musing on the possibilities in the military
sphere at least, as has just been noted.

From the very beginning of the government’s term, however, Europe posed a
wider political problem with large implications for British connections elsewhere.
How should the government respond to the continent-based movement towards a
‘united Europe’? In opposition some leading Conservative figures had made play with
this notion, even as the Attlee government retreated from the prospect of British
participation in the movement.® But once office was attained, Conservative enthu-
siasm became much qualified. Churchill argued that while Britain should be in
favour of European federation, the European Defence Community and the Schuman
Coal and Steel Plan, all of which would strengthen resistance to the Soviet Union
while rendering another Franco-German war physically impossible, Britain’s own
role should be limited to encouraging the process; influence without entanglement.
Churchill’s sense of Britain’s world role was clear: ‘Our first object is the unity and
the consolidation of the British Commonwealth and what is left of the former British
Empire. Our second the “fraternal association” of the English-speaking world; and
third, United Europe, to which we are a separate closely- and specially-related ally
and friend’ (2). To seek to enter Europe would be to compromise more important
objectives, and to risk having the United States treat Britain as just another
European state.

Yet there were always some ministers who felt that in the longer term the question
of association with Europe might have to be reopened, though preferably in a way
that permitted both a continuing imperial role and maximal British influence in
European affairs. Macmillan in 1954 foreshadowed his own later approaches:
¢ “Federation” of Europe means “Germanisation” of Europe. “Confederation” (if we
play our cards properly) should be British leadership of Europe’.® By 1956, with
Churchill retired, changing circumstances were strengthening the hands of Macmil-
lan and other conditional Europeanists such as Mr Thorneycroft (president of the
Board of Trade) and Selwyn Lloyd. The growing dynamism of the continental
economies was a major factor. In 1956 the Policy Review Committee was informed .
that Germany had re-established its economic position, currently had gold and dollar
reserves fifty per cent greater than the central reserves of the whole sterling area, and
was almost certainly a large net creditor on external account (21). Even in the early
1950s Britain had found itself losing overseas markets not only to America and Japan
but also to continental exporters, Germany in particular. Britain’s own industrial
growth, into which so much investment had been directed since the late 1940s,
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depended in quite large measure upon meeting this formidable European
competition—but also, perhaps, in gearing export industry much more than before
towards the sophisticated markets of Europe itself, with their rapidly growing
purchasing power.
The European economic challenge had taken on a new, institutionalised form in
1955 when the Six began their corporate economic life as the Messina Powers,
“looking ahead to the development of a customs union and other attributes of a
‘common market. What should be the British response? Macmillan and Thomeycroft
““came up with Plan G, a proposal on suitably ‘confederal’ lines. There should be a
“European free trade area which would permit Britain to be associated with the
continental European trading zone while not surrendering its preferential trade
arrangements elsewhere, notably in the Commonwealth and colonies (387, 389—
395). Commonwealth-minded ministers such as Lord Salisbury and Lord Home were
uneasy; but Cabinet eventually accepted the case for making an overture to Europe
in these terms, and in November 1956 Parliament provided broad bipartisan support.

In the interest of enhancing British influence the European connection was also
being reconsidered in the politico-strategic sphere. This was in part a consequence of
the post-1954 evolution of military doctrine. In January 1957 Selwyn Lloyd
presented a Foreign Office plan for closer alliance with the Western European Union
~ powers, entailing in particular the development of a joint nuclear weapons program-
mme. Only by pooling technology and sharing costs in this way could Britain hope to
remain ‘a first-class Power with full thermo-nuclear capacity. . . . We should take our
place where we now most belong, i.e. in Europe with our immediate neighbours’.
This need not lead to any weakening of relationships with either the United States or
the Commonwealth and empire; rather it would strengthen the overall Western
alliance while also enhancing Europe’s independent influence in regions such as
Africa and the Middle East (28).

This intriguing vision met, however, a very much cooler reception in Cabinet than
Plan G had done. In the last substantive policy debate of the Eden ministry (held in
Eden’s absence), ministers led by Lord Salisbury reasserted more Churchillian
priorities: the preservation of the independent British nuclear deterrent; the
maintenance—or rather the urgent repair, post-Suez—of the Anglo-American
alliance; and the maintenance of Commonwealth ties (29). In strategic affairs rather
more than economic, influence without entanglement seemed still to be the
preferred doctrine on Europe.

The historic interest of these two Cabinet debates—the protracted economic one
in 1956, the brisker strategic one in 1957—lies in the fact that they set a pattern for
the ways in which Britain did, and did not, approach Europe in the years to come.
The new Macmillan government made little effort to tighten the politico-strategic
bonds, being manifestly more concerned to rebuild the American alliance; but it did
pursue, with accelerating momentum, the goal of economic association. Both the
‘confederal’ EFTA proposal and the subsequent application for full-fledged EEC
membership were, of course, rejected by President de Gaulle. But by the early 1970s
British membership had been negotiated. Commonwealth and empire paid some of
the price for this economic reorientation away from the agrarian South and towards
the industrial North. By that time, however, Commonwealth and empire had long
since been making alternative economic arrangements of their own.
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The Middle East

Oil, the Suez Canal and Soviet proximity combined to make the Middle East a region
of critical importance in which, in the early to middle 1950s, Britain was still the
dominant foreign power (31, 45, 51, 52). The extent and penetration of British power
in both the formal and informal empire were measured especially by Britain’s
military presence. There were the huge installations in the canal zone, with some
80,000 men occupying a base of some 200 square miles; the air bases maintained
under treaty in Iraq; the naval facilities at Aden; and the British command over the
“Arab Legion in Jordan. There were long established rear bases in Cyprus and Malta.
In Libya, following the ending of Britain’s post-war administration, a treaty of 1953
established Britain’s right to maintain military bases for twenty more years.”
Further, there were British protectorates over the Persian Gulf sheikdoms.

Many of these positions, however, had lately come under threat of some kind. In
May 1951 Mossadeq had nationalised the Anglo-Iranian Oil Company. In October of
the same year Egypt had unilaterally abrogated the 1936 treaty (negotiated during
Anthony Eden’s first term as foreign secretary) under which the British were entitled
to hold the Suez base until 1956; thereafter there was growing Egyptian harassment
of base personnel and local labour became increasingly difficult to recruit and retain.
Saudi Arabia was antagonistic towards the protectorates, and Yemen towards British
control of Aden (41; cf 46, 48). The treaty with Iraq would shortly expire. Across the
region Arab nationalism was a growing force, fuelled largely by hatred of Israel but
directed also at Britain—both because of its obtrusive military-imperial presence and
because it had played a part, of a kind, in Israel’s creation.”

It was not easy for policy makers in London to find appropriate responses. From a
very early stage of the Churchill government some ministers argued that defence of
the Middle East ought to become an American responsibility, in accordance with the
Americans’ own Truman doctrine (30). Churchill agreed on the importance of
involving the Americans but seemed nevertheless unhappy at the thought of
withdrawing from established positions, especially the Suez base: ‘Surely we should
now confront Neguib resolutely and insist on execution of the treaty till 1956. . . . Of
course, what happens here will set the pace for us all over Africa and the Middle East’
(35; cf 254). The Foreign Office view, however, in which Eden largely concurred, was
that British interests would have to be protected mcreasmgly by diplomatic
agreements with the Arab states rather than by the imposition of armed force, and
that sources of possible conflict must be minimised (38). The Suez base was at once
the most expensive military commitment and the most likely source of local conflict.
On the wider regional level, the FO hoped that an Egypt better disposed towards the
United Kingdom by a Suez base deal might also take part in negotiations for some
sort of Arab-Israeli accord. For these reasons Eden worked hard to reach agreement
with Neguib and later Nasser on terms under which Britain could depart the base.
His essential conditions were three: that Eygpt would agree to international control
of the Suez Canal; that Egypt would join Britain in a multilateral treaty for defence of
the Middle East against external (ie Soviet) threat; and that Eygpt would permit
British reactivation of the base in an emergency (31, 33, 38, 39, 42). At the same time
plans were drawn up for a Middle East Defence Organisation (MEDO) which, London
hoped, the Americans would approve and take part in (42; cf 78, 81). And in
December 1952 Cabinet decided to transfer Britain’s regional military headquarters
from Suez to Cyprus and to build up the defence facilities on the island even as Suez
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was scaled down (34; cf 43, 44, 49, 50).

The record of British achievement in all this was very mixed. Flrstly, although the
Americans d1d join Britain in bringing Iran back under Western influence, principal-
ly through a CIA-inspired coup against Mossadeq in 1953 and the subsequent
installation of the Shah, the resulting commercial and political benefits flowed as
much to the US as to Britain. Secondly, the Americans took the position that they
would join in negotiations with Egypt only if invited by the Egyptians. No invitation
transpired, but the US in any event seemed more interested in smoothing its own
relations with the Arab world—by providing for example aid and weaponry to
Egypt—than in supporting British objectives (36).% Thirdly, although the British did
finalise a Suez evacuation agreement with Egypt in October 1954, it was without
securing Egyptian accession to a MEDO.® Fourthly, when Britain finally managed to
engineer the Baghdad Pact in 1955 it was a MEDO much reduced, with only Turkey
and Iraq, and later Iran and Pakistan, acceding. The pact aroused the intense
opposition of Nasser, who saw it as a British device to divide the Arab world and
undermine Egyptian leadership of the region. At the same time it hardened him
against participating in Arab-Israeli negotiations; thus one of Britain’s regional
policies undercut the other. Meanwhile the Americans remained aloof from the pact,
greatly reducing its military credibility. Shuckburgh, by now the FO’s under-

" secretary for the Middle East, noted their reasoning: ‘First, they think the accession
of Iran has made the Russians very sensitive to the Pact and very much afraid that
Western air bases may be set up in this limitrophe country. Second, they set store on
not driving Nasser more deeply into Soviet arms’.}? This was two months after Nasser
had arranged a weapons deal with Czechoslovakia.

In 1956, two Arab leaders in succession struck telling blows against the British
position. On 1 March, under great pressure from Nasserite forces to distance himself
from the British, the Hashemite King Hussein of Jordan dismissed General Glubb
from his post as commander of the Arab Legion. Shuckburgh recorded Eden’s
reaction: ‘A E took me aside and said I was seriously to consider reoccupation of Suez
as a move to counteract the blow to our prestige which Glubb’s dismissal means’. As
Shuckburgh saw it, ‘Everything in a mess, and the Arabs hating us more and more’.!
In June, the Foreign Office was still advising the senior ministers on the Policy
Review Committee that the preservation of British interests in the Middle East, and
above all the security of oil supplies, ‘depends more upon our being able to obtain the -
friendly co-operation of the producing and transit countries than upon the physical
military strength we can deploy in the area. . .. It is increasingly a political rather
than a military problem’ (21). As noted above, this was a view Eden himself had
frequently expressed, not least as a justification for closing the Suez base. But then
on 26 July—only weeks after the last British troops had left Suez; only days after
Britain and the United States had finally refused to fund construction of the Aswan
high dam; and for that matter, only three days after the Policy Review Committee
had received its report on ‘non- mllltary methods of promoting United Kingdom
interests in the Middle East’ (53)—Nasser nationalised the Suez Canal Company.

The policy review was shelved. For the better part of the next four months, the
Suez issue absorbed virtually all of the time and energy of the most senior policy
makers. Cabinet and its Egypt Committee appear to have adopted from the outset the
view that this was a life or death issue for Britain as a great power, and to have
accepted that military action might have to be taken—if necessary, by Britain going

C
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it alone (54). Eden’s press adviser,-William Clark, recorded him as saying in
mid-August: ‘people still talk about the danger of our alienating India, or worrying
Africa, but the fact is that if we lose out in the Middle East we shall be immediately
destroyed’.'? Through August, September and October Britain, the United States and
their major allies searched for diplomatic solutions. The Americans warned repeated-
ly against the use of force. But the Chiefs of Staff prepared contingency invasion
plans, and reservists were mobilised. On 24 October the innermost group of British
ministers reached covert agreement with the French and the Israelis on a French-
devised plan for Israel to invade Egypt with Britain and France subsequently
intervening to ‘separate the combatants’, occupy the Canal zone, and if possible
overthrow Nasser. This plan went into effect with the Israeli attack of 29 October.
During the following week Britain and France bombed Eygptian airfields, and in
defiance of American, Soviet and United Nations calls for a ceasefire, went ahead with
paratroop and seaborne troop landings. On 6 November the full weight of American
disapproval made itself felt, in the form of a warning that unless there was a ceasefire
by midnight the US would block an IMF loan which Britain needed in order to
support the heavily threatened pound. Within hours, Britain and France had agreed
to a ceasefire (56). Under continuing American pressure, Cabinet agreed on 30
November to an unconditional withdrawal. All British troops were evacuated by 22
December. Eden’s premiership lasted another eighteen days.

Documentation of the aftermath of the Suez crisis lies beyond the scope of this
volume.'3 But even before the end of the Eden premiership it was plain that Britain’s
international standing had been much damaged and that a major remedial effort
would be required. At the United Nations there had been near-unanimous outrage
and condemnation of the Anglo-French-Israeli action. International hostility was
most vividly shown by the willingness of the United States to collaborate with the
Soviet Union—this in the week of the Soviet invasion of Hungary—in an effort to
curtail the operation. In the Middle East itself, Britain’s position had obviously been
weakened by the fact that Nasser had demonstrated, with such brutal clarity, what
could be done. There was a significant difference here between Suez and earlier
British reversals in the region. The abandonment of the Palestine mandate, the
Iranian nationalisation, the dismissal of Glubb; in different ways all these events had
exposed Britain as an emperor less than fully clad. What made Suez different was that
this was the crisis in which the British, along with their collaborators, tried to
re-establish a lost position by sheer force of arms. Failure at Suez was thus doubly
humiliating.

And yet Britain’s inability to crush its Egyptian tormentor did not signal to the
policy makers of the day that Britain’s general position in the Middle East had
become untenable. Reviewing the strategic situation, the Chiefs of Staff concluded
that although the value of the Cyrenaica facilities had been shown to be very limited,
since Libya had not permitted their use in the crisis, the value of Cyprus and Malta
(55) was if anything enhanced. EOKA notwithstanding, there seemed as yet no
reason why the British position should not be maintained in these Mediterranean
bases for as long as seemed necessary. In Jordan, Iraq, Aden and Kenya, bases,
facilities and troop deployments remained in place (57). The Anglo-Jordan treaty
continued. So did the Baghdad Pact. Influence in Kuwait and other Gulf sheikdoms
seemed sufficient (47). Britain still had Middle Eastern policy cards it could play, for
example the construction of a South Arabian federation (46). All these dispositions
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and plans were carried through into the post-Eden era.

Asia

Britain’s strategic concerns in the Far East had to do primarily with countering the
perceived threat of communism. Hong Kong, entrépof and garrison city, was poised
on China’s flank—‘the only British territory . . . contiguous with the Iron Curtain’
(68)—and policy makers were deeply conscious of its vulnerability even as economic
constraints and changing security doctrine led them secretly to plan reductions in
the garrison (60, 68). But the main worries focused on South-East Asia. Singapore
was of high strategic importance as a naval base and communications hub. Malaya,
with its tin and natural rubber, had critical economic significance, enhanced by the
Korean war which greatly increased international demand for these commodities.
"Malaya, however, was undergoing a war of its own, with the British army as yet
unable to prevail over a guerrilla army of local Chinese communists. One of Mr
Lyttelton’s first actions as colonial secretary was to refashion Britain’s approach to
this war, notably through the appointment of General Templer as high commission-
er and commander-in-chief with a brief to devise new counter-insurgency strategies
(341, 342).

The government’s policy for Malaya, Singapore and other colonial territories—
Sarawak, Brunei, North Borneo—had also to take account of disturbing trends in the
wider South-East Asian region. Burma, Thailand, French Indochina and Indonesia
were all seen as unstable and under various degrees of threat from Chinese or local
communism. ‘The rice of Siam and Burma was of the greatest importance to our own
territories, and for this and other reasons, Communist control . . . would make the
situation in Malaya incomparably more difficult’ (58; cf 405). By 1953 the military
situation in Malaya was improving; but at the same time, that in Indochina was
becoming critical. Ministers observed the deepening predicament of the French
military with both concern and frustration. ‘The root of the evil in Europe and
Indo-China’, Churchill felt, ‘is the French refusal to adopt two years national service,
and send conscripts abroad as we do. Their political infirmities have prevented them
from doing this and they have so weak an army that they can neither defend their
own country nor their Empire overseas’ (59). A year later, with Dien Bien Phu on the
brink, Lord Salisbury lamented the colonial powers’ dilemma: by succumbing to
pressures to grant self-government, they handed power to people who, however
much they disliked communism, lacked the will to resist it (62). France was of
course not only a fellow imperial power but Britain’s most important ally in Europe.
In 1953 Britain nevertheless refused to divert military manpower and resources from
Malaya to assist the French, a decision deplored by the secretary of state for war but
pragmatically endorsed by Churchill: ‘we were quite right not to dissipate further our
own limited and over-strained resources’ (59).

Perforce, Britain’s concerns over Indochina were expressed chiefly at the diploma-
tic level. By 1954 the future of Indochina was a major issue in Anglo-American
relations and had become interlinked with plans for a collective defence treaty for the
whole South-East Asian region. In contrast to the roles America and Britain would
adopt in the Suez crisis two years later, America was by far the more hawkish of the
two on Indochina, basically because of the intensity of the Americans’ sinophobia.
With the French army apparently beyond rescue, Mr Dulles could still propose a
last-minute American military intervention and seek British collaboration in this
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adventure. British ministers would have none of it, looking rather to Geneva and a
negotiated peace that would be underwritten by all five major powers including the
Soviet Union and China (61). This was indeed Eden’s agenda at the Geneva
conference of April-July 1954, where he played a large part in securing an outcome
which conceded the northern half of Vietnam to the Viet Minh as the price to be paid
for peace in the country.

There could of course be no assurance that the peace would be a lasting one, or
that the settlement in Vietnam might in some way contain the spread of communism
in South-East Asia more generally. Hence the matter of constructing a multilateral
regional defence pact was pursued with some urgency. Seeking to foster both its
American and its Asian connections, Britain sought once again to play the role of
moderating power. Certainly the British were convinced that a pact was necessary
“ and that it should incorporate military planning machinery (64). They also thought
it essential that Britain be fully involved in it, not least to compensate for their rather
pointed exclusion from the ANZUS treaty of 1952.4 Yet as the British commissioner-
general in South-East Asia warned, the problem was not just to protect non-
communist Asia from China and from local communist insurgents; it was also to
check the growing ‘misunderstanding and hostility’ between Asia and the United
States before their differences became ‘irreconcilable’ (63). Britain’s role then was to
support the creation of SEATO, which grouped America, Britain, France, Australia
and New Zealand together with Pakistan, Thailand and the Philippines in a loose-knit
defence treaty, while also seeking to conciliate the major neutralist countries of the
‘Colombo powers’ group, especially India. In this latter respect, however, British
diplomacy was not altogether successful. The major Colombo countries were sharply
critical of SEATO and went on to convene the Bandung conference of April 1955,
which condemned imperialism and launched the non-aligned movement with India
and Indonesia cast in leading roles (19).

But the South-East Asian epicentre, in the eyes of British strategists, was always
Malaya. Securing Malaya was not only of the greatest importance in its own right. It
also tied in with the global objective of demonstrating to the Americans Britain’s
determination to help itself, in which lay ‘the greatest hope of securing United States
co-operation in the long run’ (64). At the same time, Malaya posed a classic
late-colonial problem. As the Cabinet Defence Committee noted in December 1954,
Britain had a ‘declared policy of bringing about the independence of Malaya in due
course’—but this could be seen as ‘to some extent inconsistent with our strategic
aim of building up the strength of Commonwealth forces in Malaya as a focal point
for the defence of South-East Asia’.!®> Government acknowledged that doubts did
exist, for example in Australia and New Zealand, about the long term strength of
Britain’s commitment to defence of the peninsula after decolonisation. But the
commitment was real enough (347). The negotiation of Malaya’s independence was
linked with the negotiation of a defence agreement, independence being achieved in
August 1957 and the agreement being concluded two months later.!® Six years on
British troops would find themselves once more on active service in Malaysia—not,
in the event, against Chinese communism but against Indonesian konfrontasi.

‘Burden sharing’ remained an essential theme. Ensuring the security of Malaya
meant, among other things, working towards involving the Australians, the New
Zealanders and the Malayans themselves in Malaya’s defence, and was seen in London

as compatible with moves to reduce the size of Britain’s own garrison (67). Eden’s
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1956 Policy Review Committee confirmed the objective of pruning military commit-
ments in Eastern Asia as a whole. The corollary was to find ways in which interests
might be preserved and influence exercised through other channels: representation,
information services, training programmes, education programmes, and above all
economic development schemes. An official committee pointed out to the Policy
Review Committee that the Asian expenditures of CDC, CD(&)W and the Colombo
Plan combined would amount to less than £5 million in 1956-57, compared with
some £51 million of military expenditure (66). British governments of both parties
had been enthusiastic about the Colombo Plan in its inaugural phase, seeing it as
both a framework for development and a prophylactic against communism (397), but
neither government had devoted substantial resources to it. According to the official
committee, Britain had ‘lost many opportunities’ for involvement in Asian develop-
ment: opportunities that the Soviet Union and China had been willing to exploit (66).
Yet it would be far from easy to expand development spending, to judge by the
attitude of the Treasury which under both Butler and Macmillan was forever trying
to rein in expenditures under this head (423, 434). Whether or not the cuts in the
defence budget which the new doctrine of deterrence would supposedly bring could
help finance increases in the Commonwealth and colonial development budget was
one of the many unresolved issues bequeathed by the Eden administration to its
Successor.

Africa

Africa south of the Sahara was clearly of lesser strategic importance than Europe, the
Middle East or Asia. Nevertheless, in London’s world view it was far from
ummportant. Britain’s formal imperial commitments were more diverse and
territorially widespread in Africa than in any other continent, embracing, in the early
1950s, seventeen dependencies—a mélange of colonies, protectorates, trust territor-
ies, high commission territories and a condominium—whose joint populations
comprised more than three-quarters of the population of the entire formal empire.
In much of Africa Britain stood more or less alone as the major power, since of all
Britain’s traditional regions of interest this was the one in which the United States
felt least need to play a part. And there were certainly strategic problems to worry
about: the defence relationship with that difficult Commonwealth partner South
Africa; the implications of Sudanese independence and the forthcoming Italian
withdrawal from Somalia for local security; the possibility of Egyptian, and with it
Soviet, influence spreading in Africa, especially as colonial territories acquired more
responsibility for their own affairs. To a degree the general problems of African
defence were linked, in British eyes, with the critical problem of Middle East defence,
and this in itself enhanced their significance. These issues will now be briefly
reviewed.

South Africa had a powerful yet contradictory presence in London’s thinking about
Africa. On one hand, as a wartime ally, Commonwealth country, trading partner and
the continent’s strongest state economically and militarily, South Africa had always
to be taken into account and sometimes into consultation. The close ‘empire’
bonding of the Smuts era was already some years in the past by the early 1950s; but
responsible ministers in London, notably Lord Swinton, believed that the broad
relationship with South Africa was still good (142, 143). On the other hand, British
authorities had always feared that South African expansionism might erode their
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own power in the continent—whence a long-standing tradition of British policies
~intended to block the Union’s regional ambitions (among other purposes). Conserva-
tive ministers such as Swinton, Lyttelton and Lord Ismay, no less than their Labour
predecessors, were acting in this tradition when they endorsed the argument that
Central African federation would help thwart Afrikaner imperialism (302); main-
tained the policy of keeping Seretse Khama in exile (303); and resisted South African
pressures for the incorporation of the High Commission Territories (304).

The contradictory forces shaping the relationship could be seen most clearly in the
matter of regional defence. Both sides wanted defence co-operation but each finally
baulked at the other’s key desideratum. On their side, the British sought above all a
South African undertaking to provide troops for the defence of the Middle East if and
when required. But this the South Africans were unwilling to give, being, as
ministers saw it, ‘obsessed with the dangers to internal security in the Union and
neighbouring territories’ and so preferring to keep their forces at home (80). Their
counter-proposal was for an ‘African defence organisation’ in which South Africa and
the colonial powers would jointly police the continent. Among senior British
ministers only Swinton was attracted to this idea, thinking that it might ‘get South
Africa away from the Hertzog idea of neutrality’ (72; cf 77). But the Foreign Office,
the Ministry of Defence, the Colonial Office and their respective ministers combined
in their distaste for a proposal which seemed likely to alienate Britain’s European
allies, upset Middle East policy, have unfortunate repercussions in colonial territor-
ies and be of scant military value anyway (73, 74, 76, 78, 81; cf 145, 148).

The issue which crystallised the argument was Simonstown. Both sides looked to
an agreement which would transfer authority over the Simonstown naval base from
Britain to South Africa, with Britain retaining a right to use the base. Churchill
fretted at this weakening of a British position (one which he had himself settled by
treaty with Smuts in 1921) ‘at the same time as we are giving up the Suez Canal’
(71), and it was true enough that the renegotiation of Simonstown was of a piece
with the Suez withdrawal and other policies designed to transfer burdens and reduce
costs. But the government’s underlying objective was still to preserve Britain’s status
and protect its vital interests, and hence the British negotiators sought to exchange
their concession of Simonstown for the desired South African commitment to Middle
East defence. For their part, of course, the South Africans tried to link their own
concession of residual British rights at Simonstown to their proposed African
defence organisation. Stalemate was avoided because in 1955 both sides needed—as
they had not in the 1951 negotiations'’—to bring the Simonstown issue to a
conclusion. And this they did. But in the end neither side proved able to budge the
other on the broader issues; each had to settle for only a token version of what it
wanted. Instead of a defence organisation, South Africa got the promise of a logistics
and communications conference. No innovation this; there had been two such
conferences already (69). But the British fared no better, securing merely a South
African promise to set up a task force ‘for use outside the Union’ (80, 81).

For the British, the failure to achieve the larger goal was the more frustrating in
that it compounded their other difficulties in sharing the burden of Middle East
defence. Not only had the Americans stayed militarily aloof; by the mid-fifties even
the closest Commonwealth allies, Australia and New Zealand, with all their economic
and strategic interest in the canal, preferred, like the South Africans, to keep their
forces in their own region.'® And there was little compensatory comfort to be found



INTRODUCTION XXXIX

in areas of Africa that lay closer to the Middle East. It was not practical logistics, or
economics, to build up a substantial military force in Kenya (70, 75; cf 84). Britain
did have a strategic interest in the Horn of Africa, specifically the Somaliland
Protectorate which in May 1956 the Chiefs of Staff judged to be of increasing
importance ‘in view of recent developments in the Middle East’ (90). But the British
position in the Horn did not look especially secure. In 1954 the government had
accepted Ethiopian claims to the Haud region and had withdrawn troops. This had
created a minor power vacuum and opened up arguments over other disputed
territories (97). The Italians were already committed to leaving Italian Somalia by
1960, thus significantly reducing the joint European presence (88, 89). Selwyn Lloyd
explored, though with little hope of success, the idea of trying to persuade the
Italians to stay on (94). For his part the colonial secretary, Mr Lennox-Boyd, revived
Ernest Bevin’s concept of a greater Somalia,'® to be created by agreement between
Britain, America, Italy, France and Ethiopia; yet another burden-sharing plan, in
which the aim would be ‘to maintain not Brifish influence as such but joint Western
influence’ (97, emphases in original; cf 98). The Suez crisis diverted Cabinet’s
attention from this grand Colonial Office scheme. It was eventually considered in
February 1957, but received short shrift from ministers who felt, much as Bevin’s
colleagues had done in 1946, that it would serve only to unite the Americans,
French, Italians and Ethiopians in opposition to Britain’s manoeuvres.2°

The other main cause of anxiety among policy makers concerned with African
security was the evidence of the Egyptians’ efforts to spread their influence, and the
possibility that this would open the way for Soviet penetration. The independence of
the Sudan in January 1956, Lennox-Boyd felt, carried the risk that Egyptian
influence might extend to the borders of British East Africa (83). The same fears
applied in Islamic Somalia. In early to middle 1956 the African Department of the
Foreign Office became convinced that the Soviets had a ‘concerted plan’, using Egypt
as a bridge, to contact rebel movements and communist networks in French North
Africa and penetrate ‘southwards’ (87; cf 85, 86, 91, 93). Over in West Africa there
was already a Soviet presence in Liberia, and it had to be supposed that Moscow
would seek diplomatic relations with independent Ghana (86). Britain had long since
devised propaganda counter-measures against the Soviet propaganda offensive in
African colonies (7, 12), but the new thrust appeared to indicate that the struggle
might move onto the organisational plane with attempted Soviet infiltration of
African parties, trade unions and other political institutions. This prospect sounded
alarm bells in Washington and Paris as well as in London (86, 92, 99). Towards
mid-year the State Department floated the idea of a committee of American, British,
French and perhaps Belgian officials to consider how best to combat Soviet
subversion in Africa. FO officials saw merit in this suggestion: ‘It is to our advantage
that the Americans should be encouraged to take an interest in the Colonial
territories in Africa’ (95). However the proposal foundered, interestingly enough, on
resistance from the Colonial Office. ‘We still have to educate the C.0. in the dangers
of Communism!’ observed one FO official.2! But it seems distinctly unlikely that the
'CO’s resistance to the American proposal reflected any complacency about Soviet
activities, or about communism generally, in Africa. Indeed, reports in 1953 of
growing communist influence in trade unions in the Gold Coast had been of major
concern to CO officials. It was made plain to the governor, Sir Charles Aden-Clarke,
that Lyttelton would not be able to recommend to Cabinet the adoption of the Gold
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Coast White Paper on internal self-government until Nkrumah’s government had
dealt effectively with the alleged communist threat.?? Much more likely is that the
CO was acting upon its institutional interest in preserving exclusively British
authority in British territories. It was partly, perhaps, in order to sort out such
inter-departmental differences that an Official Committee on Counter-Subversion in
Colonial Territories was established later in the year under the chairmanship of Sir
Norman Brook, the Cabinet secretary.?®

Thus stood security matters in Africa at the close of Eden’s premiership. Even
though Britain was perhaps more nearly in command of events in colonial Africa
than in any other large region, new and potentially very serious security problems
were emerging. Hence a firm policy was seen as essential. The official long term
programme for colonies _might be devolution of authority, but policy makers
generally agreed that security and intelligence matters must be insulated from this
process until the last possible minute—which might well be subsequent, rather than
prior, to independence (82). Symptomatically, Lennox-Boyd was still refusing in
mid-1955 to contemplate allowing Gold Coast ministers to take part in international
discussions of African defence.?* ’

Colonialism as a problem in international relationships

So far, this account of the international context of Britain’s colonial policy has dealt
mainly with high-policy strategic issues. But colonialism was itself an issue in
Britain’s international relationships. W G Wilson of the Colonial Office’s Internation-
al Relations Department argued in 1954 that the antipathy towards colonialism
among many. influential governments ‘is such that it is a concrete and important
factor affecting Her Majesty’s Government’s ability to maintain satisfactory foreign
relations and to achieve the objectives of United Kingdom foreign policy’. Moreover,
this antipathy had become so strong that colonial policy itself could not be pursued
without taking it into account, especially because of its galvanising effects on
indigenous nationalist politicians (136). For reasons that differed in different cases,
colonialism was a complicating factor in relationships that mattered a great deal to
Britain: with the major allies such as the United States and France, with Common-
wealth partners such as India.and South Africa, and with the United Nations.

The United States was historically anti-colonialist, as State Department officials
regularly reminded Foreign Office and Colonial Office officials at the Anglo-American
talks on colonial problems held in Washington each autumn. Certainly some senior
Americans were receptive to British arguments, firstly that the empire was an
important element in Britain’s global power without which Britain would be a less
effective ally, and secondly that premature decolonisation would create instabilities
and opportunities for communist subversion in new nations. But as the Americans
pointed out, their own revolutionary past disposed them sympathetically towards
other peoples seeking self-determination. The United States could not openly
support European colonialism if it was itself to win the confidence of new nations, or
to play a brokerage role between colonial and anti-colonial powers (101, 102, 106,
108, 110). Dulles personally regarded European colonialism as an obstacle to the
unity of the free world in the most important anti-colonial struggle of all, that
against Soviet imperialism (107). Colonialism was in any event obsolescent. C H
Phillips of the State Department explained to British officials in 1956 that in view of
the force of nationalism and the weight of world opinion, the US had to work from
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the premise that colonialism ‘could have only a limited duration. .. . Intelligent
accommodation was the only answer’. It was preferable that Britain should act ‘a
little too early rather than a bit too late’ (110).

Much of the discussion between officials of the two powers concerned policy
towards the United Nations, where European colonialism was under persistent and
bitter attack from the Arab-Asian and Soviet blocs. A Foreign Office official, C P
Hope noted in 1952 that whereas the Colonial Office’s ‘main anxiety’ was ‘to prevent
‘the U.N. weakening our hold on our colonies’, the Americans ‘regard the United
Nations as a major instrument of their foreign policy and they are anxious lest
dissension on colonial questions will so divide the United Nations as to weaken it
seriously’ (100). The Americans thus played a double game. Under both Democrat
and Republican administrations, they used the UN Trusteeship Council as an
instrument for chiding the colonial powers and seeking friends among the Arab-
Asian countries (109). But the diplomatic requirements of the Anglo-American
alliance ensured that they generally refrained from attacking British colonialism in
the most important public forums, the General Assembly and the Security Council.

They nevertheless argued that the European powers should be willing to defend
their colonial policies in these major forums rather than hide behind their
interpretation of Article 2(7), the ‘domestic jurisdiction’ clause. Thus in 1952 the
Americans were prepared to concede the UN’s competence to discuss French policy
towards Tunisia (101), a decision which caused alarm in Whitehall and led to a
Cabinet discussion.?® And in spite of a personal plea from Churchill to Eisenhower
(322), the Americans did not oppose the Greeks’ inscription of the Cyprus issue on
the General Assembly agenda in 1954 and later years. '

It was not only in the UN, Hope observed, that ‘the basic American dislike of
colonialism . .. harms us’. Writing in 1952, he instanced the Persian oil dispute
(100). In the immediately following years, the colonial problem on which American
attitudes most worried British policy makers was Cyprus. The government’s strategic
plans for the Middle East and Mediterranean dictated an adamant refusal to
contemplate self-determination for Cyprus (321).26 It was hoped that Washington
would broadly support the British position (106; cf 32). If only, Macmillan wrote,
other nations would see that ‘Cyprus is not and never has been a colonial problem’
(327). But by the later part of 1954 it was plain enough that for reasons of both
anti-colonial principle and State Department pragmatism (deriving for example from
the need to maintain influence in Greece), the Americans were leaning towards the
notion of ultimate self-determination for the island.?” In a Cabinet memorandum
written on his last day as foreign secretary, Eden was concerned that the US would
‘find it increasingly difficult to support us as long as we refuse to pay homage to this
principle [self-determination]’, and raised the question of whether Britain should
after all ‘show that we do not exclude the prospect of self-determination for
Cyprus’. 28 1n subsequent discussions Cabinet began preparing the ground for this
shift of policy, which was confirmed in the 1956 plans for a Cyprus settlement
(328-333; cf 49-51). Though the primary reason for the shift probably lay in the.
government’s own strategic rethinking, it is fair to suppose that sensitivity to
American views also played some part.

" The Americans did not wish to unsettle the broader alliance, and to some extent
this consideration offset their irritation at the continuing imperial pretensions of the
alliance’s junior partner. But in the fraught circumstances of the Anglo-American
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rift of late 1956, American self-restraint was abandoned. Dulles attacked colonialism
at length at a press conference on 1 October.?® Eisenhower himself described
Britain’s Suez policy as ‘extreme colonialism’. Some in the CO had earlier assessed
the Republican administration as ‘markedly more sympathetic’ towards British
colonial policy than the Democrats had been (105). The American anger over Suez
could have left them with few such illusions.

With France, Britain’s ally at Suez, colonialism created complications of very
different kinds. France was of course the ‘other’ major colonial power; the questlon
was how far co-operation, or at least consultation, on colonial problems should be
attempted. Since an Anglo-French agreement of 1948, AB Cohen (head of the
African Department) and other CO officials had held regular discussions with their
French opposite numbers on matters of shared concern, especially in Africa where
several British and French territories were contiguous (114). At France’s request,
these meetings were supplemented in 1952 by annual talks at ministerial level (113,
115, 116, 123). But the relationship was never very easy or productive. Practical
Anglo-French collaboration in Africa seldom extended beyond fairly minor adminis-
trative, technical and economic matters, in spite of efforts, spearheaded on the
British side by Cohen, to broaden the area of practical co-operation and to establish
joint consultative machinery in the field (114, 118, 124). The main problem lay in
the political gulf between the two powers’ approaches to broad policy. The French
took every opportunity to voice concern at the pace of political change in British
West Africa and the Sudan, openly fearing repercussions in their own territories
(113, 119). Whitehall recognised that Gold Coast policy in particular ‘makes much
more difficult the French policy of l'union francaise’.>* But Whitehall itself was not
altogether united. The FO, with an eye to the broader relationship, did not wish to
antagonise the French unduly on colonial issues (117, 120-22, 129). The CO,
however, was determined to resist French pressure for co-operation on larger
colonial policy if that meant slowing the pace in West Africa; ‘the whole idea of
subordinating Colonial policy to foreign policy or of forming a defensive alliance with
other Colonial powers is repugnant to us’ (119).

Nor could Britain afford to let association with less liberal colonial powers—not
just France but also Belgium, and even more, Portugal and Spain (126-128)—
compromise its relationship with the United States. This was the reason why, in
response to French and Belgian requests for multilateral talks with the Americans on
colonial problems, CO and FO made common cause in insisting that bilateral talks
were ‘more effective’.3! And yet the CO was quite prepared to exploit the illiberalism
of other colonial powers when it suited it, especially in dealing with the UN. Unlike
the British, the Belgians were always willing to mount intransigent defences of
colonialism in the General Assembly; and as E G G Hanrott, a CO principal, noted,
‘of course their intransigence suits us, since it adds an element of toughness to our
common colonial position’ (126).

Of all the powers with which Britain had close and important relationships, it was
India which spoke out most vehemently against colonial ‘toughness’, and indeed

‘against imperialism in any form. And no other critic had quite the same ability to get

under Colonial Office skin. To Lyttelton, Nehru was a man ‘in whom the term
Colonial or Colonialism produces a pathological and not an intellectual reaction’
(133). When in 1953 Nehru made an Amritsar day speech pledging India’s moral
support for the Mau Mau freedom fighters against their British oppressors, Sir



\

INTRODUCTION xliii

Thomas Lloyd, permanent under-secretary of state at the CO, expressed outrage:
Nehru’s ‘calumny’ was ‘improper, provocative, and . . . intolerable’. Cabinet agreed
that a strong official protest should be made (131, 132).

Yet Nehru had to be taken seriously. India was the influential leader of the
non-aligned movement and, as Sir John Martin, assistant under-secretary of state at
the CO, recognised, a formidable player of the UN game: ‘the brains of the Arab/Asian
bloc. . . . She has had so much intimate experience of our susceptibilities on Colonial
issues that she is able to put a finger on our weak spots with unerring accuracy’
(134). But more than that: London had to acknowledge that India’s membership of
the Commonwealth, together with the existence of Indian communities in East
Africa, Central Africa, the West Indies and Fiji, gave New Delhi a legitimate interest
in British colonial policy. In Whitehall the Commonwealth Relations Office in
particular pointed this out (130, 139). Not unlike the FO in relation to France, the
CRO believed that what was important was to avoid straining the overall relationship.
Hence it sought to minimise confrontations with India over colonial issues (135). It
thus played some part in moderating the CO’s preference for a harder line. The CRO
saw to it, for example, that the protest over Nehru’s Amritsar speech was delivered
privately, rather than publicly as the CO had wanted. It also toned down a Cabinet
paper which the CO had initiated with the aim of providing an exposé of Indian
anti-colonialism; after it had been through the CRO the paper dealt merely with
Indian communities in the colonies and required no Cabinet decisions (136-138).
The CRO was the relevant policy department for the Indian relationship, and there
was little the CO could do to override it.

The other Commonwealth country which took an acute interest in colonial policy
was South Africa. In general the South Africans perceived the Conservative
government’s colonial policy as much more acceptable than Labour’s, or so British
men on the spot reported (144). Nevertheless the South Africans could not be taken
for granted. Trying to assess how they might react to the emergence of self-
governing black states in Africa was a quite major preoccupation in the Whitehall of
the 1950s. In 1951 Malan had signalled his perturbation at the speed of change in the
Gold Coast.3? During Churchill’s government, successive Commonwealth relations
secretaries invested diplomatic effort in explaining Britain’s West African policy to
Pretoria (142).23 From 1952 it was thought also that the prospect of Sudanese
self-government could become a sensitive issue for the South Africans, especially if
the Sudan asked to join the Commonwealth: something to which South Africa,
Swinton believed, ‘would certainly not agree’ (260). There were some characteristic
differences in Whitehall over these matters. Some in the FO thought it important to
avoid ‘arousing the wrath’ of South Africa over colonial policy.>* In the CO, Cohen
was ‘horrified’ by this attitude,3 while deputy under-secretary of state Sir Charles
Jeffries wrote, in a notably far-sighted minute, ‘My own view is that the U.K. is
already committed to the policy of a parti-coloured Commonwealth, and that if we
have to choose between going back on that policy or losing South Africa from the
Commonwealth we must face the latter’ (259).

In the event it was not the Sudan that forced the issue, since the Sudan steered
clear of the Commonwealth; it was the Gold Coast. From mid-1955 ministers and
officials worked on the problem of how to propose the Gold Coast’s admission to the

Commonwealth while also ensuring that South Africa remained within the fold (146,

147). After a good deal of diplomatic sallying, enigmatic utterances by the South
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African leaders and tactical moves at the Commonwealth prime ministers’ confer-
ence in July 1956, this dual goal was achieved; though to Eden’s considerable ire,
Strijdom contrived to present his agreement to the Gold Coast’s admission as
acquiescence in a fait accompli rather than as freely given consent, thereby, no
doubt, saving political face at home (149-154; see also 279).

The final matter to be considered in this section is Britain’s general policy towards
the United Nations, whose institutions, and indeed whose very existence, structured
so much of the international debate on colonialism. Britain’s essential aim was to
prevent the establishment in UN doctrine of any principle of accountability of
colonial powers to the UN. This had been the Labour government’s policy and it was
reaffirmed by the Conservative Cabinet in July 1952.%® Conceding UN competence in
colonial affairs would be to play into the hands of anti-colonial powers, encourage
colonial agitators, and generally upset the delicate political process of devolution of
power (157, 164). To forestall such threats, Britain and the other European colonial
powers, with the not always welcome support of South Africa which had South-West
Africa to consider (141, 166), took their stand on the principle that colonial policy
was a matter of domestic jurisdiction. But, as HT Bourdillon, assistant under-
secretary of state at the CO, told Portuguese officials, ‘it was not certain that legal
opinion would uphold this view and we were not anxious to have it tested in the
International Court of Justice’. Britain had therefore found it ‘tactically advan-
tageous’ to transmit technical information on non-self-governing territories and to
work with the Trusteeship Council, the Committee on Information, and the Fourth
Committee.>” The government’s working procedure, in short, was to accept the
world’s interest in colonial affairs as a fact of life and to co-operate with the UN, but
only within limits strictly defined by the British.

Up to the mid-1950s, Britain’s UN representatives were generally able to succeed
in blocking any stratagems in the various UN bodies—on questions of self-
determination or human rights, for example (155, 163)—whose outcome might have
been to establish a principle of accountability, either de jure or de facto. Held in
reserve was the weapon of ‘walkout’, to be used if the UN ever managed to outflank
Britain’s own manoeuvres and force a debate on an issue such as self-determination
for Cyprus (159, 160, 168). But the governments of 1951-1957 had no occasion to
use this weapon; somewhat to the relief of the Foreign Office, which considered it a
device ill befitting a major power.

This is not to say that Britain’s UN defences were impregnable. By the time of
Eden’s premiership there were ominous signs of change. The accession of seventeen
new member states in 1955-1956 served mainly to strengthen the Arab-Asian group
and the Soviet bloc. Britain countered by co-forming a ‘European group’ (167), but
no longer found it easy to secure a blocking third in order to head off unwelcome
discussions in the General Assembly. The FO, with its internationalist concerns, felt
that Britain might have to learn ‘to accept defeat gracefully’ on colonial issues (170).
This was not a view that the CO could welcome. But late in 1956 the CO finally
succumbed to various pressures—especially from the Americans, but also from the
British foreign secretary—to take the risk of mounting a defence of colonial policy in
the Assembly, even though this might appear to be admitting accountability.

Then came the Suez invasion, and the exercise immediately became unthinkable
again. As Bourdillon observed, ‘any attempt to draw attention in the United Nations
to our Colonial policy would merely result in a furious onslaught’ (172; cf 169, 171).



INTRODUCTION xlv

Thereafter, Britain’s position as a colonial power at the UN became increasingly
embattled. One particular irony deserves mention. Ghana’s forthcoming independ-
ence was to have been trumpeted in the General Assembly speech as proof of the
virtues of British policy and as reason for other countries to moderate their criticism.
In fact, Ghana’s triumphal arrival on the international scene in March 1957 had a
further galvanic effect on the anti-colonial lobby. And the irony compounded as time
went on: the more that colonial policy was ‘fulfilled’ in the creation of new states, the
more the attacks on that same policy gained international voice.

1I. Politics and administration

Colonial policy and its context

At the time of the 1951 election the rationale of colonial policy was broadly settled
and uncontroversial, having been outlined in a series of statements by both the
wartime coalition government and the post-war Labour government. In essence the
declared intention was to guide colonial territories towards responsible self-
government within the Commonwealth while also ensuring that political advance-
ment did not outpace economic and social progress. Within days of the Conservative
election victory Cohen had advised Lyttelton to make a parliamentary statement
pledging continuity along these lines, partly in order to allay fears in West Africa, and
Lyttelton had agreed to do so (173, 174).

Policy was not just settled; it had an internal dynamic, premised on notions of
what it was intrinsically about—good government, development, preparation.
Virtually all of the CO’s plans and decisions can be seen as resting on an adherence to
such notions (see eg 199, 200, 201). But this is not to say that colonial policy was
self-contained as a policy area or that its momentum was somehow self-sustaining.
From Cabinet’s point of view it was one rather minor element in the whole complex
of policy-making, and the considerations which shaped it were, finally, considera-
tions of national interest. Colonies were historically acquired appurtenances of
Britain gua major power, and policy towards them was one aspect of Britain’s
continuing world role—interlinking with foreign and defence policies in ways which
the first section of this essay has sought to illustrate, and with economic policy in
ways which will be considered in the third section. This second section will focus
more closely on colonial policy’s ‘internal dynamic’, while still aiming to keep the
broader policy framework in view.

The Conservative governments of 1951-1957 knew well enough that Britain’s
commitments had somehow to be tailored to match a contracting resource base. As
Eden put it, ‘there is not much cloth’. The problem was how to maintain major
power status nevertheless. Within the colonial empire, British influence was
unchallenged by other major powers. It was not, therefore, a sphere in which
Realpolitik dictated any need to compromise British status. Several colonies played
extremely important parts in Britain’s global defence and communications systems,
and for most of these self-government was simply not contemplated. Nor (occasional
‘emergencies’ aside) were colonies seen as an especially significant drain on
resources—certainly not by comparison with the areas of truly massive spending,
defence and social services. To the contrary: some colonies were seen as important
net contributors to resources, through supplying the home market or by earning
dollars for the sterling area. In general, then, colonial policy was not an area in
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which ministers went out of their way to find ways of diminishing Britain’s role. The
inevitability of political change in colonies was recognised but Cabinet thinking
about it was rather negative, based largely on considerations of how to keep colonial
political change ‘under control’ so that Britain’s influence would not suffer damage.

It was a period in which not a single colonial territory actually arrived at
mdependence The only country to do so was the Sudan, a charge of the FO, and the
timing of its.independence (1 January 1956) reflected not the fulfilment of some
process of tutelage but rather the exigencies of Middle East policy (254-261).2% In
this same period white settlerdom was given greater power over the Africans of
Central Africa in a federation which, it was hoped, would evolve into a new ‘British
dominion’ (302, 305-310). Policy makers in quest of more viable political and
economic structures contemplated closer association of territories in several other
regions even when local opinion seemed to be generally opposed to it: East Africa
(281-283, 288-291), South-East Asia (345), the Caribbean (334, 335, 340), South
Arabia (46), the Horn of Africa (97). Territories that gave trouble—Malaya (341, 342),
Kenya (286, 287), Uganda (293, 294), British Guiana (336, 337), Cyprus (324,
326)—were dealt with by force majeure; the generally successful outcomes of the
strong measures taken in these places seemed to confirm that British power still
served as the final arbiter of events in the colonial empire.

It was in keeping with this general approach that when in October 1955 Eden
decided to set up a standing Cabinet committee on colonial affairs, he defined the
committee’s task as ‘to assist the Cabinet in controlling constitutional development
in Colonial territories’ (196). No less indicative was Cabinet’s decision two months
later that the word ‘independence’ should no longer be used in references to the
constitutional development of colonies, since this term might encourage the idea
that territories could in due course secede from the Commonwealth (197, 198). Lord
Salisbury went on to argue, in a paper of May 1956, that governors must be given
greater powers to control disorder so that change might be kept on the tightest
possible rein (252, 253). ;

One factor underlying these attitudes was, no doubt, an adherence among some
ministers to older imperialist values formed during Britain’s heyday as a great power.
Churchill himself had a strong sense of imperial nostalgia and was accordingly out of
sympathy with the devolutionary aspects of post-war colonial policy. After his
Cabinet made its first decision to transfer a small instalment of political authority (to
the Gold Coast, in February 1952 (266)), Churchill proceeded to draft (though in the
event he did not send) a telegram to the prime minister of South Africa: ‘I hope you
recognise that the decisions taken about the Gold Coast are the consequences of
what was done before we became responsible’.3® Towards the end of his premiership
he still seemed to feel the same way, to judge by a brief whlch Brook wrote for him on
the likely evolution of the Commonwealth: ‘I recognise > that this policy may be
unpalatable to you. But . . . however much we may sigh for the past, we have to live
in the present—and to plan for the future’ (193). At the time, one of Churchill’s own
plans for the future was to extend Parliament Square in order to create ‘a truly noble
setting for the heart of the British Empire’ (214).

Yet probably more important in determining attitudes across the government as a
whole was a conviction that colonial stability was materially significant for both
domestic economy and broad imperial strategy—a belief in which the Conservative
Cabinet differed little from its Labour predecessor. Policy moves designed to
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accommodate nationalism, for example, had to be weighed against these broader
considerations. It was from a Foreign Office perspective that Eden worried about the
‘pretty dangerous political gallop’ in West Africa (175). Eden endorsed in 1952 a
Foreign Office paper written in the aftermath of the Iranian oil crisis and intended ‘to
suggest means by which we can safeguard our position as a world power, particularly
in the economic and strategic fields, against the dangers inherent in the present
upsurge of nationalism’—this force being seen as an ‘attempted sapping at our
position as a world power by less developed nations’ (4). Though the CO believed that
colonial nationalism, at least, needed to be sympathetically understood, and that it
could be guided by British policy into broadly acceptable channels (6), Churchill’s
Cabinet would certainly have agreed with the FO’s prescription that Britain must
forestall ‘nationalist demands which may threaten our vital interests’ by whatever
means seemed necessary.

There is another way in which the contextual constraints on colonial policy can be
observed, and that is in the interaction of the CO with the rest of Whitehall. It was
the given role of CO officials to argue for colonial innovation and the commitment of
metropolitan resources to colonies. In these endeavours they frequently met
bureaucratic resistance rooted in the different responsibilities of other departments.
The CRO was concerned to look after the relationships with South Africa and the
Central African Federation on one hand and India and Pakistan on the other, and was
sometimes at loggerheads with the CO when these relationships impinged upon
colonial policy. Likewise the FO in dealing, for example, with the United States,
France, and the United Nations. Senior officials in Defence argued that far too much
money was spent on ‘social uplift’ in colonies and far too little on security (16). The
Home Office firmly resisted CO notions that it might take over responsibility for
Malta on the Channel Islands model (317-319). Most significant of all was the
Treasury, forever seeking to prune expenditure on colonial development and colonial
services (384-386, 421-424, 433, 434, 449-451, 468-478). In general the Treasury
did not believe that colonies, however distressed they might be financially, could
have any privileged claim on the Exchequer, especially in a time of domestic
stringency and dollar shortage. In the Treasury view it should in fact be a major aim
of policy to wean colonies off metropolitan government funding altogether (194).
Indeed, as will be discussed in section III, finance was in some ways the greatest of all
the contextual constraints on policy.

To a degree, then, it might have seemed a wonder that colonial policy ‘advanced’,
in accordance with its own devolutionary dynamic, at all. Yet the Conservative
Cabinets of 1951-1957 did acquiesce, in their fashion, in the settled policy. From
time to time it fell to the colonial secretary to argue in Cabinet that the moment had
come for an instalment of devolution in, for example, the Gold Coast (265, 271, 275),
Nigeria (271, 274), British Honduras (339), Malaya (348, 352), Singapore (355, 356),
or Cyprus (330). With whatever reluctance in some quarters (‘Alan shows signs of
giving way all along the line’, Lord Salisbury grumbled to Eden apropos Singapore in
1955 (351, note 1)), Cabinet accepted the colonial secretary’s advocacy on each
occasion that such matters came before it. Here, arguably, was colonial policy, as
ideologically conceived, working itself out: these decisions were incremental steps

" towards a goal which no government would now repudiate.

Nevertheless, as was noted, Cabinets acquiesced ‘in their fashion’. Generally, the

government was much concerned to establish and demonstrate that devolution was
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not to be confused with abdication or with any loss of the will to rule. Devolutionary
policy was much hedged about with qualifications. In a major Cabinet paper of 1954
it was argued that the only territories likely to be eligible for independence in the
next ten to twenty years would be (in anticipated order of independence) the_Gold
Coast, Nigeria, the Central African Federation, a Malayan federation and a West
Indian federation. At least twenty territories could never expect independence, so
that devolution of power to them would never extend beyond some measure of
internal self-government: the list included not only strategic outposts such as Malta,

" Cyprus and Aden, but also very poor countries such as Somaliland, and very small

ones such as the Gambia and Fiji (192).

Qualifications and restrictions were evident also in the nature of the responsibili-
ties actually transferred, at least up until about 1955. Here the case of the Gold Coast
is instructive.** Though the Gold Coast was by no means the first British-ruled
territory to gain independence in the post-war era (and not even the first in Africa), it
was widely seen in the early 1950s as a pioneer, providing a kind of test case for CO
methods of tutelage that had been formulated in some detail in the preceding few
years. But the Cabinet in 1952 authorised the title of ‘prime minister’ for Nkrumabh,
and associated changes, on the understanding that this would amount to no more
than ‘an appearance’ of greater authority for African politicians (265, 266). Lyttelton
in 1953 conceived of the evolving Gold Coast constitution as a ‘stucco facade’.and the
African leaders as ‘nominal’ ministers who should not necessarily have access to
sensitive information such as intelligence reports (267). He believed that operational
control of the police should remain in the governor’s hands and was accordingly
sceptical of CO proposals for graduated transfer of the police power, for example by
way of a police commission on the British model. Certainly the CO shared ministerial
worries about the future of the police, fearing that post-colonial governments might
use the police politically—creating ‘police states’ rather than ‘policed states’ (244).
Through the early 1950s Jeffries and other officials grappled with the problem of how
to instil the British ‘police idea’, and hunted about, without much success, for
administrative devices that would be acceptable both to the minister and to the
incumbent British colonial police commissioners (244, 247-250).

The imperative of ‘control’ naturally carried greater weight in the areas of defence
and internal security than anywhere else. The critical problem in any devolutionary
policy—how and when to pass the point of no return on such important powers—
was kept on the shelf during most of 1951-1957; which for the Gold Coast meant
until the end of the dyarchy.

Qualifications and restrictions of a rather different kind were evident in policy for
territories with minority British populations, in particular the ‘settler’ territories of
East and Central Africa. In these places there could be no question of undiluted
majority rule; rather, multi-racial power sharing must be the long term goal (296).
Such a policy, Lennox-Boyd told Cabinet’s Colonial Policy Committee, was necessary
in order to save the European and Asian communities from being ‘swamped’ by
Africans (led perhaps by demagogues), and ‘offered the best hope in the end of
maintaining European influence’. The committee granted Lennox-Boyd’s request for
authorisation to steer developments in East and Central Africa ‘away from the early
introduction of universal suffrage for Africans in the direction of systems of
qualitative democracy’, invelving, for example, property franchises and communal
rolls. This policy would undoubtedly come under attack from ‘left-wing opinion’ in
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Brit’iilr'l and from countries such as India, but ministers were prepared to weather
this. :

But the other face of the policy should also be noted. For multi-racialism to work
properly, Europeans too would have to accept restrictions on their local political
power. This quickly became a sensitive issue between the Conservative government
and the European leaders of the Central African Federation which the government
had established in 1953. Certainly Sir Godfrey Huggins, Sir Roy Welensky and their
colleagues had many friends in the Conservative party and were regarded by Cabinet
as rightfully in charge of the Federation’s governance.*? But Cabinet in 1956
accepted the -advice of Home and Lennox-Boyd that European demands for early
independence under virtually untrammelled white rule must be resisted. Instead
Cabinet offered to ‘enhance the status’ of the Federation, but only in symbolic ways,
and re-affirmed that the dispensation in Central Africa should remain in place at least
until the federal review conference of 1960 (307—-309). So palpably ambitious were
the federal politicians, however, that in late 1956 some CO officials were already
turning their minds to the question of how Britain should deal with a possible
unilateral declaration of independence in Salisbury (312).

Thinking ahead

Policy makers in the early 1950s often remarked on the ‘speed’ of change in the Gold
Coast (Eden’s ‘pretty dangerous political gallop’), and were sensitive to its possible
impact on colonial politics elsewhere: in French Africa, as already noted, and more
especially in British West Africa and East Africa (262, 264, 268-270). Sir John
Macpherson, governor of Nigeria, had to be reassured that one reason why Britain
did not simply apply ‘sanctions’ in the Gold Coast was that such measures ‘would
have even graver repercussions on our position in Nigeria than acquiescence (though
it would not be tame acquiescence) in what we all of course recognise to be,
theoretically, over-hasty political advance’.*®

Yet the sense of speed was fairly localised. West Africa was sui generis. Across the
broad range of the colonial empire there was no expectation that devolutionary
policy was going to accelerate markedly. The time scale still seemed open ended.

Given this sense that there remained considerable time in hand, it is perhaps
remarkable that policy makers engaged to the extent that they did in thinking about
the major changes that must eventually come. For various reasons the early 1950s
was a period of much official and ministerial rumination on such matters as the
future of the Commonwealth, the future of the smaller territories, the future of the
Colonial Service, and the future of the Colonial Office itself.

Of most concern at Cabinet level was the problem of Commonwealth evolution.
The goal of colonial policy was not just self-government; it was self-government
within the Commonwealth. Thus colonial and Commonwealth policies were always
connected. The Commonwealth was regarded somewhat proprietorially as a major
part of the British world system, and policy makers were quite frank in their view
that the accession of ex-colonies to Commonwealth membership would enable a
continuation of imperial-style power by other means. Indeed, to permit secession of
new states from the Commonwealth on the Burma model ‘would be tantamount to
adopting a policy of deliberately weakening our own strength and authority in world
councils by a series of self-inflicted wounds’ (192).

Nevertheless some senior ministers, notably Churchill, Salisbury and Swinton,

D
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were much concerned at the potential impact of new members on the nature of the
Commonwealth. Its character had of course already been significantly altered by the

“accession of India, Pakistan and Ceylon, and by India’s self-transformation into a
non-aligned republic in 1950; Swinton lamented the retention of India in the fold ‘on
terms which not only exclude allegiance, but allow a critical neutrality. . . . I doubt if
we shall ever escape the unhappy results of that fatal decision’ (177).

Concern over these issues had been already ventilated during the Labour
government.** In 1952-1953, however, some quite new factors brought the problem
of Commonwealth evolution very much back on to the agenda. The realisation in
1952 that there might one day be a Sudanese application for membership concen-
trated minds wonderfully on the question of whether the Commonwealth might be
altered beyond repair by an intake of African members (258-260). Cabinet was moved
to set up a committee, with Swinton, Salisbury and Lyttelton as the major members,
to consider the whole issue of criteria for Commonwealth membership.*® Shortly
afterwards, Malta abruptly demanded to be transferred from Colonial Office purview
to the Commonwealth Relations Office. Lyttelton explained to Cabinet that the
Maltese, ‘as a European people boasting a civilisation older than our own, resent
their “Colonial” status, more particularly their inclusion in the same constitutional
category as the peoples of the African Colonies’ (313). Malta was not perceived in
London as a candidate for political independence, chiefly because of the great
strategic significance of the Malta dockyards but also because of the island’s tiny size.
London was, however, well disposed to the idea of making some special arrangement
for Malta, and the idea of integration into the United Kingdom, with admigistration
perhaps handled by the Home Office, was seriously considered (314-320). But this
issue served also to widen the concern about the Commonwealth’s future, since it
raised in acute form the question of what to do about the whole range of small,
supposedly non-viable territories (202-207). Thus the possibility of developing some
sort of multi-tiered Commonwealth structure to accommodate different ‘classes’ of
member became a dominant item on the agenda of Swinton’s committee and the
supporting committee of officials under Brook (179, 180). The whole exercise
provides another study in the government’s felt need to maintain control and to
prevent possible damage to British interests arising from the centrifugal forces that
were beginning to emerge.

Swinton himself was much taken with the idea that the best way to preserve the
essence of the old Commonwealth (and to keep South Africa in) was to create a lower
form of membership for the lesser lights: ‘a special class of Commonwealth country,
which has complete control over all its internal affairs, but which leaves the United
Kingdom Government responsible for its external affairs and its defence’ (177).
Lyttelton too favoured the idea of some sort of intermediate status, and told
Swinton’s committee that the colonies, or at least the political moderates therein,
were unlikely to object strongly since they were ‘principally interested in self-
government. It was unlikely, for example, that the Gold Coast would wish to conduct
its own foreign affairs’ (179).

At the official level, the Colonial Office and Commonwealth Relations Office toyed
with a variety of formulae that might meet these ministerial wishes and, it was
hoped, satisfy the aspirations of the second-class members: they could be grouped
under a special committee of the Privy Council, they could become ‘States of the
Commonwealth’ or a ‘Colonial Council’ (203-206, 210, 211). Other departments
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were sounded out, and, over time, came up with predictable views on the criteria for
_ first-class membership. For the Treasury, a country could be a full member only if it
was not financially dependent on another member (194). For the Ministry of
Defence, a full member should be willing and able to undertake some external
defence commitment, such as the provision of a brigade ‘for use in a major war’.4®

This exercise was certainly revealing of contemporary attitudes. Even at the time,
however, there were several who perceived it as quite unrealistic. Most of the senior
officials were dubious of the two-tier idea from an early stage. Brook’s official

“committee decided firmly against it in July 1953, chiefly on the ground (and with the
Gold Coast much in mind) that ‘to announce an inferior kind of membership would
certainly cause resentment’ and might well lead to countries preferring to take their
independence outside the Commonwealth (186). Further, there would be many
countries which did not clearly and obviously belong in one category rather than the
other; distinctions in such cases would be even more invidious.

Officials then set out to persuade their ministers, on the basis of an interim report
written by Brook. Lyttelton conceded the point fairly quickly. He had come to
perceive that the West African politicians were after all ‘showing an unwelcome

“interest’ in defence and foreign affairs (183), and could see that it would be

“impossible to exclude them from these areas after independence. Swinton held out
for several months longer. But his eventual acceptance of the officials’ arguments left
the way clear for Brook to write a lengthy final report that was essentially a
recognition of the inevitable: Britain would simply have to live with a formally
egalitarian Commonwealth having a majority of non-white members. But no doubt
Britain would work more closely with partners of its own choosing in sundry
respects, as was already the practice with regard, for example, to the sharing of
military intelligence (187, 188, 192).*

In December 1954 Cabinet devoted an entire meeting to Brook’s report. It is clear
from the record of proceedings that there was deep disquiet: ‘several Ministers said
that they greatly regretted the course of Commonwealth development which was
envisaged . . . It was unfortunate that the policy of assisting dependent peoples to
attain self-government had been carried forward so fast and so far’ (195). But in the
end Cabinet accepted the report’s recommendations, and it is fair to see this as a
moment of some symbolic significance. Cabinet perceptions of ‘the Commonwealth’
would not be quite the same again (cf 26).

Related to this exercise was a continuing strain of official thinking on future
administrative arrangements. for handling Commonwealth and colonial affairs. An
important stimulus was the prospect of a decline in career opportunities in the CO
within the lifetime of officials currently employed. It was Jeffries who most clearly
articulated the problem and was most fertile with ideas. One such idea was for a
‘Commonwealth Services Office’ which would effectively absorb CO personnel into
the CRO bureaucracy. The CRO was not impressed (208, 209). Neither department
much favoured the idea of a full amalgamation, although both sides increasingly
recognised the administrative problems that were brewing (210, 211, 213, 215-218).
In 1956 Brook reviewed the issue in a substantial report (215). But this nettle
remained ungrasped at the end of Eden’s premiership.

The question of the future of the Colonial Service came to seem more immediately
urgent and more demanding of attention at top level. This was largely because of the
manifest decline in Service morale and a wave of resignations in the pace-setter
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territories, the Gold Coast and Eastern Nigeria, where African ministers were
increasingly exercising authority over British officials. The administratively distinct
Sudan Political Service was similarly troubled. Jeffries again took the lead, with a
plan for a ‘British Overseas Service’ which would make Colonial Service expertise
available on contract to independent countries as well as colonial. Treasury resisted.
A much watered-down version of the plan found administrative shape in Her
Majesty’s Overseas Civil Service, established in June 1954 (219-226). Colonial
officials found little to reassure them in HMOCS, and in 1955 Jeffries returned to the
list at Treasury expense while alternative employment was sought. Jeffries was
backed to the hilt by Lennox-Boyd who saw this as ‘the most important issue of all’
(240). An epic correspondence between Lennox-Boyd and successive chancellors
resulted in another administrative compromise in mid 1956; again, it was not one
which fully allayed the Service’s fears (227-242).

The CO also tried to plan ahead on key administrative problems in the colonies
such as indigenisation and the development of local government. This was not,
however, a period which could compare with the late 1940s for sheer energy and
creativity in officials’ thinking about colonial administration.*® By and large it was
recognised that such matters were now moving beyond direct metropolitan purview.
There was nevertheless a good deal of worrying among officials over the question of
how far Britain should tolerate a decline in standards as these processes gained
momentum (243, 245-246).

And this leads to a much larger question. Was that control over events which the
Conservative Cabinet felt to be the sine gua non of colonial policy already something
of an illusion? As devolution took its course, in however limited and qualified a
fashion, how far could the policy makers remain confident that their plans for the
colonial empire would remain on track; that theirs would be the decisions that
counted?

Two answers are required here. The first is that up until the mid-1950s, Cabinet
did appear generally to believe that it still held the whip hand on colonial policy. The
multiple pressures generated by the domestic economy, international relationships
and colonial nationalism were palpable enough. But they had not acquired the
cumulative strength to force any basic policy reappraisal, or even a cost-benefit
accounting of empire. It still appeared generally within Britain’s power to contain
the worst colonial crises militarily; as of 1955 this was the projection even for Cyprus
(324, 326). In certain circumstances it was still possible for Cabinet to slow down the
devolutionary process or even resume devolved powers if it saw fit, as was done in
British Guiana in 1953 (336, 337) and in the new constitution offered to Cyprus in
1954 (321).

No basic reappraisal, then. But the second answer is that certain doubts were
being voiced, probably more at official level than at ministerial, about Britain’s
capacity to prolong a ‘firm’ colonial policy indefinitely. Partly such doubts reflected
the underlying problem of resources. As the wearisome haggling with the Treasury
went on, some CO officials worried about the viability of what they saw as a
chronically underfunded colonial policy (438). There was also a felt need to avert
‘collisions’ in colonies and an appreciation that ‘sanctions’ against restive national-
ists were not always going to be a sufficient political device. Lloyd explained to
Macpherson in 1953 that Nkrumah was being given more powers in order to ‘avoid a



INTRODUCTION liii

head-on clash’;* Macpherson was quite right to interpret this as a concession to
nationalist pressure (269). Cohen in Uganda felt that ‘the pace is determined far
more by public pressure than by our own opinions of the stage when self-government
should be granted’ (295). Harding was convinced by 1956 that there was no prospect
of securing the Cypriots’ co-operation ‘unless they had an assurance that the right of
self-determination would at some future stage be conceded’ (328). A governor’s
perception of need to come to terms with nationalists could suddenly arise in the
most unexpected quarters, for example Tanganyika in late 1956 (298-301). The case
for offering concessions rather than applying sanctions was usually clear enough.
Sanctions were weapons of last resort and their use was, in effect, an admission of
political failure. Moreover, resisting pressures for change could be counter-
productive; more sapping of British authority than accommodation might be.

This is not to say that some sort of general argument about the pros and cons of
‘resistance’ and ‘accommodation’ was going on among the policy makers, let alone
that they were dividing into camps over these problems. All would have agreed that
the maintenance of British influence was a key objective. The question was more one
of means to this end. Keeping the lid on, the approach for which Salisbury was the
main Cabinet-level advocate (252, 253), was one possible means. But CO ministers,
having the same objective in mind, were generally persuaded that a degree of
flexibility would achieve better results. Thus Mr Hopkinson, writing on the
Singapore constitutional crisis of 1955, saw the government’s choice as lying
between ‘a refusal to make concessions with what the Colonial Secretary has
described as “bloody and disastrous consequences” and meeting the demand for
constitutional advances fast enough to keep the peace and retain a guiding influence
over developments’ (351, note).>°

Not that Hopkinson’s formulation really addressed the underlying issue of how far
Britain remained ‘actually’ in charge of the agenda of colonial change. Cohen for
one, to judge by his statement quoted above, believed that Britain could not have it
both ways. Insistence on determining the agenda was becoming politically unrealis-
tic. Further: @s colonial politics took on a life of its own, so a priori British notions of
stages of preparedness became rather marginal to the real issues being negotiated
between governments and nationalists in the territories. An official much involved in
Gold Coast policy, RJ Vile, foresaw in 1954 that the decision on the timing of
independence might have very little to do with the country’s degree of preparedness;
rather, ‘the choice before us may well then be one of accepting independence at a
certain date because its refusal would create worse conditions than its acceptance’
(276). By the mid-1950s there seemed a growing sense in official circles that Britain,
even while retaining the power of arbiter, was responding to colonial events at least
as much as it was shaping them. Conservative ministers would not have taken much
comfort in this; perhaps that is part of the reason why even those ministers who
argued for accommodation still tended to use the language of control. But there was
a major aspect of the problem that could not be ignored. If the precepts of
‘preparation’ and ‘readiness’ were not being altogether observed in the constitutional
advance of pace-setter territories, did not devolutionary policy begin to look like an

extremely risky leap into the dark?
~ In 1955 and 1956 the CRO’s man in Accra, F E Cumming-Bruce, sent back some
highly critical secret reports on the corruption, incipient authoritarianism and lack
of ministerial calibre that he saw in Nkrumah’s government: this after nearly a
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decade of ‘preparation’ (277). The Commonwealth relations secretary, Lord Home,
was deeply worried by these and other reports and carried his worries right through
to Ghana’s independence, writing to John Hare in July 1956, ‘I am frankly unhappy
lest we should be taking too optimistic a view’ (277, note), and to his new prime
minister, Harold Macmillan, in January 1957, ‘I am full of foreboding about the
whole Gold Coast experiment’. Macmillan responded: ‘I agree’.”*

“The whole idea of readiness was called into question by at least one senior policy
maker, the phllosophncal Jeffries: ‘I think there is too much tendency to consider
whether these places [the smaller territories] are “ready”. . . . Of course they are not,

“any more than the Gold Coast is “ready” for mdependence or than one’s teen-age
daughter is “ready” for the proverbial latch-key’. Supporter though he was of the

" traditional policy of devolution by stages, Jeffries could see the force of the
counter-argument that the policy could at best ‘only maintain a state of uneasy
equilibrium. Colonial politicians tend to concentrate attention on securing the next
constitutional change instead of getting on with the job. Constitutions are in a state
of continual flux and there is no stability’ (204). In other words, the lack of readiness
might be in part a function of the policy itself.

If so, government would have to base its decisions about transfer of power on
criteria other than supposed readiness in the terms in which it had been traditionally
understood: stability, maturity, viability. And some few years after Jeffries wrote, that
would indeed be the manner in which the formal business of empire would be
concluded.

III. Economic and social policies

Economic policies

The connections between Britain’s economic problems and its overseas policy have
already been noted at several points in this discussion. Butler’s chancellorship began
in a time of severe balance of payments difficulty and ended in another one. His early
calls for retrenchment, and in particular for a review of ‘the whole field of our
overseas commitments’ (367), were echoed in 1955 and Eden’s Cabinet agreed to a
major review of expenditure, both domestic and foreign, in search of economies.>
The policy review set up in 1956 aimed to achieve similar goals. Sir Herbert Brittain,
second secretary at the Treasury, informed the CO of the special need for restraining
external expenditures that might run down the reserves or necessitate foreign
borrowing, and stiffly rejected CO arguments that spending in colonies was a special
case (384-386).

Besieged by slow growth, shortfalls of export revenue, debt and inflation, the
Conservative government combined short-term austerity measures with efforts to
stimulate production, especially through investment in the industrial sector. The
governments of 1951-1957 were successful to the extent that no devaluation of
sterling proved necessary; that in some years, notably 1954, exports did grow rapidly;
and that there was a fair degree of domestic industrial reconstruction. Yet this did
not mean that Britain’s post-war decline vis-a-vis its competitors was being arrested.
Other economies grew faster; British exports were being priced out of their

 traditional markets; balance of payments crises recurred. Stop—go tactics were forced
upon Cabinet, preventing the implementation of a steady expansionist policy as
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_advocated, for example, by Macmillan in the years before he became chancellor
(369).

How, in this context, were the colonies seen? In the first place, they were seen as
producers of commodities for the United Kingdom market. This was a role which had
grown in importance in recent years, as signified by the post-war ‘second colonial
o'ccupgtiiobr;’rby agronomists, soil scientists, veterinarians and other technical experts
whose mission was to hoost colonial productivity. One of Lyttelton’s earliest requests
to his officials was for a Cabinet paper setting out the possibilities of increasing
colonial production of the foodstuffs and raw materials that Britain needed, and of
re-routing colonial exports ‘so that more of their existing production comes to this
country instead of going to other less laudable destinations’ (359). CO research
established that except for a few commodities such as copper, cotton, manganese and
sugar, the chances of increasing colonial supply to Britain in the short to medium
term were in fact very limited. Much depended on the reciprocal willingness of
British public authorities and private firms to invest in colonial production (360,
368). But the attracting of private investment would depend in turn on a more
generous Treasury attitude towards double taxation arrangements and depreciation
allowances; and the Treasury was distinctly reluctant to yield. It was a familiar
dilemma. Lyttelton believed that ‘development of the productive capacity of the

" Colonies could in the long term transform the economic position of the United
Kingdom’ (360), but, as will be shown, he and his officials were to be much frustrated
by the enormous difficulty of mustering the requisite financial and capital goods
inputs.

Secondly, the colonies were members of the sterling area. Some of them earned
significant non- sterlmg revenues; in the early 1950s, while Britain, the Common-
wealth countries and the sterling area as a whole were running up increasing deficits
in their current accounts with the dollar area, the colonies were maintaining a
substantial surplus, partly because of the high commodity prices of the time. They
were also in surplus on their transactions within the sterling area, especially with
Britain. Colonial ‘sterling reserves’ held in London—technically, debts owed by
Britain to the colonies—amounted to around £1000 million in 1952. These were free
balances, meaning that the colonies were in principle entitled to draw upon them.
That the colonies were not in general applying for the release of these reserves was
partly because the import goods on which they might have wished to spend them,
especially capital goods needed for development, were in very short supply. Some key
United Kingdom goods, such as steel and tinplate, were subject to export quotas and
colonial allocations were small indeed. Lyttelton told Cabinet in November 1951 that
although it was a sound principle to set aside reserves in prosperous times, ‘any
further substantial deliberate withholding of purchasing power from the Colonial
producer seems to me to be unjustified’. He argued for giving the colonies a higher
priority in the allocation of goods under quota; he also proposed that the restrictions
on colonial imports from Japan and the USA might be eased (361; cf 363).

_No doubt the CO was delighted that the new minister went in to bat so strongly for
colonial interests. But Lyttelton’s attitude had very soon to be revised. The
Commonwealth finance ministers’ conference of January 1952 resolved that urgent
measures must be taken to halt the deterioration of the sterling area’s balance of

" payments with non-sterling areas. The colonies might be in overall surplus, but they
“were in increasing deficit with Western Europe and this was contributing to a drain



vi INTRODUCTION

on the gold reserves. Hence Lyttelton was obliged to ask all colonies to reduce the
value of their imports from non-sterling sources, especially but not only Europe, by
some fifteen per cent (364-366). This measure, in the opinion of Sir Hilton Poynton,
deputy under-secretary of state at the CO, was quite inappropriate for territories ‘still
in a primitive state of development’ (370), and it seems likely that Lyttelton privately
agreed. More than that: he evidently felt ‘that there was a good deal of substance’ in
accusations that Britain’s practice of holding on to the colonial sterling reserves, and
making various short-term uses of them, amounted to exploitation (373, note).

In 1953 a Treasury-CO-Bank of England working party met to consider all aspects
of the question of the colonial sterling balances. It concluded that the holding of
these assets in London ‘is in present circumstances inevitable’, and of benefit to both
Britain and the colonies, but did tend to weaken international confidence in sterling
in that it was a component of British indebtedness. So long as the balances were not
drawn down ‘beyond a certain level’, it was probably a good idea that some should
now be released for development expenditures while Britain still had sovereignty in
colonial territories—for there was no guarantee that successor regimes would spend
as wisely (373-375).

These concerns over the use of the colonies’ earnings tied in with wider concerns
about multilateral trade. As of 1952 the Conservative government remained
rhetorically committed to imperial preference (372). But with all Commonwealth
countries seeking trade deals wherever they could find them, it was a doctrine much
diluted since the time of the Ottawa agreements. Poynton openly doubted its value to
colonies (376). In late 1953, with the pressure on the balance of payments somewhat
relieved, the Treasury was prepared to argue for the continuation of colonial
importing from Japan (‘unless we provide Japan with this trade we can hardly hope to
induce her not to switch trade to the dollar area’) (377). In 1954 Cabinet
contemplated a general relaxation of United Kingdom import restrictions, in the
knowledge that this would probably hurt West Indian and other colonial producers
who had hitherto enjoyed preferential access to the British market for their
commodities (378; cf 380). Such measures indicated an increasing distancing of
British policy from traditional notions of imperial preference.

The underlying reality for Britain was that the development of industrial export
production carried with it the need for markets with technologically advanced needs
and high purchasing power, higher than the empire and Commonwealth countries
could generally manage to provide. A steady expansion of trade with Europe seemed
the natural course to follow. And indeed, by 1956 the volume of British trade with
Europe was on the way to overtaking the volume of trade with the United States and
the old Commonwealth combined. This was the context in which Macmillan and
Thorneycroft launched their initiative for a European free trade area, described
earlier. But it needs to be emphasised that the growth of European trade was not
meant to preclude the maintenance of empire trade; Macmillan’s confederal scheme
was essentially intended to give Britain the best of both worlds. Colonial trade was
still seen as important, and there was still a concern to provide various kinds of
assistance to colonial exporters. In its extended discussions of the review of the
General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade in 1955, Cabinet had resolved that Britain
should seek a ‘colonial waiver’ from the treaty’s no-new-preference rule—and even
that Britain should refuse to accept other treaty revisions unless satisfaction on this
point was obtained. It was (382, 383). By the same token, the implications of Plan G
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for colonial trade were carefully thought through. Existing arrangements were not to
be jeopardised. In any case, it would be unthinkable for Britain to cease protecting its
colonial trade so long as France refused to do likewise (391, 393-395).

The management of colonial commerce was closely linked with another issue area,
colonial economic development. Each was seen as in some degree a function of the
other. Trade, especially the import of producer goods, enhanced development. In
turn, the government intended that various development projects should generate
exports that would serve the wider purposes of the sterling area; Lyttelton more than
once stressed this point in circular despatches (411, 413). But the primary rationale
of economic development was that it should promote growth and rising living
standards within the colonial territories. This was, of course, one of the major
‘settled’ objectives of colonial policy.

It was also, as every government knew, formidably difficult. Selection and
implementation of projects were always beset with hazards—political, economic,
geographical, climatic, technical. Success was never guaranteed. The groundnuts
scheme in particular provided a chastening recent example of development as
débdcle.>® Few in the Conservative Cabinet would have put much faith in large-scale
public corporations as agents of development anyway. The Overseas Food Corpora-
tion was wound up in 1954. Labour’s other creation, the Colonial Development
Corporation, was critically scrutinised and enjoined to concentrate on potentially
profitable ventures (452-456). '

CO officials nevertheless had reasonably firm ideas of what colonial development
was about. Two main emphases emerge from the documents of the time. Firstly
there were large infrastructural projects such as the Owen Falls hydro-electric
scheme, the Kariba dam and the Volta River dam. It was intended that these would
generate energy for local economies and revenue for local exchequers, and by
facilitating the production of commodities (copper and aluminium in the latter two
cases), be of value to Britain and the sterling area (409, 430, 435, 436). Secondly
there was the broad range of slow, patient and smaller scale work in agronomic
research, water control, soil improvement, disease control, technical -education,
transport and communication development and a host of related matters, whose
ultimate general objective was the improvement of agriculture and the conditions of
rural life (398; cf 407, 427). It was not then the nature of colonial development that
was in dispute. What most preoccupied policy makers was the logically prior and
perennially difficult problem of finding the necessary money.

The major financial instrument for colonial development was the Colonial
Development and Welfare Act, under which Parliament voted some £10 to £20
million annually in the early 1950s. The current Act was due to expire in 1955. Only
too well aware of Treasury views on ‘overseas commitments’, the CO and its
ministers lobbied actively from mid 1953 in order to put the Act’s renewal beyond
doubt, while also accumulating from the territories a lengthy shopping list of
projects in need of funding (412, 413, 417, 419-424). Possibly they were lucky in
their timing. In the temporarily less stringent economic climate of the winter of
1954-1955, Butler agreed, after spending ‘a fructuous recess’ going into the matter,
to make £115 million available for 1955-1960 (424). This was not very far short of
what Lennox-Boyd had sought.

Nevertheless, it fell far short of the vast sums that colonial development could in
principle absorb. All colonial secretaries understood that public money would never
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be sufficient for the task, and all sought accordingly to attract private capital.
Lyttelton, with his City background and connections, gave this effort very high
priority. He pressed hard for tax relief schemes for colonial investors; advocated
increased local equity in mining firms to make them less vulnerable to ‘anti-British’
measures, and so more attractive to investors (he had Iranian oil in mind); and
unlike some of his colleagues, had few qualms about trying to attract American
money into British territories (399-404, 406; cf 360).

The market, however, proved notably unenthusiastic. No matter how great the
colonies’ need for capital, what counted with private investors was the potential for a
good rate of return. There seemed little prospect of that in colonial development in
the 1950s. American investors, who would in any case have been interested only in
strategic mineral projects, proved all but impervious to persuasion and prospectuses
from the CO (402, 404). The only major American investment of the period took the
form of outright purchase by the Texas Oil Company of an established enterprise, the
Trinidad Oil Company, a transaction which Macmillan advised Cabinet to accept
(437). And there was the further factor of political uncertainty. Knowing that the
days of British sovereignty were numbered, investors worried about the long term
security of colonial investments. By the very nature of colonial policy, this problem
had to be expected to increase as time went on. Colonial loans floated on the London
money market were seriously undersubscribed in 1953, 1954 and 1955. The Crown
Agents asked for a public statement that the British government would guarantee
loans to colonies, but this the government felt unable to provide if only because it
might seem to mdlcate a lack of faith in post-colonial stability by the government
itself (415, 416 425,-429).-

Rejected by the market, the CO turned back to the Exchequer. Between 1954 and
1956 plans for direct Exchequer loans, withdrawals from the National Debt Fund and
colonial savings certificates were tried on the Treasury. They were resisted (418, 426,
428, 432434, 449). CO officials noted cynically that the Exchequer seemed quite
capable of funding new overseas loans if Realpolitik required it; apparently Yugosla-
via was more important than British colonies (431). At the very end of Eden’s
premiership, however, the Treasury finally relented on the question of direct
Exchequer loans to colonies, offering qualified support for this ‘lesser evil’ and so
opening a path towards the incorporation of this new provision in the next CD(&)W
legislation, eventually enacted in 1959 (450, 451).

Settled policy had it that political advance should go hand in hand w1th economic
development. The actuality was that the devolutionary measures of the mid-1950s
went virtually unaccompanied by major new development commitments. The idea of .
a ‘Colombo Plan’ for West Africa, where political advance was fastest, was explicitly
rejected (440, 446, 448). Treasury logic had it that progress towards independence
should entail increased efforts by colonies to find their own development finance,
whether from international sources such as the World Bank (414) or from their
domestic savings (379, note 8). By the same token, metropolitan funding should be
tapered off in territories nearing independence (194). Thus CD(&)W assistance, the
Treasury argued in 1956 against some demurral from both CO and CRO, should be
phased out in the Gold Coast (439, 441445, 447). Equally, the CDC should
undertake no new operations in either the Gold Coast or Malaya. On this matter CO
and Treasury were more or less united against the CDC, whose chairman, Lord
Reith, they saw as a prima donna who harboured unacceptably grandiose ambitions
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for his organisation. Reith for his part hated dealing with the ‘blasted Treasury’ and
the ‘wretched Colonial Office’,>* and chafed against the bureaucratic constraints on
hlS vision of Commonwealth development (457-467).
" " For the CO, the struggle for development finance was unremitting and deeply
disillusioning. ‘We now know’, wrote R J Vile in 1956, ‘that at some time in the next
six to nine months we shall under present conditions come to a grinding halt in the
raising of London market loans for Colonial Governments. . . . This is a fantastic
situation’.>> There were those in the Office who felt that development funding had
become so squeezed that the very sustainability of colonial policy was in doubt. ‘I
know that there is a school of thought’, Poynton minuted to his minister in July
1956, ‘which holds that, if the available resources are too small to go round, we may
have to begin to have a deliberate policy of shedding some of our colonial burdens’
(438).

Social policies

A standard motif of settled colonial policy was that the advancement of colonies was
to be achieved in three interlinked domains: political, economic and social. The last
was the province of the CO’s social service departments, whose brief was to plan and
provide for indigenous populations in such areas as health, education, welfare,
labour, training, and community development generally. Although largely based on
ethnocentric notions of what was required—Western-style schools, community
organisations, vocational associations and so on—their work was well-intentioned,
reflecting that strain of humane paternalism which had always been integral to the
ideology of trusteeship.

From the point of view of higher level policy makers, however, social development
was by the 1950s the lagging priority. Colonial policy was driven hardly at all by
welfarist considerations, a great deal by considerations of political and economic gain
“and loss. Although some colonial problem or other appeared on the agenda for
almost every Cabinet meeting in the years 1951-1957, questions of colonial social
development never surfaced at Cabinet level except in the most incidental way, and
then only because of their connectlon with economic or political issues.

~ Part of the difficulty experienced by the social services departments lay in the way
the relationship between economic development and social development was in fact
perceived by policy makers. In his circular despatch of July 1953, written in
anticipation of the new CD(&)W Act, Lyttelton called on colonial governments to
give priority to projects which would generate an economic return, out of which
social developments schemes might then be financed (413). In effect, D took
precedence over W. Within the CO, Poynton argued similarly that the economic
development chicken should precede the social development egg (486). Social
services department officials such as J K Thompson (community development) and
R J Harvey (education) took exception to this view, not least because they saw
education, for example, as a necessary condition of successful economic develop-
ment. The issue of economism versus welfarism was argued out in many a
well-reasoned Office minute (486, 487, 492). But for the most part it was the
welfarists who felt themselves on the defensive.

‘Community development’, or ‘mass education’, had been put on the policy agenda
by Mr Creech Jones in a 1948 circular despatch.’® The essential idea was to socialise
apathetic or ignorant people into ‘modern’ attitudes and work-styles as a basis for
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progressive social and economic change. In 1952 Lyttelton issued a follow-up
despatch to see what progress had been made (480). Little had. Many officials, it
seemed, remained unsure about the very meaning of community development. In
operational terms it seemed to boil down to training selected individuals for
community leadership. But even this was taking place hardly at all outside the Gold
Coast and Kenya (479). Much of the trouble lay in the fact that emergent colonial
leaders were. typically more interested in politics at the centre than in local
the local government programmes also initiated in Creech Jones’s time (cf 484).

Politics was steadily taking command in colonies, and as it did so the CO was
experiencing diminishing demand for its services as adviser on colonial social and
educational policies. Colonial politicans and civil servants in search of help on such
matters were increasingly inclined to engage specialist consultants on an ad hoc
basis rather than turn to the CO as had long been the practice (483, 489, 494). ‘It is
possible to look forward to a time, probably not far off, when advice from the Colonial
Office ... will not be sought and, indeed, may be unwelcome’ (494). One
consequence of this trend was that some of the non-official committees set up to
advise the secretary of state in these fields were beginning to run out of useful things
to do. In 1953, senior officials decided to begin ‘rationalising’ these advisory
structures. Not altogether without resistance from a few of what Jeffries described as
‘the home-based starry-eyed’ (483), three bodies—the Social Welfare Advisory
Committee, the Community Development Committee and the Adult Education
Sub-Committee of the Advisory Committee on Education in the Colonies—were
merged into one, the Advisory Committee on Social Development. But this became
demoralised and by 1956 was barely functioning (481485, 488-489). The Advisory
Committee on Education in the Colonies, once a body of some dynamism, was also
experiencing doubts about it own future relevance (490, 494). Educational expertise
was still urgently needed, as Sir Christopher Cox stressed (495); but perhaps it would
become appropriate to deliver it through different channels. What further compli-
cated the education debate (along with a good many other debates) was the rising of
the political temperature in the more advanced territories. Problems such as the
establishment of a university in the Central African Federation or the maintenance of
educational standards in the Gold Coast and elsewhere had increasingly to be
addressed with an eye to political considerations: the fear that new political elites
might seek to control educational institutions for their own political purposes; the
need to preserve British influence wherever possible (491, 493, 496, 497).

In another area of CO concern, labour, policy debates similarly reflected the
increasing salience of political factors. The goal of ‘non-political’ colonial trade
unions, which would concern themselves primarily with industrial relations, was
still officially espoused. Yet in many colonies it was clear that trade unions, even
those in the most rudimentary stages of development, were already prey to politics.
Accordingly a good deal of the discussion in London between the CO’s Labour
Department, the Trades Union Congress and the Overseas Employers Federation
dwelt on political problems. How could the British protect colonial unionism against
communist influence? And for that matter, American influence (503-505, 507-510)?
The International Confederation of Free Trade Unions was at once anti-communist
and anti-colonial; how could British policy exploit the former quality and neutralise
the latter (499, 501-502)? And what of the International Labour Organisation? It did
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much good work but it too had an anti-colonial streak, and it was seeking to extend
its influence in African colonies. It seemed on collision course with the International
Labour Institute, a body created by British and other colonial powers as an offshoot
of their Commission for Technical Co-operation in Africa. But if Britain were to try
to defend the ILI against the ILO, it might find itself cast in the undesired public role
of partner to South Africa and Portugal, with their inflexible resistance to African
political change. By what diplomacy could this issue be resolved (498, 500, 506)?
‘Settled’” policy provided no ready answers to these new kinds of problems.

Nor was there any obvious way of dealing with a problem as old as imperialism
itself and indeed inherent in it: that of race relations. Once again, the new politics
was heightening the sensitivity of the issue. For one thing, the emerging indigenous
political class was becoming vocal on questions of racial discrimination. For another,
there were fears that poor race relations might provide openings for communist
subversion (511). The reality was that racial distinctions of various kinds were part of
the colonial order. Communal electoral rolls were a standard device. Asians in East
Africa could not buy land. Policy in settler colonies looked forward to ‘multi-racial’
politics, not ‘non-racial’ politics. Opposition backbenchers at Westminster might

~urge the abolition of institutionalised discrimination through sweeping changes to
the law; the government rejected such ideas as impracticable (512), and was prepared
to defend existing practices on a variety of political, administrative and social
grounds, including the ground that they were generally in the best interests of the
indigenous peoples for whom Britain was trustee.

Overtly racist behaviour, however, was another matter, and much to be deplored.
In the early 1950s some in the CO worried a good deal about potentially racist
attitudes among the numerous British contract workers and their wives who were
going out to Africa as part of the second colonial occupation. W L Gorell Barnes, an
assistant under-secretary of state, proposed the compilation of ‘a “bible” of guidance
on the way to behave in Africa’. This did not eventuate. But the Office, with
assistance from the Church of England, did institute a series of instructional courses
and seminars through which, by 1956, some 400 Africa-bound Britons had
passed—though with what social consequences it is impossible to say (511,
513-515).

Racial issues were not confined to the colonies. Within the metropolitan power
itself, nothing brought home the latter-day consequences of imperialism so sharply
as did the phenomenon of reverse migration, especially from the Caribbean and
South Asia. Transient colonial students, of whom Britain had long experience, were
one thing; permanent settlers in quest of work and social services, quite another. The
Labour Cabinet had considered the issue, but inconclusively.’” In 1952 Churchill
called for a report, and thereafter ‘coloured workers’ and ‘colonial immigrants’
became recurrent items on the Conservative Cabinet’s agenda. Especially in the years
1954-1956, Cabinet was the scene of many a struggle between conscience and
pragmatism; between liberal principles and worries about electoral backlash;
between the belief that colonial immigration was of economic value to Britain and
the view that major economic and social problems were being stored up for the
future; between the argument that a liberal race policy at home was essential if
multi-racial policies were to be pursued abroad, and the argument that if Britain
were to enact racially restrictive immigration laws it would only be doing what
almost every Commonwealth country and colony already did. Various ministerial and
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official committees came up with legislative formulae. None proved acceptable. On
one hand, Cabinet was unwilling to go public with restrictions based on patently
racial criteria. On the other, it felt unable to approve comprehensive restrictions that
would have caught immigrants from Ireland and the old Commonwealth in the same
net as the South Asians and West Indians (516-526).

Not until 1962, by which time non-white immigration was running at more than
130,000 a year, compared with fewer than 10,000 a year a decade earlier, would a
British government manage to settle upon a formula for immigration control.
Ironically, the minister whose responsibility it was to announce the voucher system
was R A Butler, who in the early 1950s had been a liberal voice in Cabinet on the
issue (517, note 2). It was one of the less dignified moments in Britain’s retreat from
empire.

Many thousands of the documents held at the Public Record Office were
scrutinised during the preparation of this volume. Each document was assessed
against one very broad criterion: did it help to illuminate imperial or colonial policy
in the period under review? There were several ways in which a document might do
this, and thereby qualify for inclusion. First, even if it did not deal directly with
imperial or colonial policy as literally defined, it might provide a sense of the relevant
high policy context. Second, it might aid comprehension of a specific issue, by
explicating its nature or by setting out arguments or opinions about it. Third, it
might throw light on the process of policy-making. Fourth, it might capture the
moment at which an official or ministerial decision was made. A single document
might well fulfil more than one of these purposes; but in a collection such as this, it
was felt, every document should justify its presence by fulfilling at least one of them.

The aim of all the ‘A series’ volumes in this project is to provide a wide conspectus
on events rather than to focus on a single country or group of countries. Selection of
material becomes correspondingly problematical: for it is a matter of choosing not
just among documents but among the many possible themes, emphases and issues
which might be held to be relevant. Somehow a balance must also be struck between
trying to illuminate grand policy and trying to convey the substance of everyday
concerns. The main emphases of this volume are, it is hoped, sufficiently obvious;
they are broadly indicated by the headings to the three parts, the seven chapters, and
the numerous sub-sections. The high policy context—international relations,
strategy and international economic policy—receives considerable coverage. So does
metropolitan thinking on the political, administrative and economic aspects of
current and future colonial policy. There is selective coverage of developments in
policy for certain territories which were of wide imperial significance; in the period
1951-1957 this means, in particular, the Gold Coast, Malaya, Cyprus and Malta. Less
fully documented are issues of social, educational and labour policy; while some
areas of colonial policy, such as local government, legislative drafting, personnel
matters, research, science, technology and public health, are barely touched at all,
notwithstanding the extraordinary volume of official paper they generated at the
time. This pattern of choice reflects, in the first instance, the stated purposes of the
project. But there are some aspects of the pattern which primarily reflect the
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interests and preferences of the volume editor, a point which is here freely
acknowledged.

A further general principle of selection was to document an issue at the highest
level at which it was treated. This means that Cabinet and Cabinet committee
memoranda and minutes have been heavily mined; so too have letters and notes
between ministers, documents written at the top three or four levels of the
bureaucratic hierarchy, and the proceedings of high level intra-departmental and
inter-departmental committees, especially (in the latter case) committees at which
Treasury, Defence, Foreign Office and/or Commonwealth Relations Office were
represented along with the Colonial Office.

But such is the quantity of material at the PRO that even within these delimited
categories, only a very small fraction of what was sighted could be included in the
volume. In general, the most difficult editorial decisions were about what to leave
out. And of course there were also omissions of an involuntary kind. In the first
place, many official files are still withheld from public scrutiny. Included in this
category, naturally enough, are files containing intelligence material. It is simply not
possible to determine how large a quantity of material this lacuna represents, since
the titles of intelligence files are not listed in the PRO’s indices. More tantalising for
the researcher are cases where the titles of retained files are indeed listed; a number
of such cases are indicated in the link passages and footnotes of this volume. In the
second place, there are the omissions which result from the sheer impossibility of
scanning all the thousands upon thousands of arguably relevant files. Every
researcher knows this frustration. But in a project such as this, to become obsessed
with the ‘undone vast’ is to court paralysis. One can but proceed, on an eclectic basis
of knowledge, suggestions from fellow editors, deduction, guesswork and instinct
about where the good materials might be found. It feels very like prospecting for
lode. One seam after another is uncovered and worked. But it is a search that must
eventually be wound up, with such valuables as have been discovered being then
tallied and put on display.

There is finally one aspect of the organisation of the volume, as distinct from the
criteria for the selection of documents, that needs to be highlighted. In assembling a
collection which deals for the most part with broad policy issues, it seemed
appropriate to follow thematic principles. Thus, documents relating principally to
matters of international strategy are grouped together in one chapter; documents
dealing with economic policy in another; those dealing with constitutional questions
in another; and so on. But this pattern of organisation, it has to be said, harbours a
potential problem. It runs the risk of seeming to separate out aspects of policy which
were in reality tightly linked, and which the policy makers themselves no doubt
perceived as a totality. In the arena of imperial affairs, political, administrative,
economic and strategic issues were often so closely interconnected that none could
be fully understood, or coped with by policy makers, without reference to the others.
Cyprus, Malta, Somaliland and Malaya, for example, regularly confronted Cabinet
with the need to deal with problems of military strategy and problems of constitu-
tional change in relation to each other. Thus to separate (say) a document on plans
for Somali self-government (297) from documents discussing Somaliland’s strategic
significance (88, 89, 90, 94, 97, 98) might seem to compartmentalise the ‘Somaliland
problem’ in a way that the policy makers themselves, and in particular Cabinet
ministers, would not have done.
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Could this problem have been avoided? This is really a question about possible
alternative methods of organising the collection. The documents could, for example,
have been arranged in a single chronological sequence; and this might well have
helped convey the day-to-day reality as the policy makers experienced it—a host of
disparate problems crowding upon their attention, and all demanding decisions. Or
an attempt might have been made to group the documents on a region-by-region
basis. But the larger question is whether either of these approaches would have
better served the purposes of the volume as a whole. The first would have
necessitated a dense thicket of editorial interpolation, voracious in its consumption
of space and surely a trial to the reader. And the second would have quickly come up
against the considerable problem that a great many of the documents in the
collection do not refer to any regions or countries in particular.

And so the principle of thematic organisation prevailed. In consequence, docu-
ments about different aspects of certain problems—the affairs of the four territories
mentioned, for example—will indeed be found distributed between different chap-
ters. Readers who wish to peruse in sequence all the documents referring to a given
territory may of course do so; the cross-referencing is intended to facilitate precisely
that. More broadly, it is hoped that this essay will have sufficiently conveyed a sense
of interconnections. For that has been a large part of its purpose.

To the extent that this volume succeeds in meeting the objectives of the British
Documents on the End of Empire Project, as set out in the general editor’s foreword,
it is to a substantial degree because I have been the beneficiary of so much guidance,
encouragement and good advice from the general editors and the members of the
project team. [ thank them all. T am grateful also to Monash University, which made
the research possible by granting me a period of study leave and subsequently an
award to fund a return visit to the PRO. I thank Pauline Bakker, Marion Merkel,
Eleni Naoumidis and Cecilia Thorei for wordprocessing. I thank Jo, Patrick and
Daniel Goldsworthy for support and understanding. Finally I thank those people who
gave me such welcoming homes away from home for long periods: my mother-in-law
Helen Wolff and my friends Ted and Julia Whybrew.

D Goldsworthy
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Summary of Documents: Part I

Ixvii

Chapter 1 The international and strategic environment:

high policy considerations

(1) International relations, strategy and the empire: general

NUMBER SUBJECT PAGE
1 Trafford Smith (CO) 24 Oct  Memo on role of colonies in defence 1
1951
2 Mr Churchill 29 Nov  Cabinet note, ‘United Europe’ 3
1951
3 Mr Eden (FO) 18 June Cabinet memo, ‘British overseas 4
1952  obligations’, + Annex
4 Sir W Strang (FO) 21 June Letter on problem of nationalism, + 13
to Sir T Lloyd (CO) 1952  Enclosure: FO Permanent Under-
Secretary’s Committee paper
5 Lord Alexander (Defence) 22 July Cabinet memo, ‘The defence pro- 19
1952  gramme’
6 Sir T Lloyd 9 Sept  Letter (reply to 4) giving CO views 22
to Sir W Strang 1952  on FO paper on problem of national-
ism
7 Official Committee on 24 Sept  Minutes on Communist literature in 25
Communism meeting 1952  colonies [Extract]
8 Lord Alexander (Defence) 3 Oct Cabinet memo, ‘The defence pro- 26
1952  gramme’
9 Mr Butler (Exchequer) 3 Oct Cabinet Memo, ‘Defence and econo- 31
1952 mic policy’, + Appendix: Defence
load on the balance of payments
10 COS paper 31 Oct  Report, ‘Defence programme’ 36
for Cabinet Defence 1952
Committee
11 Mr Butler (Exchequer) 2 Nov  Cabinet memo, ‘Defence programme’ 39
1952
12 Committee of Inquiry 13 Nov  Report; recommendations for main- 41
into Overseas Informa- 1953  taining ties with colonies [Extract]

tion Services (chairman,
Lord Drogheda)
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NUMBER SUBJECT PAGE

13 Sir W Churchill 21 June Private and personal tel on Anglo- 43
to President 1954  American defence relations
Eisenhower )

14 Lord Salisbury (lord pres- 24 June Cabinet memo, ‘Report by the Com- 45

ident of Council) 1954 mittee on Defence Policy’

15 Lord Swinton (CRO) 3 Nov Report, ‘Defence policy’  [Extract] 50
for Cabinet 1954

16 Sir H Parker (Defence) 27 Nov  Brief on colonial armed forces 51
for Mr Macmillan 1954
(Defence)

17 COS paper 23 Dec Memo, ‘United Kingdom defence 52
for Cabinet Defence 1954  policy’
Committee

18 Mr Macmillan (Defence) 29 Dec  Cabinet memo, ‘Internal security in 58

1954  the colonies’

19 Cabinet meeting 13 Jan  Conclusions on Afro-Asian confer- 59
CC 3(55)2 1955 ence at Bandoeng
20 Mr Macmillan 20 Mar  Joint memo on defence policy 60
(Exchequer) & 1956
Sir W Monckton
(Defence)
to Sir A Eden _
21 Treasury, FO & Ministry 1 June Memo by officials, ‘The future of the 61
of Defence 1956  United Kingdom in world affairs’, +
for Cabinet Policy Appendix A
Review Committee
22 Sir W Monckton 6 June Memo on defence expenditure 81
(Defence) 1956

for Cabinet Policy
Review Committee

23 Cabinet Policy Review 8 June Minutes on reductions in defence 82
Committee meeting 1956 expenditure
24 Cabinet Policy Review 9 June Minutes on defence policy 85
Committee meeting 1956
25 Sir A Eden 15 June Note on assumptions for future 91
for Cabinet Policy 1956  military and political planning

Review Committee

26 CRO June Paper on the Commonwealth and 92
1956 international relations [Extract]

2 Cabinet Policy Review 25 July Minutes on non-military measures 100
Committee meeting 1956 in Middle East and East Asia



[28-44] HIGH POLICY CONSIDERATIONS Ixix
NUMBER SUBJECT PAGE
28 Mr Selwyn Lloyd (FO) 5Jan  Cabinet memo on co-operation with 102
1957 Western Europe
29 Cabinet meeting 9 Jan Conclusions on political and milit- 107
CM 3(57) 1957  ary association with Europe
(2) The Middle East and the Mediterranean
30 Lord Cherwell 8 Nov  Minute on Middle East policy 110
(paymaster-general) 1951
to Mr Churchill
31 Mr Eden (FO) 28 July Cabinet memo, ‘Suez Canal’ 111
1952 '
32 UK government [Aug Memo, ‘Colonial questions in the 117
to US government 1952]  United Nations, 1952’; strategic im-
portance of Cyprus [Extract]
33 Mr Eden (FO) 27 Oct Cabinet memo, ‘Egypt: defence 118
1952  negotiations’
34 Cabinet meeting 3 Dec Conclusions on transferring Middle 121
CC 101(52)9 1952  East headquarters to Cyprus
35 Mr Churchill 15 Jan  Personal tel on policy towards Egypt 121
to Mr Eden (FO) 1953
36 FO 4 Feb Record of Anglo-American meeting 122
1953  on policy towards Egypt and the
Sudan
37 FO 13 Feb  Record of Anglo-French meeting on 123
1953 Egypt, the Sudan and Middle East
defence
38 Mr Eden (FO) 16 Feb  Cabinet memo, ‘Egypt: the alterna- 125
1953  tives’
39 Mr Selwyn Lloyd 3 June Cabinet memo, ‘Egypt’ 126
(minister of state, FO) 1954
40 Mr Eden (FO) 21 June Minute on Anglo-American relations 128
to Sir W Churchill 1954 and Middle East policy
41 Cabinet meeting 1July Conclusions on security of Aden 130
CC 45(54)2 1954  protectorate
42 Mr Eden (FO) 23 July Cabinet memo, ‘Egypt: defence 131
1954  negotiations’
43 COS paper 13 Sept  Report on strategic importance of 132
1954  Cyprus
44 Mr Macmillan (Defence) 10 Nov Minute on functions of proposed 134
to Sir W Churchill 1954 Middle East headquarters in Cyprus



Ixx SUMMARY OF DOCUMENTS [45-59]
NUMBER SUBJECT PAGE
45 Mr Macmillan (Defence) 14 Oct Cabinet note, ‘Middle East oil’, + 135
1955 Annex: report by Middle East Oil
(Official) Committee
46 Cabinet meeting 13 Mar  Conclusions on federation in South 139
CM 22(56)13 1956 Arabia
47 Cabinet Defence Commit- 1 May Minutes on defence of Persian Gulf 140
tee meeting 1956  and Jordan [Extract]
48 Cabinet meeting 15 May Conclusions on policy for Aden 143
CM 36(56)8 1956
49 COS Committee paper 28 May  Report by JPS on ‘Facilities required 143
1956 by HM forces in Cyprus in peace and
war’
50 COS Committee meeting 31 May Minutes on facilities required by HM 148
1956 forces in Cyprus in peace and war
51 COS paper 3 July Report, ‘UK requirements in the 149
for Cabinet Defence 1956  Middle East’, + Annex
Committee
52 Cabinet Defence Commit- 10 July Minutes on UK requirements in 158
tee meeting 1956 Middle East
53 Official Committee on 23 July Report on non-military methods of 160
Middle East Policy 1956 promoting UK interests in Middle
for Cabinet Policy East
Review Committee
54 Cabinet Meeting 27 July  Conclusions on policy for Suez 165
CM 54(56) 1956 Canal
55 Sir W Monckton 5 Sept Cabinet memo, ‘The strategic of 169
(Defence) 1956 Malta’, + Annex: report by COS
56 COS paper 8 Nov Memo on military options in Suez 171
for Cabinet Egypt 1956 Canal zone
Committee
57 COS paper 4 Dec Memo on Middle East deployment 173
for Cabinet Defence 1956  up to Apr 1957 [Extract]
Committee
(3) East and South East-Asia
58 Far East (Official) Com- 8 Jan  Minutes on situation in South-East 175
mittee meeting 1952 Asia [Extract]
59 Mr Head (War) & 30 Apr— Minutes on security situation in 177
Sir W Churchill 2 May Indo-China

1953
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NUMBER SUBJECT PAGE
60 Cabinet meeting 15 Apr  Conclusions on reducing the garri- 179
CC 29(54)1 1954  son in Hong Kong
61 Sir N Brook (Cabinet 27 Apr  Cabinet note of two emergency 179
secretary) 1954 meetings of ministers to discuss
American proposal for Anglo-
American military intervention in
Indo-China
62 Lord Salisbury (lord pres- 30 Apr  Minute on colonial powers’ dilemma 185
ident of Council) 1954  in South-East Asia
to Lord Alexander
(Defence)
63 M J MacDonald (Singa- 8 Aug Note on relations with US, China 186
pore) 1954  and Colombo powers
64 COS paper 3 Dec Memo, ‘Defence in South-East Asia’ 188
for Cabinet Defence 1954
Committee
65 A G Gilchrist (Singapore) 11 Aug Letter on defence policy in South- 192
to W D Allen (FO) 1955 Asia [Extract]
66 Official Committee on 23 July Report on non-military measures in 193
East Asia Policy 1956  East Asia
for Cabinet Policy
Review Committee
67 Cabinet Defence 2 Oct  Minutes on reduction of army garri- 197
Committee meeting 1956 son in Malaya
68 Cabinet Defence 3 Jan Minutes on security in Hong Kong 199
Committee meeting 1957
(4) Africa
69 A Rumbold (Paris) 24 Dec  Letter on international defence co- 200
to R Allen (FO) 1952  operation in West Africa
70 C J M Alport 29 July Letter on defence of East Africa 202
to Sir W Churchill 1954
71 Sir W Churchill 25 Aug  Personal minute on Simonstown 203
to ministers 1954
72 Lord Swinton (CRO) 6 Sept Minute on defence co-operation 204
to Mr Eden (FO) 1954  with South Africa
73 FO 7 Sept  Brief on South African proposals for 205
for Mr Eden 1954  regional defence
74 W AW Clark (CRO) 9 Sept  Note of inter-departmental meeting 206
1954 on South African proposals for re-

gional defence



Ixxii SUMMARY OF DOCUMENTS [75-89]
NUMBER SUBJECT PAGE
75 CO & War Office [Sept] Joint memo on defence of East 207
1954  Africa
76 K M Wilford (Paris) 18 Feb  Letter on South African proposals 208
to W N Hillier-Fry (FO) 1955  for regional defence
77 Lord Swinton (CRO) 21 Mar  Letter on defence co-operation with 209
to Mr Macmillan 1955  South Africa
(Defence)
78 C A E Shuckburgh (FO) 30 Mar  Minute on Middle East policy and 210
1955  South Africa
79 Lord Home (CRO) & 29 Apr  Joint minute on defence co- 211
Mr Selwyn Lloyd 1955  operation with South Africa
(Defence)
to Sir A Eden
80 Lord Home (CRO), 7 June Joint memo on defence co-operation 212
Mr Selwyn Lloyd 1955  with South Africa
(Defence)
& Mr Thomas (Admiralty)
81 C O I Ramsden & 20 June Minutes on defence co-operation 216
C A E Shuckburgh (FO) 1955  with South Africa
82 Sir H Parker (Defence) 15 Aug Note on military planning in East 218
1955 and West Afyica, submitted as In-
terim report of Official Committee
on Military Implications of General
Templer’s Report on Colonial
Security
83 Mr Lennox Boyd (CO) & 23-28 Minutes on implications  of 221
Mr Macmillan (FO) Nov  Sudanese independence for East
1955  African security
84 T E Bromley (FO) 28 Dec  Letter asking for assessment by COS 223
to H Lovegrove 1955 of strategic importance of East
(Defence) Africa
85 R L D Jasper (CRO) 30 Jan  Letter on Soviet influence in Africa 224
to J H A Watson (FO) 1956
86 A Campbell (Washington) 9 Feb  Letter on US concern at Soviet acti- 225
to R J Vile (CO) 1956  vities in Africa
87 FO Information Research [Feb  Report, ‘Soviet penetration of Africa’ 226
Dept 1956] [Extract]
88 Mr Selwyn Lloyd (FO) 24 Mar  Joint Cabinet memo, ‘The Horn of 228
& Mr Lennox-Boyd (CO) 1956  Africa’, on security problems
89 Cabinet meeting 29 Mar  Conclusions on policy in the Horn of 231
CM 26(56)1 1956  Africa [Extract]
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HIGH POLICY CONSIDERATIONS

Ixxiii

NUMBER SUBJECT PAGE
90 COS paper 1 May Cabinet memo, ‘Strategic import- 233
1956  ance of the Somaliland Protectorate’
91 FO African Dept 2 May Brief on Egyptian and Soviet policy 235
for Lord Lloyd (CO) 1956 in Africa
92 N J A Cheetam (UK 14 May Letter on NATO’s concern about 236
delegation to NATO, 1956  Soviet policy in Africa
Paris)
to J H A Watson (FO)
93 J H A Watson (FO) 15 May Note on Arab influence on African 237
1956 Moslems
94 Mr Selwyn Lloyd (FO) 29 May Cabinet memo on Italian trusteeship 238
1956 in Somalia
95 B Salt (Washington) 11 June Letter on American concern about 239
to J H A Watson (FO) 1956  Soviet policy in Africa
96 Sir C Stirling (Lisbon) 4 July Letter recommending inclusion of 240
to I T M Pink (FO) 1956  Portugal in discussions on Soviet
policy in Africa
97 Mr Lennox-Boyd (CO) 25 July Cabinet memo, ‘Somaliland Pro- 241
1956 tectorate and the Horn of Africa’,
advocating creation of Greater
Somalia, + Appendices A & B
98 CO 25 Oct  Record of Anglo-French ministerial 256
1956  discussions between Mr Lennox-
Boyd and Monsieur G Defferre; ex-
change of views on Somali question
[Extract]
99 Sir G Jebb (Paris) 31 Oct  Despatch no 370 on French concern 257
to Mr Selwyn Lloyd 1956 about Soviet policy in Africa, +

(FO)

Minute by W N R Maxwell (FO)



Ixxiv SUMMARY OF DOCUMENTS [100-112]
Chapter 2 Colonial policy in Britain’s
international relationships
(1) The United States
NUMBER SUBJECT PAGE
100 C P Hope (FO) 3 July Minute on forthcoming Anglo- 259
1952  American talks on colonial ques-
tions
101  Sir O Franks 6 Oct Despatch no 466 on Anglo-American 260
(Washington) 1952  conversations on UN, + Enclosure
to Mr Eden (FO) [Extract]
102  Sir J Martin (CO) [Oct Note on Anglo-American talks on 265
1952] colonial and trusteeship questions )
in UN
103 Sir G Jebb (New York) 12 Jan  Despatch no 4 on Anglo-American 268
to Mr Eden (FO) 1953 relations and the UN
104 M S Williams (FO) 17 June Letter on forthcoming Anglo- 275
to Sir C Steel 1953  American talks on colonial ques-
(Washington) tions
105 CO [June Brief on colonial policy for Sir W 277
1954]  Churchill’s and Mr Eden’s forthcom-
ing talks in Washington
106 CO 31 July Note on Anglo-American talks on 279
1954  colonial questions in UN  [Extract]
107 J H A Watson 31 Aug Letter on US attitude towards col- 284
(Washington) 1954  onialism
to M C G Man (FO)
108 CO [Aug  Report on Anglo-American talks on 285
1955]  colonial questions [Extract]
109 CO [Sept—  Brief for forthcoming talks with US 288
Oct and Canadian officials on colonial
1956] questions [Extract]
110 CO [Oct  Report on Anglo-American talks on 290
1956]  colonial questions [Extract]
111 B Salt (Washington) 29 Oct Letter on US attitude towards col- 293
to J D Murray (FO) 1956  onialism :
112  J E Marnham (CO) 17 Dec  Letter on US attitude towards col- 293
to C E Diggines (CRO) 1956  onialism in Africa [Extract]



[113-127] INTERNATIONAL RELATIONSHIPS Ixxv
NUMBER SUBJECT PAGE
(2) The European colonial powers
113 C P Hope (FO) 13 Nov Record of FO-CO interdepart- 294
1951 mental meeting on French pro-
posals for Anglo-French talks on
colonial policy
114 A B Cohen (CO) 20 Nov Memo, ‘Anglo-French relations in 296
1951 West Africa’
115 C P Hope (FO) 2 Apr  Minute on Anglo-French ministerial 303
1952 talks on colonial policy
116 CO [May— Report on Anglo-French . official 306
June talks on colonial policy [Extract]
1953]
117  Mr Dodds-Parker & 25-28 Minutes on FO interest in Anglo- 309
J E Jackson (FO) Jan  French talks on colonial policy
1954 )
118 B J Garnett (FO) 9 Mar Minute, ‘Anglo-French colonial co- 310
1954  operation in Africa’
119  H T Bourdillon (CO) 21 Apr  Minute on differences between Brit- 314
1954 ish and French colonial policies
[Extract]
120  Mr Eden (FO) 22 Apr  Letter proposing FO representation 315
to Mr Lyttelton (CO) 1954  at Anglo-French ministerial talks on
colonial policy
121  Mr Lyttelton 23 Apr  Letter (reply to 120) 315
to Mr Eden 1954
122 Mr Eden 7 May Letter (reply to 121) 316
to Mr Lyttelton 1954
123 H T Bourdillon (CO) 11 May Minute on French proposals for 317
1954 Anglo-French ministerial talks on
colonial policy [Extract]
124 JD B Shaw & 7 July- Minutes on Anglo-French economic 318
W A C Mathieson (CO) 4 Aug  co-operation in West Africa
1954
125  Cabinet meeting 29 Nov  Conclusions on policy towards Spain 319
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CHAPTER 1

The International and Strategic Environment:
High Policy Considerations

Document numbers 1-99

1 DEFE7/415,n05a 24 Oct 1951
“The share of the colonies in defence’: memorandum by Trafford
Smith’

[In a covering letter to F Wood (assistant secretary, Ministry of Defence, 1947-1955),
Trafford Smith noted that this memo had been written ‘on the assumption that its
purpose is to have the arguments marshalled in readiness for a new Minister who may ask
why it is that we don’t make more use of Colonial manpower and Colonial forces’
(Trafford Smith to Wood, DEFE, 7/415, no 5, 24 Oct 1951). See also BDEEP series A, R
Hyam, ed, The Labour government and the end of empire 1945-51, part 111, 336-340.]

1. The Colonies play their part in defence in two ways:—

(1) By raising and maintaining forces from their local manpower. These forces
have the primary role of safeguarding internal security in their territories, thereby
preserving the usefulness of the territories as bases and sources of manpower, raw
materials, etc., and also to a large extent relieving United Kingdom forces of their
obligation to intervene for the preservation of law and order — an obligation
inherent in the status of the Colonial Dependencies vis-a-vis the United Kingdom.
Colonial forces are also available for local defence, and in special circumstances
can be expanded so as to provide troops for service in other theatres: cf. the plans
for sending two East African battalions and one Fijian battalion to Malaya. There
are, however, the limitations on the expansion of Colonial forces referred to below.

(2) By maintaining or increasing their contribution to the pool of economic
resources available for the Commonwealth war effort. It is not proposed to enlarge
on the economic contribution made by the Colonies in this paper.

2. It must be borne in mind that a balance must be maintained between the
demands on the Colonial Dependencies under (1) and (2) above. The potential size of
Colonial forces is limited by the following factors:—

(a) The manpower position in the Colonial Dependencies. In many territories it is
not in fact possible to recruit large bodies of men for defence purposes without
prejudicing the supply of labour to local industrial and agricultural projects whose

! Trafford Smith, assistant secretary, CO, 1945-1953; seconded to Imperial Defence College, 1950~1951;
It-gov, Malta, 1953-1959.

F
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output is important to the Commonwealth war effort in the economic sphere.
(b) Finance. In practice many Colonial territories are unable to maintain the scale
of forces laid down by the Chiefs of Staff (C.0.S.(49)44) as the minimum necessary
to maintain internal security, without financial assistance from the United
Kingdom. In each case in which financial assistance has been granted in this way,
a thorough investigation has first been made to ensure that the Colonial territory
receiving it is contributing to defence the maximum it can afford consistent with
the maintenance of its development and welfare programme. All the major
territories either have been or are being approached with a view to ensuring that
they make their maximum contribution to defence either in cash or in kind.
Financial assistance granted by the United Kingdom towards the maintenance of
internal security in the Colonial territories has been provided from the Colonial
and Middle Eastern Services Vote. United Kingdom Service Departments have no
surplus funds available to devote to Colonial forces.

(c) Supplies of equipment are inadequate for forces already in existence, and
would be rendered even more difficult by the necessity to equip Colonial forces
additional to those already in existence.

(d) Similarly, there is a scarcity of trained officers and N.C.Os. for forces already
in existence. In certain advanced territories, however (notably West Africa, Malaya
and Fiji), a beginning is being made with the creation of an officer cadre from local
material and candidates from these territories are already under training at
Sandhurst under the same conditions as British cadets. It will thus be seen that
any further increase in the size of Colonial forces is primarily dependent on the
provision of finance, equipment and training staff from the United Kingdom. A
table is attached? showing the present Colonial forces in being or contemplated. It
will be noted that an important contribution is made by certain dependencies in
the provision of pioneer units, and that, in addition to internal security forces, a
number of Colonial local forces (such as the East African and Mauritius naval
forces and the R.A.F. (Malaya)) have been raised, with assistance from United
Kingdom Service Departments, for the purpose of local defence.

3. Colonial manpower in the United Kingdom forces. The present position is that
Colonials must enlist in United Kingdom forces, subject to their reaching the
required standards, if they present themselves for enlistment in the United Kingdom
itself. The Service Departments have hitherto set themselves against schemes for the
recruitment of Colonials in the Colonies for United Kingdom forces, principally on
the grounds of the differences of habit and custom which make a mixed force (and
especially a mixed ship) of Englishmen and Colonials difficult to handle. No doubt a
wider use of Colonial manpower could be made in this way, especially of West
Indians, if a solution could be found for this problem.

2 Not printed.
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2 CAB129/48, C(51)32 29 Nov 1951
‘United Europe’: Cabinet note by Mr Churchill

It may simplify discussion if I set forth briefly my own view and the line I have
followed so far.

1. At Zirich in 1946 I appealed to France to take the lead in Europe by making
friends with the Germans, “burying the thousand-year quarrel,” &c. This caused a
shock at the time but progress has been continual. I always recognised that, as
Germany is potentially so much stronger than France, militarily and economically,
Britain and if possible the United States should be associated with United Europe, to
make an even balance and to promote the United Europe Movement.

2. Asyear by year the project advanced, the Federal Movement in many European
countries who participated became prominent. It has in the last two years lost much
of its original force. The American mind jumps much too lightly over its many
difficulties. I am not opposed to a European Federation including (eventually) the
countries behind the Iron Curtain, provided that this comes about naturally and
gradually. But I never thought that Britain or the British Commonwealths should,
either individually or collectively, become an integral part of a European Federation,
and have never given the slightest support to the idea. We should not, however,
obstruct but rather favour the movement to closer European unity and try to get the
United States’ support in this work.

3. There can be no effective defence of Western Europe without the Germans. As
things developed my idea has always been as follows: There is the N.A.T.O. Army.
Inside the N.A.T.O. Army there is the European Army, and inside the European Army
there is the German Army. The European Army should be formed by all the
European parties to N.A.T.O. plus Germany, “dedicating” from their own national
armies their quota of divisions to the Army now under General Eisenhower’s!
command. Originally at Strasbourg in 1950 the Germans did not press for a national
army. On the contrary they declared themselves ready to join a European Army
without having a national army. The opportunity was lost and there seems very little
doubt that Germany will have to have a certain limited national army from which to
“dedicate.” The size and strength of this army, and its manufacture of weapons,
would have to be agreed with the victorious Powers of the late war. In any case the
recruiting arrangements for covering the German quota would have involved a
considerable machinery.

4. In the European Army all dedicated quotas of participating nations would be
treated with strict honourable military equality. The national characteristics should
be preserved up to the divisional level, special arrangements being made about the
“tail,” heavy weapons, &c. I should doubt very much the military spirit of a “sludgy
amalgam” of volunteers or conscripts to defend the E.D.C.2 or other similar
organisations. The national spirit must animate all troops up to and including the

! General D D Eisenhower, supreme allied commander, Europe, 1950-1952; president of the United
States, 1953-1961.

2 European Defence Community. Negotiations between Belgium, France, Italy, Luxembourg, the
Netherlands and West Germany (subsequently the Common Market ‘Six’) led in May 1952 to a draft treaty
providing for a supra-national community with common armed forces. But the plan was effectively vetoed
by French politicians fearful of German military resurgence.
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divisional level. On this basis and within these limits national pride may be made to
promote and serve international strength.

5. France does not seem to be playing her proper part in these arrangements.
France is not France without “L’Armée Francaise.” I warned MM. Pleven® and
Monnet* several times that “a Pleven Army” would not go down in France. The
French seem to be trying to get France defended by Europe. Their proposed
contribution for 1952 of five, rising to ten, divisions is pitiful, even making
allowances for the fact that they are still trying to hold their Oriental Empire. They
have no grounds of complaint against us who have already dedicated four divisions to
General Eisenhower’s Command. We must not lose all consciousness of our insular
position. I noticed some time ago the faulty structure of the present French
arrangements, and in particular how the few combatant divisional formations they
have will be deprived of all training efficiency by the vast mass of recruits annually
flowing in upon them.

6. On the economic side, I welcome the Schuman Coal and Steel Plan® as a step
in the reconciliation of France and Germany, and as probably rendering another
Franco-German war physically impossible. I never contemplated Britain joining in
this plan on the same terms as Continental partners. We should, however, have
joined in all the discussions, and had we done so not only a better plan would
probably have emerged, but our own interests would have been watched at every
stage. Our attitude towards further economic developments on the Schuman lines
resembles that which we adopt about the European Army. We help, we dedicate, we
play a part, but we are not merged and do not forfeit our insular or Commonwealth-
wide character. I should resist any American pressure to treat Britain as on the same
footing as the European States, none of whom have the advantages of the Channel
and who were consequently conquered.

7. Our first object is the unity and the consolidation of the British Common-
wealths [sic] and what is left of the former British Empire. Our second, the “fraternal
association” of the European-speaking world; and third, United Europe, to which we
are a separate closely- and specially-related ally and friend.

3R Pleven, prime minister of France, 1950-1951, 1951-1952; minister of defence, 1949-1950, 1952—
1954.

4 ] Monnet, creator of the Monnet Plan 1947; president, preparatory conference on Schuman Plan 1950;
president, European Coal and Steel Community, 1952-1955.

5 A plan for the integration of the French and German coal and steel industries; see BDEEP series A, R
Hyam, ed, The Labour government and the end of empire 1945-1951, part 11, 157-159.

3 CAB129/53, C(52)202 18 June 1952
‘British overseas obligations’: Cabinet memorandum by Mr Eden.
Annex

The object of this paper is to consider the tasks to which the United Kingdom is
committed overseas and to examine where if anywhere our responsibilities can be
reduced so as to bring them more into line with our available resources.

2. An attempt has been made to estimate the cost of our overseas commitments.
Certain limited figures are available which give an indication of the order of
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magnitude involved, and these are attached as an Annex. But it is impossible to give
precise figures of the real cost of maintaining any individual commitment, or to
quantify the many intangible factors in the problem.

Basic factors
3. The foreign policy of Her Majesty’s Government in the United Kingdom is
determined by certain fundamental factors:—

(a) The United Kingdom has world responsibilities inherited from several hun-
dred years as a great Power.

(b) The United Kingdom is not a self-sufficient economic unit.

(c) No world security system exists, and the United Kingdom with the rest of the
non-Communist world, is faced with an external threat.

4. The essence of a sound foreign policy is to ensure that a country’s strength is
equal to its obligations. If this is not the case, then either the obligations must be
reduced to the level at which resources are available to maintain them, or a greater
share of the country’s resources must be devoted to their support. It is becoming
" clear that rigorous maintenance of the presently-accepted policies of Her Majesty’s
Government at home and abroad is placing a burden on the country’s economy
which it is beyond the resources of the country to meet. A position has already been
reached where there is no reserve and therefore no margin for unforeseen additional
obligations.

5. The first task must be to determine how far the external obligations of the
country can be reduced or shared with others, or transferred to other shoulders,
without impairing too seriously the world position of the United Kingdom and
sacrificing the vital advantages which flow from it. But if, after careful review, it is
shown that the total effort required is still beyond the capacity of existing national
resources, a choice of the utmost difficulty lies before the British people, for they
must either give up, for a time, some of the advantages which a high standard of
living confers upon them, or, by relaxing their grip in the outside world, see their
country sink to the level of a second-class Power, with injury to their essential
interests and way of life of which they can have little conception. Faced with this
choice, the British people might be rallied to a greater productive effort which would
enable a greater volume of external commitments to be borne.

Withdrawal from obligations

6. There are very strong arguments against a complete abandonment of a major
commitment. First, in the present state of world tension, unless arrangements have
been made for the burden to be transferred to friendly shoulders, the Russians would
be only too ready to fill any vacuum created by a British withdrawal, with a
consequent shifting of the balance of power against the West. It is further obvious
that when an area falls into Communist hands its economic and trading value to the
Western world becomes greatly reduced while Western capital assets are liquidated
with little or no compensation.

7. Secondly, withdrawal from a major commitment would affect the internation-
al status of the United Kingdom. By reducing the value of the United Kingdom as a
partner and ally, it would undermine the cohesion of the Commonwealth and the
special relationship of the United Kingdom with the United States and its European
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partners and other allies. Their attitude towards us will depend largely upon our
status as a world Power and upon their belief that we are ready and willing to support
them. It is evident that in so far as we reduce our commitments and our power
declines, our claim to the leadership of the Commonwealth, to a position of influence
in Europe, and to a special relationship with the United States will be, pro fanto,
diminished.

8. Thirdly, the British world position brings with it concurrent and beneficial
results of an economic and financial nature. The abandonment of our position in any
area of the world may well have similar concurrent and adverse effects on our
economic and trading interests.

9. Finally, there is the general effect of loss of prestige. It is impossible to assess
in concrete terms the consequences to ourselves and the Commonwealth of our
drastically and unilaterally reducing our responsibilities; the effects of a failure of
will and relaxation of grip in our overseas commitments are incalculable. But once
the prestige of a country has started to slide there is no knowing where it will stop.

Classification of obligations

10. The same reasoning applies to a lesser extent to a policy of reduction and
sharing of obligations. It is, therefore, essential that this policy should be contrived
in such a manner and applied in such areas as to do the least harm to the world
position of the United Kingdom. In order to determine where, if anywhere, our
responsibilities could be diminished, it is now necessary to survey our existing
obligations.

11. These fall broadly into three categories:—

(a) Obligations arising from the geographical position of the British Isles.
(b) Obligations arising from our imperial heritage.
(c) Obligations arising from our international position.

12. (a) Obligations arising from the geographical position of the British Isles
Defence of the United Kingdom and Western Europe.

Preservation of sea and air communications.

Membership of N.A.T.O.

Maintenance of forces on the Continent.

(b) Obligations arising from our imperial heritage

Maintenance of security and economic and social development in British Colonial
territories.

General support for other Commonwealth countries.

Defence of the British position in Egypt and responsibility for security in the
Middle East generally.

Restoration of order in Malaya.

Maintenance of a world-wide system of garrisons and bases, e.g., Gibraltar, Malta,
Persian Gulf, Singapore, Hong Kong, Falkland Islands and Caribbean.

(c) Obligations arising from our international position

Share of international action in resisting aggression; e.g., Korea.

Share of economic assistance to other countries, e.g., Yugoslavia, Korea.

Obligations arising from participation in International Organisations, e.g., UN.O.,
GA.T.T, O.EE.C,, EP.U.
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Other external commitments, e.g., Iraq, Jordan, Arab refugees.

13. There is the further category of purely financial obligations which fall partly
under (b) and partly under (c). These obligations arise from the position of the
United Kingdom as the holder of the central reserves of the Sterling Area and the
liabilities arising from the Sterling balances. Apart from a reference to the Sterling
balances in paragraph 27 below, the problems of the Sterling Area are not discussed
in this paper. But it should be emphasised that the existence of the Sterling Area and
the functions of the United Kingdom within it are important factors in the world
position of the United Kingdom. If the Sterling Area were to be weakened or broken
up, this would be regarded in other countries as a heavy blow to the influence and
prestige of the United Kingdom; it would undermine the cohesion of the Common-
wealth; and would thus further weaken British authority in world affairs.

14. It is evident from this classification that theoretically, it would be open to us
in some cases to cut out a commitment altogether, since we are alone in holding the
commitment (e.g., the surrender of Hong Kong to the Chinese). In other cases,
where we are co-operating with other countries in assuming international commit-
ments, we could only contract out of them or reduce them by negotiation (e.g., our
general contribution to the defence effort through N.A.T.O., including our specific
allocation of 414 British divisions and the Second Tactical Air Force to Western
Germany). It is also evident that some measure of relief might be obtained by
reducing the scale of our contributions to International Organisations. But wherever
we decide to reduce, the result would be a greater or less diminution of our influence
as a world Power. We come back therefore to the problem of finding those areas in
which reduction could be effected with the least harm to our position.

Possible methods of relief

15. If total withdrawal from any major obligations is ruled out, there are three
ways in which we can effect reductions in our obligations: by reducing the scale; by
sharing the burden with other friendly Powers; or by transferring a minor obligation
to friendly shoulders. These methods could also be used in combination.

Category A obligations

(i) Defence of the United Kingdom and Western Europe

16. Western Europe is, within the Atlantic Pact, the heart of the defence of the
British Isles and the nucleus of any Western system of defence. Any relaxation of our
effort here is bound to have a direct effect on our own security. It could only be
justified by the greater danger of over-straining our economy or in the light of the
most careful calculation of the risk of Soviet aggression. Broadly speaking, our
obligations here must have the first priority.

(ii) N.A.T.O.

17. N.A.T.0. is a chosen instrument of United Kingdom policy: through it we
obtain not only greater security, but also prestige and influence with the United
States and our European allies. Any unilateral decision to reduce our agreed share in
the defence programme would react adversely on our position as a world Power,
depress the Europeans and hearten the Russians. Any substantial slowing up of
N.A.T.O. defence production in general (from which the United Kingdom benefits
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equally with others) would seriously compromise the Western policy of seeking peace
from strength. The course we should seek to follow is to persuade the United States
to bear a share in the programme more commensurate with their economic
strength.

Maintenance of forces in Europe
(iii) Germany

18. Any reduction of our forces in Germany in the relatively near future would
carry very serious implications. Partial withdrawal at once or in the immediate
future would have a most disturbing effect in Germany and elsewhere. It would
endanger ratification of the E.D.C. Treaty and thereby the strength of the united
effort on which the security of Western Europe depends. In due course, but certainly
not before the beginning of 1954, German units will begin to be available for Western
defence. At that stage a progressive reduction in our own forces in Germany might
perhaps be contemplated. The German contribution to Western defence will,
however, be based, like our own, on the normal N.A.T.O. screening machinery. If,
therefore, there were a general reduction in our defence effort, the Germans, and
probably also the French, might similarly wish to reduce their own defence effort.
The French, in addition, might seek economy by withdrawal from Indo-China in
order to maintain superiority vis-a-vis the Germans in Europe. Psychologically the
reduction and still more the complete withdrawal of United Kingdom forces from the
Continent, even if kept in being in the United Kingdom, would have a serious effect
on the will of all our European allies to resist aggression. A special factor which may,
however, compel us to consider some reduction in our forces in Germany is the fact
that after June, 1953, we must be prepared to pay in addition to our present
expenditure a sum probably amounting to about £100 million a year in foreign
exchange in respect of the local costs hitherto borne on the German occupation
budget. These should be fully covered by Germany as part of her defence contribu-
tion only until June, 1953.

(iv) Austria and Trieste
19. These by comparison with Germany are lesser commitments:—-

(a) Itis our aim to conclude an Austrian Peace Treaty as soon as possible, followed
by the withdrawal of all foreign troops from the country. But until this is achieved,
there can be no question of a unilateral withdrawal on our part. The commitment
both in men and money is at present relatively small, though the question of
occupation costs might become more acute next year (possibly of the order of £2
million in foreign currency).

(b) Provided that a settlement can be reached between Italy and Yugoslavia, or be
imposed on them by Her Majesty’s Government and the United States Govern-
ment, the British (and United States) forces could be withdrawn from Trieste. It is
the aim of Her Majesty’s Government to achieve this as soon as possible. This
would represent a saving of the order of £1%4 million in foreign currency.

Category B obligations

(i) Maintenance of security and economic and social development in colonial
territories
20. The question whether any reduction could be made in the United Kingdom
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contribution to colonial development is outside the scope of this paper. Possibly
some alleviation of this burden might be found:—

(i) Through greater use of colonial troops to back our major commitments;
(ii) Through allocation by the United States of larger funds for investment in the
colonial Empire.

(ii) Commonwealth

21. This is another aspect of the problem which is outside the scope of this paper.
Generally speaking, however, members of the Commonwealth enjoy the fruits of the
rearmament efforts of the free world without making commensurate contributions.
An effort might be made to persuade other Commonwealth countries to agree to
relieve the United Kingdom of some of the burden.

(ili) Egypt and the Middle East

22. In time of war, the Middle East will have priority second only to Western
Europe. Its oil is essential to the United Kingdom in peace-time and a proportion of it
might well be essential in war. But it is clearly beyond the resources of the United
Kingdom to continue to assume the responsibility alone for the security of the
Middle East. Our aim should be to make the whole of this area and in particular the
Canal Zone an international responsibility. Hence every step should be taken to
speed up the establishment of an Allied Middle East Defence Organisation. It should,
however, be recognised that the setting up of such a defence organisation will not
result in any immediate alleviation of the burden for the United Kingdom. The
United States have refused to enter into any precise commitments in the Middle East
or to allocate forces, and it should be the constant object of Her Majesty’s
Government to persuade them to do so. In addition, every possibility should be
explored of committing the United State military, e.g., to the building of bases, the
provision of material, the sharing and reconstruction of airfields. During the present
crisis any reduction in the British forces in Egypt is a military problem in which the
need for safeguarding British lives and property in case of an emergency must be the
first consideration. The dilemma is that until we can come to an agreement with
Egypt no effective international defence organisation for the Middle East can be
established; and so long as there is no settlement with Egypt and no international
defence organisation we are obliged to hold the fort alone.

(iv) Malaya and South-East Asia

23. The security and defence of South-East Asia is of very great importance. In
conditions short of general war any sign of weakness, involving even a partial
reduction of effort there, would be most damaging to ourselves and an immense
encouragement to the Communists. The remedy here lies in committing the United
States and Australia and New Zealand to the defence of Malaya and Indo-China,
perhaps by the establishment of a Far Eastern Regional Security Pact on N.A.T.O.
lines. In the meantime, possibly greater use could be made of locally raised forces, in
addition to British and Gurkha troops as available.

(v) World-wide garrisons and bases
24. Theoretically it might be possible to obtain relief by sharing upkeep with one
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or more friendly countries, on the same principle as the Canal Zone might become
an international command headquarters. Thus Malta and Gibraltar could be made
charges on N.A.T.0., Cyprus on the Middle East Command, Hong Kong and
Singapore on a Far Eastern Regional Security Pact. Depending on the method and
timing adopted, such a policy might be carried through successfully. A very minor
commitment which we could endeavour to dispose of to the United States is the
Falkland Islands Dependencies. I do not, however, advise such action, for public
admission of our inability to maintain these traditional possessions would cause a
loss of prestige wholly out of proportion to the saving in money obtained. It might
precipitate a scramble by the numerous claimants to various parts of British
territory.

Category C obligations

(i) Share in international action in Korea

25. There are strong objections to a reduction of British Forces. Through our
contribution we have acquired not only prestige throughout the free world, but a
right to American consideration in matters affecting both Korea and the Far East
generally.

(ii) Economic assistance to other countries and subscriptions fo international
bodies

26. The main items here are the grants in aid to Jordan, Yugoslavia, Palestine
Refugees and Korean Reconstruction. The first of these is primarily a military
commitment: while we could consider a reduction here, this might, in effect, be a
false economy in that Jordan and the Arab Legion contribute to Middle East defence
and stability at relatively low cost to ourselves. We are already tapering off our aid to
Yugoslavia. We could consider reducing our contribution to rehabilitation in Korea.
But we could only reduce our help for Palestine refugees at the cost of arousing
ill-feeling with the Americans. We could also in theory reduce the scale of our
contributions to international bodies generally. But this could only be done by
international agreement and the saving in money might well be quite out of
proportion to the ill-will which is likely to be engendered towards the United
Kingdom.

Sterling liabilities

27. Finally there is a possibility of reducing United Kingdom sterling liabilities.
The total of United Kingdom sterling liabilities (i.e., including Sterling Area and
non-Sterling Area countries) was £4,373 million at 31st December, 1951. The
biggest individual holders of sterling at that time were members of the Common-
wealth, Japan, Egypt, and the Colonies. Theoretically it would be possible to reduce
these liabilities by scaling them down or reducing the rate of release of sterling
allowed for in individual financial agreements. But from the standpoint of foreign
policy this process must be one brought about by negotiation and agreement. The
prospect for success of such negotiations will vary according to the country and the
type of obligations.
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Conclusions

28. It is apparent from this review that there are few ways to effect any reductions
in our overseas commitments which would provide immediate relief to our economic
difficulties. Some immediate relief could be afforded by a reduction in our economic
assistance to certain foreign countries (paragraph 26), though it is very questionable
whether the relatively small economic gain would be worth the loss of prestige and
hence influence: we might obtain some alleviation by arrangements within the
Colonial Empire (paragraph 20) and with the Commonwealth (paragraph 21), and we
may be able to save the expense of the maintenance of British forces in Trieste
(paragraph 19 (b)). But these would be matters for negotiation and persuasion, with
no certain prospect of substantial alleviation of the burden on the United Kingdom.

29. 1If, on a longer view, it must be assumed that the maintenance of the present
scale of overseas commitments will permanently overstrain our economy, clearly we
ought to recognise that the United Kingdom is over-committed and must reduce the
commitment. The only practical way of removing this permanent strain would be for
the United Kingdom to shed or share the load of one or two major obligations, e.g.,
the defence of the Middle East, for which at present we bear the responsibility alone
(paragraph 22), or the defence of South-East Asia, where we share responsibility with
the French (paragraph 23). Our present policy is in fact directed towards the
construction of international defence organisations for the Middle East and South-
East Asia in which the United States and other Commonwealth countries would
participate. Our aim should be to persuade the United States to assume the real
burdens in such organisations, while retaining for ourselves as much political
control — and hence prestige and world influence — as we can. As regards the
defence of Western Europe, we should seek to induce the United States to assume a
larger share of the common burden. A further substantial alleviation might be
possible in 1954 and subsequent years if the build up of German contingents enables
us to reduce British forces in Germany without endangering the common Western
defence effort (paragraph 18).

30. The success of this policy will depend on a number of factors, some
favourable, some unfavourable. The United States is the only single country in the
free world capable of assuming new and world-wide obligations; being heavily
committed to the East—-West struggle they would not readily leave a power-vacuum
in any part of the globe but would be disposed, however reluctantly, to fill it
themselves if it was clear that the United Kingdom could no longer hold the position
(as they did, for example, in Greece). On the other hand, the history of the Middle
East command negotiations and the unwillingness of the United States Chiefs of Staff
to commit forces to it illustrates the American reluctance to enter into new
commitments in peacetime. In South-East Asia only the sketchiest form of
cooperation exists. Moreover, distrust of the British and fear of becoming an
instrument to prop up a declining British Empire are still strong. (This is truer
among Republicans than Democrats, but we must clearly prepare ourselves to deal
with either Government.) As regards the United Kingdom part, a policy of this kind
will only be successful with the United States in so far as we are able to demonstrate
that we are making the maximum possible effort ourselves, and the more gradually
and inconspicuously we can transfer the real burdens from our own to American
shoulders, the less damage we shall do to our position and influence in the world.
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Annex to 3

1. The cost of our overseas commitments cannot be readily calculated. But
certain figures have been supplied to me which give an indication of the scale of
certain elements in this cost. These fall under three heads:—

(a) The total expenditure in local currencies which is estimated to be incurred on
our forces overseas in 1952 is approximately £125.9 million. The main items in
this are Malaya and Singapore, £31.7 million, O.E.E.C. countries (excluding
Germany and Austria, where we continue, for the time being, to received [sic]
occupation costs) £24.7 million, Malta and Gozo £11.8 million and Hong Kong
£10.7 million.

To the figure of £125.9 million should be added £14.7 million for oil for forces
overseas giving a grand total of £140.6 million. This includes the cost of the United
Kingdom share of the common infrastructure programme and of colonial forces to
the extent that they are financed from the United Kingdom exchequer. It does not
include Korea, where payment for local currency issues and United States
logistical support has yet to be made and, for different reasons, contains
exceptionally low figures for Egypt and Japan.

(b) A further figure of £100.9 million for the year 1952 is estimated to cover our
expenditures in foreign currencies on behalf of forces in the United Kingdom or
the forces generally in the following items:—

(i) Machinery and Production for defence purposes (£45.3 million).
(ii) Manufacture for defence (£33.6 million).
(iii) Oil for forces in the United Kingdom (£22 million).

It is not possible to estimate what part of this sum is attributable to forces
overseas.

(c) There are also certain figures of overseas expenditure on commitments of the
type covered by the Vote for Foreign Office Grants and Services. This Vote
amounts to £21.9 million out of a total of £92.7 million in various votes included
in Civil Estimates Class Il — 1952-53 — Commonwealth and Foreign. It includes
Jordan (£8.7 million), Yugoslavia (£5.6 million), Palestine Refugees (£2.5 mil-
lion), Libya ([£]2.2 million), Reconstruction in Korea (£2 million).

2. As regards military expenditure, the total of (a) and (b) above does not
represent the full cost of United Kingdom military commitments. Full cost would
include not merely the foreign currency expenditure but also all those costs which
are met in sterling, such as expenditure on stores and food, that part of the pay and
allowances of troops and civilians which is not converted into local currencies,
transportation costs of men and stores, &c.

3. The extent to which the liquidation of a particular commitment would produce
savings either in overseas expenditure or in the total defence budget, cannot be
worked out unless information is available on the manner and extent to which a
reduction in a particular area is envisaged. In particular it would be necessary to
know whether forces were to be disbanded or merely moved elsewhere and also to
determine the extent of the terminal charges which would arise if a commitment
were to be liquidated.
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& (C0936/217,n01 21 June 1952
[The problem of nationalism]: letter from Sir W Strang to Sir T Lloyd.
Enclosure: FO Permanent Under-Secretary’s Committee paper

I enclose herewith a copy of a paper prepared by the Permanent Under-Secretary’s
Committee here, entitled “The Problem of Nationalism”.

This paper deals with nationalism in general terms as a global problem and does
not attempt an analysis by regions. Its aim is to assess the significance and strength
of present day nationalism and the threat which it presents to British interests, and
to suggest possible measures to maintain our position in the face of this threat. The
concluding section of the paper contains recommendations for policy.

The paper has been generally approved by the Foreign Secretary who has agreed
that we should now seek the views of the Colonial Office. I should therefore be
grateful for any comment you may care to make both as regards the general
approach of the paper to this very complex problem and, in particular, on paragraph
24(i), which trespasses to some extent on your province.

I am writing similarly to Liesching.

Enclosure to 4

A. Aim

The general aim of this paper is to suggest means by which we can safe-guard our
position as a world power, particularly in the economic and strategic fields, against
the dangers inherent in the present upsurge of nationalism. On the economic side we
have to maintain specific British interests on which our existence as a trading
country depends. In the field of strategy we have to ensure our own and
Commonwealth security within the larger framework of our obligations as a leader of
the free world.

2. In more detail the aims of this paper are:—

(i) To assess the significance and strength of present day nationalism; .
(ii) To note certain manifestations of nationalism in action;
(iii) To calculate the risks to British interests;
(iv) To suggest possible measures to maintain our position and hence
(v) To propose recommendations for policy.
B. Nationalism — significance and strength
3. The war has greatly increased Great Britain’s vulnerability as a world power. On
the one hand our economic weakness has led to a marked decline in our power to
control the activities and policies of other Governments and to a lesser extent in our
prestige in world affairs. On the other, the creation of new states and the widespread
diffusion of the ideals of a world democracy as expressed, e.g. in the U.N. Charter,
and including the condemnation of the use or threat of force, have severely limited
the ability of the great Powers to enforce their points of view.

4. This has affected our relations with all countries, particularly the backward
and “new” nations in Asia and Africa, including the peoples of our own Colonial
territories. The practical results are broadly to increase the pressure:—
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(i) in our own (and other countries’) dependent territories for a speeding up of the
process of granting sovereign independence;

(ii) in independent countries for the elimination of real or imaginary British
interference in their internal affairs and the enforcement of real or imaginary
claims against the United Kingdom.

The forces by which this pressure is directed and intensified may be loosely termed
the forces of nationalism.

5. For the purposes of this paper nationalism is defined as the emotions of a
people or group of people primarily in backward or “new” countries seeking to assert
their national aspirations. These can often but by no means invariably be fulfilled
only at the expense of the older Western Powers.

6. Nationalism is dynamic. It can be a great force for good where it is based on
sober pride and patriotism, leading to the establishment of strong and effective
governments. Intelligent and satisfied nationalism is an essential factor for the
stability of any modern state. National states of this sort provide a firm bulwark
against Communism and offer corresponding possibilities of genuine and trustwor-
thy cooperation in international affairs.

7. But nationalism may also run, or be driven, out of control. Exploited or
dissatisfied nationalism produces a state of mind in which any sense of grievance,
injustice or inferiority is magnified out of all proportion. This can lead to a state of
unbalance amounting in the worst cases to hysteria. This state of mind is highly
infectious.

8. Virulent nationalism may lead states already independent to disregard of the
normal rights and obligations owed by one sovereign state to another, or to its fellow
sovereign states collectively. At this stage the only remedy lies in collective
international counter-action.

9. There is nothing new in nationalism. The present state of affairs is a logical
stage in the continuing historical process by which the nations of the world have
been formed, and in which Britain has played a leading role, e.g. in Greece, Latin
America, the Commonwealth, etc. This process cannot be stopped.

10. Some of the factors contributing to the present extreme nature of the
problem of nationalism have already been noted. Others are:—

(i) The general impetus given to nationalist independence movements by the
events of the war and the subsequent withdrawal of the Western Powers from
territories such as India, Syria, or Indonesia;

(ii) The emergence as the world’s greatest and richest power of the U.S.A., whose
own origins were in successful revolution against Great Britain, and whose
attitude towards “colonialism” is, to say the least of it, equivocal;

(iii) Misinterpretation of the British policy of encouraging healthy nationalism
and promoting the independence of dependent territories as a sign of the decline
of the former greatest world Power and mercantile Empire which can now, it is
supposed, be attacked with impunity;

(iv) The moral and sometimes physical support lent by International Communism
in encouraging revolt against the Western Powers;

(v) General suspicion of foreign economic and financial influence;

(vi) Reaction to the intrusion of the West and Western ideas on the traditional way
of life of indigenous societies;
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and in the Middle East particularly

(vii) The resentment felt in the oil-producing countries at the exploitation of their
main and highly valuable source of wealth by Western powers;

(viii) The suspicion of the new bourgeoisie that the old landowner class and the
régimes they represent enjoy the favour of the Western powers.

11. The task of this paper is to discover how Britain can guide the forces of
nationalism in areas where we can still exert some control over events into channels
of fruitful cooperation. This means adopting policies to meet existing or anticipated
nationalist aspirations which will at the same time safeguard our own vital interests
and those of the free world.

C. Manifestations of nationalism

12. While the general trend is clear and simple, the resulting manifestations are
widely different. Considering purely the practical problem of risks to British
interests, the principal actions which have been or may be taken to our detriment by
nationalist leaders or Governments appear to include any of the following:—

(i) insistence on managing their own affairs without the means or ability to do
so, including the dismissal of British advisers;

(ii) expropiation of British assets;

(iii) unilateral denunciation of treaties with the U.K.;

(iv) claims on British possessions;

(v) ganging up against the U.K. (and the Western Powers) in the United Nations.

13. Such actions are not mutually exclusive; they may and do occur individually,
in series, or in parallel. Nor is there any clear pattern of evolution through which
countries or peoples arrive at a stage of nationalism in which these actions occur.

14. Once the forces of nationalism have been allowed to get out of control it is
impossible to anticipate what action may not follow. The immediate motives are
usually a compound of:—

(i) opposition to paternal restraint, or kicking over the traces; i
(ii) internal discontent and the need to find a scapegoat or distraction;
(iii) opportunism and desire to cut a figure in international affairs.

15. The timing may be closely related to (ii) above or to a manifestation of
weakness by the paternal Power, sometimes both. Given that the ground is prepared,
timing may be more directly related to personalities, e.g. to the peculiar brand of
patriotism, fanaticism or unscrupulousness with which a nationalist leader or group
of leaders may be imbued.

D. Risks to British interests
16. The risks to British interests may be divided into:—

(i) politico-economic

(ii) politico-strategic

(iii) purely political.

17. Obviously no clear-cut line can be drawn between these variations. The
following are examples corresponding to the above categories:—



16 HIGH POLICY CONSIDERATIONS [4]

(i) Persia: seizure of oil and refinery.
Argentina: British owned public utilities driven out of business and
sold up.
(ii) Egypt: denunciation of Treaty.
Spain: claim to Gibraltar.

(iii) Guatemala: claim to British Honduras.
Argentina:  setting up of Antarctic bases on British territory.

18. These are examples of the steady attempted sapping at our position as a world
power by less developed nations. While some actions hurt us more in the economic
and others in the strategic field, the net result is to undermine us politically.

19. Each attempt cuts at our prestige, which is a factor common to our relations
with all countries, e.g. the loss of Persian oil directly affects our balance of payments,
and hence contributes to world uneasiness as to our financial and economic position:
but the general effect is to encourage world-wide speculation as to our ability and
readiness to maintain our position as a world power.

20. As long as this process continues, there is always the danger that a particular
blow may set off a chain reaction with incalculable results, affecting not only Great
Britain but other Western powers and thus the stability and strength of the free
world.

E. Measures fto maintain our position

21. There are a number of methods open to us to deal with nationalist behaviour.
They are by no means mutually exclusive. On the contrary, they are and should be in
most cases complementary.

(i) Domination by occupation. This applies only to territories where we are
already established, either by right of conquest or by treaty.

Provided we have the forces necessary, we can always maintain our position, but
we must bear in mind

(a) the danger of prolonging occupation by force to the point where it may cast
doubt on our real desire to lead dependent peoples to independence.

(b) the resources open to our opponents, e.g. appeals to outside assistance,
particularly international organisations.

(c) the drain that may result on our own resources.

(ii) Domination by intervention (and thence possibly occupation). Use of force to
save British lives and in certain circumstances to protect vital British interests or
property is often a practical possibility, but it also has practical limits set by world
opinion and international law. In special circumstances, it may be possible to
justify intervention, to prevent the establishment of a Communist régime.

(iif) Threat of intervention. This is a dangerous method which should only be
adopted after the most careful consideration. A bluff which can be called may cost
more than throwing in the hand right away. In the case of the United Kingdom,
where doubts exist in many countries as to our readiness and ability to use force,
the results could be very serious indeed.

(iv) By trying, where we are losing our influence in the political field, to increase
it in the cultural, social and economic fields. This can be done in a general way by
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spreading Western education and by inculcating the virtues of responsible
democracy.

(v) By guiding the energies and abilities of nationalist leaders towards cooperation
with British interests in the economic field. Particularly in the oil-producing
countries of the Middle East we should encourage the use of revenues accruing
from oil for the welfare and development of the countries concerned with the help
of British technical skill, thus, at the same time, providing an increase of
opportunities for the educated and the semi-educated.

Other general lines of approach might be:—

(a) To enlist nationalist support for development schemes to which the U.K.
might contribute aid. Success here will depend first on our ability to give i.e. to
pay for or find technicians, advisers, material etc. and secondly, on the
willingness of the other country to receive. Without material aid we are unlikely
to be successful in many cases, particularly in view of the vastly greater benefits
to be obtained from the U.S.A.

(b) To encourage local participation in British commercial enterprises in
foreign countries. This would not only help to satisfy local ambitions, but might
to some extent safeguard our own interests by ensuring that the risk-capital
involved and higher business posts available are shared with natives of the
country concerned. In general this suggests the creation of a vested interest
which would be bound to us politically and/or economically.

(c) To promote cooperation through international solutions: e.g. association in
advisory commissions under the authority of a world international organisation,
industrial consortia, waterways and land development boards etc.

22. The above measures are listed roughly in the order in which they might be
applicable to the various stages of political development reached in territories or
states where risks of nationalist action must be faced. But the guiding principles as
far as we are concerned must always be:—

(i) To anticipate and, as far as possible, to forestall by adaptation of existing
policies nationalist demands which may threaten our vital interests;

(ii) To induce greater maturity of thought in nationalist peoples and leaders,
without which any form of cooperation may prove temporary and illusory.

F. Recommendations for policy
23. In framing our policies we should accept the following conclusions:—

(i) Progress towards sovereign independence is in our view both inevitable and
desirable. We are bound to swim with the tide but we can hope to exert
influence on the speed at which the tide runs, both in general and in specific
cases.

(ii) Since on the one hand nationalism almost invariably contains an actual or
potential element of xenophobia, while on the other Great Britain has wider
interests in the world than any other nation, we are bound to be the worst
sufferers from nationalist activities. :
(iii) Conversely, it is for us to give a lead in dealing with the problem of
nationalism. In our highly vulnerable position our aim must be to minimise loss
to ourselves and to establish new and fruitful relationships at all stages.
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(iv) While the trend of nationalism is clear, there is no other common thread or
pattern of nationalist action; hence there is no common pattern of counterac-
tion.

(v) Encouragement of healthy nationalism both in dependent territories and
sovereign states is a traditional British policy, continuation of which is essential
to our efforts to safeguard our position as a world of Power and to the
maintenance of a firm front against Communist infiltration. In pursuing this
policy we must pay close attention to the possible repercussions of our actions
on the interests of other Western Powers, and hence on our relations with these
Powers.

(vi) We can always hope to deal with satisfied nationalism as e.g. in India. On
the other hand, while it should be our policy to meet nationalist aspirations to
the best of our ability, and within the limits imposed by the need to safeguard
our own vital interests, we must take care to avoid giving any impression of
weakness.

(vii) In adopting attitudes towards nationalist behaviour we shall have to take
into account United States opinion, world (e.g. U.N.) opinion, and our own
public opinion, probably in that order. On our side we must take care that our
behaviour to the people of the countries concerned is free from a detectable
assumption of superiority.

(viii) In the present state of world affairs no country or territory is likely to be
satisfied for any length of period with any solution that appears to fall short of
full sovereignty, not excluding control by an international body or group of
nations.

(ix) We are dealing with both Governments and peoples: Governments cannot,
even if they wish to, hold out for long against public opinion.

24. If these conclusions are correct, steps to be taken by H.M.G. appear to be as
follows:—

(i) To examine every point of the world, including our own colonial territories, at
which our strategic or economic interests are being or might be threatened by
nationalist agitation: to analyse carefully and with a long term view actual or
potential nationalist aspirations in each case, and to consider the best means of
drawing the forces of nationalism on to our side: to determine whether an implied
threat of force can still be used; which if any of the measures or combination of
measures outlined in section E can be used effectively to ensure the continued
cooperation of the country concerned; whether overt or covert measures can be
taken to prevent nationalism getting out of control, e.g. by creating a class with a
vested interest in cooperation.

(ii) So to educate the United States Government and public in our ideas of
colonial and national development (particularly by emphasizing the contribution
made by it to combating the spread of Communism) that we can rely on obtaining
a sympathetic hearing for our interests and requirements and obtain an assurance
of their cooperation vis-a-vis the country concerned with the United Nations and
world opinion. The combination of the two great English-speaking Powers could
be effective in many instances in checking the more dangerous manifestations of
nationalism. Generally speaking, we cannot hope to deal effectively with national-
ism where we can be played off against the U.S.A. On the other hand, wherever



[5] STRATEGY AND EMPIRE 19

U.S. influence is introduced, our own is likely to decline, with consequent danger
to the maintenance of our own interests.

(iii) To enlist the active support and sympathy in our problems of other members
of the Commonwealth, particularly those of non-Anglo-Saxon origin who have
advanced from purely colonial status to part or full independence. Pakistan’s
influence in the Moslem world should be particularly borne in mind.

(iv) To seek by consultation with the other Western Powers an agreed policy as far
as possible both in regard to nationalism in general and for dealing with specific
manifestations.

(v) To attempt to direct the emotions and aspirations of nationalist leaders
towards the creation of the sort of healthy nationalism which is of advantage to the
peoples of the countries concerned and with which we can hope to deal: by
showing sympathy for their desires for social reforms: by interesting them in
social welfare and economic development projects: and by inculcating in them a
sense of responsibility by every means and at every opportunity, e.g. through Her
Majesty’s Representatives abroad, by cooperation in the United Nations, through
consultation on international commissions, etc.

5 CAB129/54, C(52)253 22 July 1952
‘The defence programme’: Cabinet memorandum by Lord Alexander

As the Cabinet will be called upon to take final decisions this week which will greatly
affect the Defence Programme, I feel that my colleagues should be clearly informed
of the questions at issue.

2. In August, 1950, the late Government launched a 3-year rearmament prog-
ramme, the total size of which was increased in January, 1951. The financial year
1951/52 was the first effective year of this programme, and the plan then approved
allowed for the following expenditure:—

1951/52 1952/53 1953/54
. £m
1,250 1,531 1,694
(actual)

The above figures total £4,475 millions. The plan amounted to £4,700 millions, the
difference being accounted for by expenditure on civil defence and stockpiling.

3. The programme was delayed in the first year with the result that the actual
expenditure in 1951/52 was £1,132 millions. In December, 1951, a defence budget
for the three years 1952/53 to 1954/55 was prepared. This revised the original plan to
allow for increase in prices, and carried it on for a further year. The figures in this
four year budget were as follows:—

1951/52 1952/53 1953/54 1954/55
£m

1,132 1,666 1,838 1,916

4. During the course of the winter, the estimate for 1952/53 was examined and a
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number of cuts were imposed which reduced the figure for the current financial year
to £1,462 millions. The £200 millions taken off the estimate was largely for items
which would have to be postponed to subsequent years. At the same time it was
announced in Parliament that the three-year rearmament programme was being
rolled forward to cover a longer period.

5. In March, of this year, I asked the Chiefs of Staff Committee to re-examine the
strategic basis of our defence plans, so as to provide for the next two or three years a
policy upon which rearmament could proceed. It had become evident that the rapid
development of atomic weapons and the build-up of United States strategic air power
were changing the strategic picture which had been formed two years previously. In
addition, the strain on our economy called for a re-examination of the scope of our
rearmament, to bring it into line with what we could afford to maintain for a long
period. The outcome of this study by the Chiefs of Staff is the memorandum on
Defence Policy and Global Strategy (D.(52) 26)! which my colleagues have now seen.
It should be read in conjunction with the Foreign Secretary’s memorandum (C.(52)
202) on British Overseas Obligations.?

6. The Chiefs of Staff’s memorandum has been before the Defence Committee
and has been generally approved as a sound strategic policy. Decisions have not yet
been taken, however, on the actual size and build-up of the forces required to give
effect to the policy, as set out in Section XIV of the memorandum. It was first
necessary to ascertain the cost of what was proposed and to see whether this cost was
acceptable. It is not only a financial question. It is also a question of whether the
industrial resources required for the rearmament programme can be spared from
other vital uses.

7. The costing has now been done, admittedly rather hastily, and has been carried
to the year 1955/56. The resulting figures at present prices which are in excess of the
prices ruling in previous calculations, are as follows:—

1952/53 1953/54 1954/55 1955156
£m
1,462 1,759 1,857 1,867
(actual)

It will be seen that the figures for the years 1953/54 and 1954/55 are somewhat
smaller than the figures of the December 1951 defence budget, which are given in
paragraph 3 above. They would be smaller still, to the tune of about £200 millions
each year, if there had not been a number of new items to include, namely the rise in
prices (£50 millions per annum), the probable cost of maintaining our forces in
Germany (£70 millions to £90 millions per annum), additional duty on oil products
(a book-keeping transaction which throws £35 millions per annum on to the Defence
Vote), and a number of other smaller items including £15 millions per annum for
cancelled contracts. On a strictly comparable basis, therefore, the costing of the
Chiefs of Staff memorandum shows a saving of nearly £300 millions per annum in .
each of the next two financial years on the previous figures.

8. There are two further elements in the rearmament programme which have to
be looked at separately. They are:—

! Dated 17 June 1952 and retained in department (CAB 131/12). 2 See 3.
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(a) the cost of overseas commitments in foreign exchange; and
(b) the load on the metal-using industries.

It is clear from the Foreign Secretary’s memorandum that there is little hope of any
reduction in our overseas commitments. The whole of the Regular Army, amounting
to 11 Divisions, is committed abroad in Germany, the Middle East, Malaya and
Korea. We are under obligation to our Allies in N.A.T.O. to maintain the present land
forces in Germany, to build up the Tactical Air Force, and to increase the anti-U boat
and anti-mine resources of the Royal Navy. Reductions in all these commitments can
only be made at the risk of grave repercussions on the general strength and morale of
the Western World, to whom our example is of great importance.

9. The permissible load on the metal-using industries is the chief limitation on
the speed and scale of the re-equipment of the Forces with modern weapons. It
should be realised that during the five years following the end of the war forces had
to be maintained all over the world of a size large by peacetime standards. But during
that period little or nothing could be done to re-equip them with new weapons. This
was a serious matter when it is realised what strides have been made since the war,
particularly in the field of aircraft, of electronics, and in all the many items of
equipment on which scientific skill has been concentrated. When the rearmament
plan was started therefore a tremendous leeway had to be made up. Under the Chiefs
of Staff’s plan, which has now been costed and which considerably modifies the
ultimate size of the forces previously planned, re-equipment with new weapons will
not be complete until April 1958. Any substantial reduction of this plan will mean
either a reduction in the size of the forces, or a still further delay in the process of
re-equipment, or both.

10. The load on the metal-using industries of the Chiefs of Staff’s plan has been
calculated as follows:—

1952 1953 1954 1955
£500M £500M £570M Cannot yet be calculated,
but would not be less
than £570M.

11. In the discussions that have been proceeding over the last two or three weeks,
the Chancellor of the Exchequer has asked first that the total figure for expenditure
on defence in each of the next three years should be kept down to the current figure
of £1,462 millions; secondly that the load on the metal-using industries through the
same three years should be kept down to £450 millions per annum. I have agreed to
re-examine the programmes and to do everything possible to reduce the load on the
metal using industries for 1953 from £500 millions to a lower figure by accepting
reductions where it can reasonably be shown that these will benefit the export
industry. No decisions have yet been proposed for the load on the metal using
industries for future years, nor upon the size of the defence budget as a whole. I only
wish, at this moment, to warn my colleagues that if the level of expenditure and
resources devoted to the defence programme is cut much below the level now
proposed by the Chiefs of Staff, the rearmament programme will be largely
abandoned. We are now in the second year since the start of the original plan, and
the great bulk of orders for the programme, amounting to some £1,500 millions,
have already been placed. As everyone knows, it is in the third and fourth years of a
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plan that the full flow of material takes place. A rearmament plan cannot avoid a
rising curve of expenditure over the first three or four years, though thereafter the
curve may flatten out and possibly descend. Drastic reductions in the second and
third years, and the stopping of all rise in the future, merely dislocates the whole
programme and ensures that the results will be inefficient and dangerously
incomplete. I am prepared to do all I can to meet the wishes of the Chancellor of the
Exchequer, and it may well be that financial considerations must override others.
The Cabinet should be under no illusion, however. They cannot have it both ways.
Severe cuts cannot be made without industry, the Armed Forces, and, before long,
our Allies, realising that our rearmament programme is being emasculated and is
taking second place to housing, consumer goods, and social services, which are
remaining virtually unaffected.

6 C0936/217, no 4/5 9 Sept 1952
[The problem of nationalism]: letter (reply) from Sir T Lloyd to Sir W
Strang

I regret that it has taken so long to let you have our views on the paper “The Problem
of Nationalism” enclosed in your letter of the 21st June.!

2. As you say in your letter, the aim of the paper in its present form is to “assess
the significance and strength of present-day nationalism and the threat which it
presents to British interests”. Given this object, we think the paper deals convincing-
ly with nationalism as a global problem and as viewed from a purely British angle.
But (and this is our difficulty) the global approach tends to obscure the fact that
nationalism takes two forms—destructive when based on xenophobia and fear of
alien domination, and constructive when motivated by legitimate aspiration to
self-government and a place in the comity of nations. It is the former type with which
the paper is chiefly concerned, but it is the latter which is more important in the
Colonies even though it may be marred by feelings of race. Its existence both arises
from and underlies our basic Colonial policy, namely the guidance of the Colonial
peoples to self-government within the Commonwealth. We would feel inclined to
suggest therefore that, if the paper is to take account of the special brand of
nationalism which appears in the Colonies, it should also suggest means by which we
can convert the present upsurge of nationalism into a force which will be helpful to
the economic and strategic position of the Commonwealth.

3. The most noticeable type of nationalism in the Colonial territories involves
agitation for political “freedom” and power. Such demands are made because the
peoples concerned feel that political power is the only means of obtaining greater
material prosperity, expanding social services and freedom from differentiation
between races in the provision of such services and in opportunities for employment,
as well as from the social manifestations of colour prejudice. In dealing with this
situation it is necessary to realize that the outlook of settled European groups in the
Colonies is not the same as the outlook of the U.K. public. These groups are
themselves potentially nationalist and their nationalism necessarily conflicts with

1 See 4.
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that of other racial groups in the territories concerned. The problem which faces us
here is that of fusing the different nationalist elements into one. Although the
attitude of the public in the U.K. to the colour question is for the most part healthy,
very often our compatriots in direct contact with coloured races have strong and
deeply-rooted prejudices which, if allowed to develop, may become dangerous to
ourselves and the Commonwealth. This danger is increased by our having to
maintain solidarity with other nations who are less liberal in outlook than ourselves,
so that we often have to tolerate or at least refrain from objecting to policies which
we and the world know are reactionary. This is at the root of the numerous and
growing embarrassments which face us in Africa as a result of our failure, for reasons
of general Commonwealth strategy, to say what we think in public, and particularly
in Africa, about the native policies of the Union of South Africa.

4. Subject to the general reservation expressed above, I hope you will find useful
the following observations on particular paragraphs of your paper:—

(a) Paragraph 21(i), (ii), (iii):

Provided that we have the necessary forces it is possible that circumstances may
arise in which we should use them, but by and large it is inconceivable in the
circumstances of the world today that we could use force actually to retain a large
Colony under British administration against the wishes of a majority of its people.
(b) Paragraph 21 (iv):

This is, in our view, unquestionably one of the most valuable steps which we could
take but its implementation will require a change in present financial policy
towards information services, the activities of the British Council, the overseas
Services of the B.B.C., etc., etc.

(c) Paragraph 21 (v):

This is a line of action which has long been reflected in our Colonial activities. The
Secretary of State attaches very great importance to getting Colonial Governments
and peoples to take a closer interest in the prosperity of overseas enterprises
operating in their territories and has emphasized the desirability of thiem having
some share in the equity capital of such enterprises. But economic development
can never be a substitute for political development, and since, given the climatic
and other conditions in most Colonies, wholly satisfactory economic conditions
are probably unattainable, the demand for po}'rtical progress will doubtless
continue. o

5. As to the recommendations for policy, the somewhat different approach to the
problem of nationalism which, as I have suggested anve, is more appropriate in the
case of the Colonies, necessarily modifies to some extent the conclusions in
paragraph 23 of the paper, though it does not invalidate them. It seems to us that it is
becoming increasingly impracticable to maintain “Imperialism” (i.e. U.K. hege-
mony) even if disguised. Nevertheless the U.K. and the Colonies have a common and
indivisible interest (which can be presented quite openly to Colonies and their
cooperation sought) and this can probably best be put across if we pursue the line
(which also has its value so far as nationalism outside the Colonies is concerned) that
any idea of complete independence which nationalists may hold is unrealistic in the
world of today. Total independence is as much an illusion for the U.K. as for any
Colony or any sovereign state and insistence on complete independence and
self-sufficiency is dangerous to world peace. By taking such a standpoint, it becomes
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much more respectable for us to attack the more objectionable manifestations of
nationalism whether in the Colonies or elsewhere, and this is what, in our view,
requires to be done.

(a) Paragraph 23 (vii):

What has first to be taken into account (so far as Colonial nationalism is
concerned) is the broad trend of public opinion in the Colonies concerned. British
public opinion is in the main largely in sympathy with nationalist trends in the
Colonies and our primary object must therefore be to keep Colonial and British
opinion in sympathy. If we do that any dificulty that might still persist with United
States or other world opinion would clearly be of much less account.

(b) Paragraph 24 (i):

The question of nationalist agitation in each of our territories is, of course, a
constant preoccupation in the Colonial Office, as I think the observations I have
made above will show.

(c) Paragraph 24 (ii): \

The need for educating United States opinion referred to in this paragraph has
long been recognized and consistently advocated by the Colonial Office and we
have, I think, on many occasions in the past expressed our views on this subject
quite forcibly, most recently in a personal and confidential letter which Martin
sent Mason on the 13th June.?

6. Broadly speaking the conclusions in paragraph 23 and the proposals in
paragraph 24 of the paper are acceptable to the Colonial Office, but since the
problems arising from nationalism in the Colonies are a primary daily concern in the
Office we are not convinced that any new and comprehensive examination of the
subject is necessary: we are, of course, ready and willing at any time to make our
contribution to the study envisaged in paragraph 24 (i).

7. Thope the foregoing will prove to be of some value to you. We should have no
objection to the circulation of your paper in the Foreign Office and Whitehall
distribution but hope that it will first be reconsidered in the light of our comments
and views.

8. I am sending a copy of this letter to Liesching.?

2 P Mason, assistant under-secretary of state, FO, 1951-1954. Sir J Martin’s letter to Mason is at FO
371/101383, no 2411/8, June 1952.

3 An FO print of the paper, taking into account CO and CRO comments, was circulated to all Cabinet
ministers and major diplomatic posts in Dec 1952. The CO restricted its circulation to seventeen of the
colonial governors. This was not because of the paper’s confidential character but because it was thought
that even the revised version took insufficient account of the CO point of view. Some officials also thought
it of low quality, minuting for example ‘Nof to Mediterranean territories. . . . a jejune, misguided and in
places slightly horrific document’ (J S Bennett (assistant secretary, CO, 1946-1966), 26 Dec 1952); ‘I
would not trouble S.E.A. Governors with this Sixth Form essay’ (J E Marnham (assistant secretary, CO,
1948-1964), 31 Dec 1952) (both CO 936/217).
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7 C0968/353, no 37 24 Sept 1952
‘Communist literature in the colonies’: minutes of the Official
Committee on Communism [Extract]

.. . it had previously been decided that it was not practicable to prevent Communist
literature from leaving the United Kingdom; any action to exclude it from the
Colonies would therefore have to be taken by Colonial Governments themselves. The
Committee would wish to know how this matter now stood in the Colonies.

Mr. Trafford Smith said that the Colonial Office had some time ago sent out to all
Colonial Governments a model Ordinance for dealing with undesirable literature,
which would give the Governments full powers but also a discretion as to how far
they should use them. Most Colonies had now passed such ordinances, but the extent
to which they were used in any particular Colony depended on the Governor or the
Governor-in-Council. Colonial Governments had been advised not to impose a
blanket ban, e.g. on the publications of any particular form, but rather to judge each
item on its own demerits.! Though each Colonial Government must necessarily act
on its own authority, they had been asked to try to secure a broad regional
co-ordination in their actions. The Colonial Office held a list of all the publications
banned in the Colonies, from which it appeared that there was still a considerable
difference in the practice of the various Colonies. Some Colonies, of course, such as
the Falkland Islands, had no need to ban Communist literature. The West African
Governments were acting on the whole on the right lines, though here there were
practical difficulties in keeping out Communist literature, in spite of the ban.

Mr. Ingrams® said that, as regards West Africa, by far the most important thing
was the provision of “positive” literature describing the western way of life, British
institutions etc. for general use. The briefing of officials came next, and definitely
anti-Communist literature for general use was last. There was already a big supply of
Communist literature in the Colonies, cheap and attractively produced, which was
eagerly bought up because of the general thirst for reading matter of any kind. It was
for this reason that it was so important to provide the Colonies with suitable reading
matter, and a number of steps had been taken to this end. The Colonial Development
and Welfare Fund had provided £30,000 for library vans to be used by Missions etc.
The C.D.W.F. was also financing literary bureaux in East and West Africa which
produced literature, both in English and the vernaculars, at low prices. These
bureaux were flourishing and expanding. The Colonial Office also gave as much help
as possible to publishers (e.g. Penguins) who contemplated operating in Africa.
There was also a certain amount of official literature provided free through the
Public Relations Departments in the Colonies. The fact that this was Government-
issued did not make it objectionable to the population, as long as the information
contained in it was of a “positive” kind, and the illustrated magazine “To-day” had
become very popular.

! This advice had been given by Mr J Griffiths (S of S for the colonies 1950~1951) in a confidential circular
despatch of 25 May 1950. In Feb 1953 Mr Lyttelton modified the policy, advising governors that a blanket
banning of the publications of the World Federation of Trade Unions, ‘which, as you know, is a major
instrument of Communist penetration of Colonial territories’, would have his support (circular savingram
no 207/53, 28 Feb 1953, CO 968/353, no 42).

2 W H Ingrams, adviser on overseas information services, CO, 1950—1954; author of Communist prospects
in East and Central Africa, confidential print no 1180, Apr 1953 (copy in CO 879/157).
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Generally speaking, the provision of literature for the African Colonies was going
well, but, owing to the Information cuts, was not on a sufficiently large scale. This, it
was suggested, was a point which might be put by the Colonial Office to the
Committee of Enquiry into the Information Services . .. .3

3 For extracts from this committee’s report, see 12.

8 CAB 129/55, C(52)316 3 Oct 1952
“The defence programme’: Cabinet memorandum by Lord Alexander

On 22nd July, 1952, I circulated a memorandum to the Cabinet (C. (52) 253)! in
which [ set out the estimated expenditure over the next three financial years required
to give effect to the policy set out in the Chiefs of Staff Review of Defence Policy and
Global Strategy (D. (52) 26). On 23rd July, the Cabinet asked me to examine the
effects of adopting lower figures both for annual expenditure and for the load thrown
by the rearmament programme on the metal-using industry (C.C. (52) 72nd
Conclusions, Minute 5). In subsequent discussion with the Chancellor of the
Exchequer he and I agreed on certain alternative figures as a basis for this further
examination, which has now been carried out. The results, with the comments of the
Chiefs of Staff, have been circulated in D. (52) 41. The Annex to that paper contains a
careful and detailed analysis of the ways in which the programme devised to give
effect to the Chiefs of Staff’s Strategic Review would have to be modified if either of
the alternative lower figures (Exercises I and Il—see Table I of the Report) had to be
accepted. A defence programme is a highly complex affair and it is not easy from a
study of a mass of detail to derive a clear picture of the general effect of different
levels of expenditure. I want in this paper to help my colleagues to realise clearly
what is at stake, and to state my own conclusions on the proper size of the
programme for the next three years.

2. In my previous memorandum (C. (52) 253) I drew the attention of the Cabinet
to the importance of the Chiefs of Staff’s Review, which they completed in July of this
year. For the first time since the beginning of the rearmament programme we had a
full and careful assessment of our world-wide tasks and obligations made in the light
of the rapid development of atomic weapons and of the United States’ strategic air
power, and taking account of the economic situation of the country. That Review and
the Foreign Secretary’s memorandum on British Overseas Obligations (C. (52) 202),?
both of which were generally endorsed by the Defence Committee, set before us a
coherent basis for our defence planning. The Chiefs of Staff, in their new report, once
more emphasise that any marked departure from the programme worked out from
their Strategic Review would be attended by unacceptable military risks. They point
out that they did everything they could to confine their rearmament proposals within -
the limits imposed by economic necessity. The resultant programme did not by any
means build up completely equipped forces in three or four years. Far from it.
Re-equipment with new weapons under that programme would have reached a

! See 5. 2 See 3.
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reasonably satisfactory level by 1958, but much would have remained to be done even
after that date in all three Services if they were to be fully prepared for war. This must
be borne in mind in considering any further reduction of the programme.

3. Our defence plans have to cover the current needs of forces of a certain size,
the build-up of the forces where they are clearly insufficient, and a re-equipment
programme for providing them with modern equipment where this is necessary, and
for building up war reserves to a minimum level. With regard to the size of the forces
and the build-up that is planned, the position is quite simple. No increase or decrease
is planned in the size of the active Army, the whole of which is committed in the Cold
War, and only four of our reserve divisions are to be equipped for war. There will be
some decline in the active strength of the Navy, though it is intended to build up the
number of anti-submarine craft and minesweepers—the additional ships would be
mainly in reserve—in which our deficiencies are most serious, and to proceed with
the modernisation of old ships to fit them for the conditions of modern warfare. The
whole of the programme will be carried out at a slower pace than previously
intended. The Royal Air Force is to be expanded from its present dangerously low
level in order to strengthen the defences of this country against air attack and to
contribute to the deterrent forces of the Atlantic Alliance. The expansion is, however,
much smaller than that to which we have been working since January 1951. Our
contributions to N.A.T.O. will generally fall far below those which we accepted at
Lisbon; this applies especially to bomber and tactical air forces.

4. The main issue on the re-equipment programme is how rapidly we should
introduce modern equipment to replace the old, and how quickly we should build up
the small war reserves for which the new strategic concept calls. The programme
recommended by the Chiefs of Staff already moves uncomfortably slowly. To reduce
it much further would increase the danger that should war come the forces we
should have to commit would be gravely underequipped and outmatched by the
enemy. If we are to have a rearmament programme at all, we must spend enough on
it to make it effective; nothing would be more uneconomical than to spend
considerable sums over many years without increasing the effectiveness of our armed
power.

5. Given our strategic commitments, our obligations to our Allies, and our
general tasks in the Cold War, our right course would be to accept the programme
which the Chiefs of Staff have recommended. However, in assessing what is needed
to carry out a given policy, there is room for argument about the precise composition
of the programme, and about how far we should go in discounting the possibility of
war in the next three or four years. There is also room for discussion about the
degree of obsolescence that can be accepted in some types of equipment.

6. I have, therefore, in accordance with the policy which I have consistently
followed since I took up office, and in full consciousness of our grave economic
problems, felt it my duty to examine most carefully the programmes of the three
Services to see whether expenditure could be reduced without irreparable damage to
the main structure of the rearmament plan. In consultation with the Service
Ministers and the Chiefs of Staff, I have personally scrutinised in detail the
programme of each Service.

7. The result has been to confirm the validity of the recommendations made by
the Chiefs of Staff and to demonstrate that they are not making any excessive
demands.
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8. I have, nevertheless, investigated certain further economies, which while they
would be most undesirable and extremely painful, would not destroy the whole basis
of the programme, though they would materially set back our readiness for war.

9. These further economies cover a wide range, but the following brief account
will, I hope, serve to indicate their general nature. In the Army’s programme, the
main change would be a cut of more than three-quarters in the number of tanks with
the 120-mm. gun to be delivered in the three-year period. This would severely reduce
the fighting power of our divisions on the Continent, but the number of tanks left in
the programme would be sufficient to keep the production line going at minimum
level and to put enough tanks into the front line to act as a wholesome deterrent. In
the Royal Air Force, the completion of the build-up of the night fighter force in
Fighter Command would be delayed from the end of 1953 to the end of 1954; the
creation of the mobile reserve of fighters would be slowed down; and expansion of
Bomber Command planned to take place by the end of 1955 would be greatly
reduced. This would mean taking the Washingtons (B.29s) completely out of service.
In the Navy, our own programme of minesweepers would be reduced by 40, and the
ships would be offered to the United States as an off-shore purchase for allocation to
N.A.T.O. countries, so that<they would still go to reduce the general deficiencies of
minesweepers. For all three Services, the vehicle programmes would be cut, the
accumulation of war reserves of warlike stores in several important categories, as
well as of general stores and clothing, would be delayed; all further stockpiling of oil
fuel would cease, except for aviation fuels, our stocks of which are far too low, and
stocks would be run down to some extent. Further reductions would be made in
works programmes and staffs would be reduced wherever possible. The numbers of Z
reservists called up for training would be substantially cut, and there would be some
reduction in the refresher training of reserve pilots.

10. If all these economies were forced upon us, the saving during the three years
would be about £250 million.

11. I can summarise the position as follows. The original costing of the Chiefs of
Staff Review gave the following figuresi—

Total,
. 1943-54—
1952-53 1953-54 1954-55 195556 1955-56
£M. £M. £M. £M. £M.
1,462 1,759 1,857 1,867 5,483

(actual)

A revised and more accurate costing of the programme has since been worked out,
making better allowances for shortfalls in production, giving the following figures:—

Total,
‘ 1943-54—
1952-53 1953-54 1954-55 1955-56 1955-56
£M. £M. £M. £M. £M.
1,462 1,719 L9777 1,790 5,286

(actual)

The figures that would result from the Chiefs of Staff Review, if the savings
mentioned in paragraphs 9 and 10 were made in full, would be:—
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Total,
1943-54—
1952-53 1953-54 1954-55 1955-56 1955-56
£M. £M. £M. £M. £M.
1,462 1,645 1,688 1,698 5,301

(actual)

12. In comparing the figures of future expenditure with the provision for the
current year, it should be remembered that they include, as pointed out in
paragraphs 5 and 6 of the Annex to D. (52) 41, substantial amounts for services for
which either no provision, or much smaller provision, had to be made this year. In
considering these amounts, the following factors should be borne in mind:—

(a) Germany

It has been assumed that from July 1953 the local costs of United Kingdom forces
in Germany will be met in full by the United Kingdom Exchequer. We have
maintained that we cannot accept this additional burden on our balance of
payments. The Americans are well aware of this. There is also likely to be some
delay in raising the first German forces. Against this background I suggest that it
would be reasonable to assume that our local costs after July 1953 will not have to
be borne in full by the United Kingdom Exchequer, but that they will be offset
from Germany or from American aid in a substantial degree, which I should
estimate at possibly £30 million in 1953-54 and £35 million in each of the two
succeeding years.

(b) G.P.O. charges

Under a recent Cabinet ruling the cost of G.P.O. expenditure on defence account is
now being recovered from defence votes, and thus forms part of the defence
budget though not an additional charge on the Exchequer.

(c) Expenditure in Malaya

Again under a recent Cabinet ruling the extra cost of preserving internal security
in Malaya has been transferred from the Colonial and Middle Eastern Services Vote
to Defence Votes, with no extra charge to the Exchequer.

(d) Petrol duty

The figures include about £40 million a year for petrol duty, which returns
immediately to the Exchequer. This amount has been greatly increased, to the
extent of no less than £35 million a year in comparison with previous years, by
increased duty and because jet aircraft now use dutiable fuel. Clearly this
expenditure is no burden on the Exchequer.

13. The sums concerned in these four items are:—

1953-54 1954-55 1955-56 Total

£M. £M. £M. £M.

Germany . .. - 30 35 35 100
G.P.0. Services . 10 11 12 33
Malaya ... R 8 8 9 25
Petrol Duty 55 39 38 40 117
87 92 96 275

Full allowance must be made for this additional burden on the defence budget in any
comparison between current and future estimates.
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Metal-using industries

14. If the further economies mentioned in paragraphs 9 and 10 above were made
in full, the load imposed on the metal-using industries by the defence programme
would be reduced:—

1953 1954 1955

£M £M. £M.
From _— _— v o - 515 580 590
To s 485 540 550

These figures are admittedly somewhat higher than the figures which I had
suggested to the Chancellor as a basis for examination, and a good deal higher than
the flat level of £450 million, which the Chancellor suggested. Metal-using
production is, however, the heart and core of the rearmament programme and I am
fully satisfied:—

(a) that, after making every effort, all possible economies in this sphere, which are
consistent with the maintenance of the rearmament programme at an adequate
level, have been made;

(b) that to impose further reductions on the figures now suggested would create
very serious risks;

(c) that to impose a flat level of metal-using production over the next three years
at this stage of the rearmament programme is not practicable without destroying
the whole basis of the programme and causing far more serious dislocation and
inefficiency than that with which we are already faced.

15. I would ask my colleagues to bear in mind, too, that these calculations on
metal-using production are not by any means precise and that the whole matter
must be considered against the background of a total metal-using production in the
country of somewhere between £3,500 million and £4,000 million annually. It does
not seem to me that for the sake of £30 million or £40 million annually we should be
justified in inflicting the serious damage to the rearmament programme which
would result from further reductions of this kind.

Investment programmes

16. The investment programmes (new works and building in the United Kingdom
only) corresponding to the financial estimates under Global Strategy require £118
million in the calendar year 1953. The economies which I have mentioned in
paragraphs 9 and 10 would reduce this figure slightly and generally I am prepared to
keep the 1953 programme within the limit of £114 million upon which the Cabinet
agreed in principle at their meeting on 24th July (C.C. (52) 73rd Conclusions,
Minute 8). In the years 1954 and 1955 the figures fall to £102.5 million and £98.5
million respectively, a significant reduction which should be of considerable
assistance to the economy. ’

Prices

17. When I undertook my further study of the programme, I agreed with the
Chancellor of the Exchequer that this should be in terms of real resources and not
simply of money. All the figures in this memorandum and in D. (52) 41 are based on
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the level of costs, prices and wages prevailing in June 1952 and no allowance has
been made for any increases during the next three years. The programme would thus
not be susceptible of reduction to offset rises in costs. Neither, of course, could any
reductions be made to accommodate any further items such as those mentioned in
paragraph 12 which it may be decided in future to transfer from other votes to
defence votes.

Conclusion

18. It is essential for domestic and international reasons that a broad decision on
the size of our future defence programme should be reached as soon as possible, and
that this decision should cover the next three years. We cannot delay any longer in
deciding what figures we are to use for the N.A.T.0. Annual Review, our reply to
which is already a month overdue. The further examination I have made has
confirmed my view that to carry out our agreed policy we need a defence budget of
the size which I recommended in my earlier paper C. (52) 253 of 22nd July, as
adjusted in Table III of the Annex to D. (52) 41, i.e., £5,286 million for the three
years. If, however, our economic difficulties compel us to reduce all forms of
Government expenditure and use of economic resources, I should be prepared,
though with great reluctance, to make further economies in order to come down to
£5,031 million. I could not possibly recommend going any further than this. I
recognise that we are living in times when risks must be run—political, economic
and military. But the balance of risk must be evenly borne. I could not subscribe to a
policy which, in a manner so familiar in the past, threw all the risks on to defence
and the armed forces.

9 CAB 129/55, C(52)320 3 Oct 1952
‘Defence and economic policy’: Cabinet memorandum by Mr Butler.
Appendix: ‘Load of defence on the balance of payments’

Introduction ;
We were all agreed when we took office that the defence programme which we
inherited was beyond the nation’s means. It was based on assumptions about
American aid and the strength of our economy which have since been proved false.
The programme would have involved a defence budget of £1,650 million in 1952-53.
We cut this back to £1,462 million, and within this total we limited expenditure on
metal goods-to £460 million.

2. These reductions were not enough. In the Spring we directed Departments to
adjust the programme, so as to contribute £40 million to the balance of payments in
1952-53, by liberating steel and diverting armaments to export. As long ago as May
we decided to review the further stages of the defence programme, both to make
more metal goods available for export and to reduce overseas expenditure.

3. These efforts to deal with the situation this year have necessarily been
piecemeal. They have not produced the results which we hoped for:—

(a) Some Defence Departments are finding it difficult to keep within their voted
provision: we may be asked to consider at least one substantial Supplementary.
(b) Defence production of metal goods has increased by rather more than total
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metal-goods production: the load is now likely to reach an annual rate of £500
million towards the end of the year.

(c) Service Departments estimates of military expenditure overseas in 1953-54
show an increase of roughly £50 million (about 40 per cent.). This includes £30
million for Germany.

4. In the Economic Debate at the end of July, the Prime Minister and I, with the
agreement of the Cabinet, assured the House that it would be possible to limit the
demands made by defence on the engineering industry so as to set free a valuable
part of its capacity for the expansion of our civil exports. I have franted my
conclusions in paragraphs 14-16 below after re-reading the speeches we made on
that occasion.

Minister of defence’s proposals

5. The Minister of Defence was good enough to discuss his Paper (C (52) 316)!
with me before he put forward his proposals. I recognise the very thorough and
careful examination which he has given to the subject, and the grounds on which he
feels compelled to propose a Defence Budget of no less than £1,645 million in
1953-54 rising to £1,688 million in 1954-55, and rising yet again to £1,698 million
in 1955-56. The corresponding metal-using loads are £485 million, £540 million
and £550 million.

6. These figures do nof include the defence efforts of the Civil Departments.
These will add a further £65 million to £70 million a year (including £20 million
further load on the metal-using industries) or £200 million over the three years.
There is nothing included here for shelters. Most of the items are of great direct
importance to the defence effort, e.g., the communications network for “ROTOR”
(the Control and Reporting System), emergency port and oil installations, measures
to safeguard essential services, fire-fighting equipments, emergency hospital ser-
vices, &c. The Minister of Defence’s figures also exclude Ministry of Supply assistance
to industry and expenditure on nuclear research and stockpiling.

The budgetary problem

7. It is my duty to look at defence expenditure not in isolation but in relation to
our whole economic position. Already in the first half-year the Exchequer Account
shows a larger deficit than usual. We are spending more than we expected this year,
and, with rising expenditure, we shall start next year with a considerable risk of
inflation. The indications so far for next year are unfavourable, with debt interest
rising, capital for local authorities outrunning the estimates, and further large rises
in social service expenditure threatened in departmental forecasts. This will in itself
present a serious problem and if in addition there is a substantial increase in defence
expenditure we shall only be able to avoid inflation by making substantial reductions,
involving major decisions of policy over the field of public expenditure as a whole.
The alternative of a heavy increase of taxation, the bulk of which would have to be .
found from income tax, would be a reversal of policy which we ought not to
contemplate. To find the extra money asked for by the Minister of Defence even in
1953 would mean, if it were wholly by way of income tax, another 1s. in the £. [ need

! See 8.
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not dwell upon the atrophying effects of taxation even at its present level. It stifles
the very virtues—enterprise, initiative, thrift—on which we must rely for rescue
from our perils. N

8. I am again forced to the conclusion which I have repeated consistently to my
colleagues since we took office, and particularly in the papers which I circulated last
May (C (52) 166, 172 and 173),% that in total we are trying to do far more than our
resources permit. If my colleagues are convinced that we must carry on the defence
programme at its present level, then there must be adequate reductions in our efforts
in other directions. If, to go further, they are convinced that nothing less than the
Minister of Defence’s proposals will meet the situation, then, of course, the
reductions in other directions must be so much the more severe. In other words, if,
as regards defence, we go partly over to a war effort, then, on the rest of the field, we
must go partly over to a war economy.

Balance of payments

9. The gravity of the aggregate defence load on the balance of payments (over
£700 million a year) is described in the Appendix.

10. In the last twelve months there has been a marked improvement in our
balance of payments. This is mainly due to the vigorous measures we have taken,
such as the import cuts, but it is also thanks to the improvement in the terms of
trade and to the aid which we have received from America. These helpful factors
cannot be relied on indefinitely. In particular, unless there is some change in the
American outlook under the new administration, we are unlikely to receive aid from
that quarter on the same scale and in the same form as has benefited our economy
hitherto. It is, moreover, only in the last half of 1952 that we expect to be in balance
with the non-sterling world on current account and it is only from this point we can
start building our reserves. Failure to maintain a strong exchange position will
jeopardise the whole economy. Our defence efforts will then be undermined.
Moreover, we shall be unable to fulfil our commitments to the Commonwealth and
we shall thus forfeit the opportunity to give them the moral leadership for which
they are entitled to look to us.

11. An expensive solution of our balance of payments problem depends upon
increasing our exports. That means, more than anything else, increased exports by
the metal-using industry. Although, as the Minister of Defence points out in
paragraph 15 of his paper, total metal goods output is £3,500 to £4,000 million a
year, over £1,600 million of this consists of spare parts and consumer goods. A
defence load of £485 million in 1953-54 will be about one-quarter of the residue.
This residue is the heavier sectors of the engineering industry which provide our best
exports and essential home investment requirements. I concluded in C. (52) 173 that
we cauld not safely devote to defence in 1953 and 1954 more than about £400
million worth of metal goods at the prices then ruling. I then made certain
assumptions abbut production and exports which subsequent events have shown to
be in general by no means too pessimistic. Certain adverse developments such as a
lower -export performance by some non-metal goods, and even by some classes of
metal consumer goods, look like making us even more dependent on the heavier
sectors of the engineering industry for our exports.

2 C(52)166 and 172 are reproduced in part III of this volume, 367, 368.
H
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12. 1 can therefore find no ground for altering the broad conclusion that any
rising level of defence production would impede exports by that sector of engineering
with the best continuing export prospects. We cannot abandon our export target at
the first sign of sales difficulties, particularly at a time when the Commonwealth
Conference is considering proposals which would increase our commitments to
finance development in the Commonwealth. Apart from any new commitments, it is
necessary for us to pay our way by consistently exporting more than we import, so
that a balance on current account is available to meet our existing liabilities.

Germany

13. As the Minister of Defence points out, we have maintained and continue to
maintain publicly that the United Kingdom Budget and Balance of Payments are in
no condition to accept any additional load in respect of Germany: and there is
certainly no authority from the Cabinet to accept it, or any part of it. I agree,
however, that it is realistic in our defence planning to make some provision against
the contingency of our not succeeding in getting the whole of our costs in Germany
met from outside sources. I agree to take £30 million in 1953-54 and £35 million in
each of the two subsequent years as planning figures for this purpose. I feel that this
course is justified by the consideration that Germany, though it may constitute a
fresh financial commitment, is not a fresh military one. Any additional expenditure
on Germany which we may be forced to accept over and above these figures must not
only be covered within the total of the defence budget but balanced either by further
savings in other overseas military expenditure or by further limitation of the load of
defence on the metal-using industries.

Conclusions

14. As I have indicated in paragraph 8 above it will be necessary, if the defence
effort is to be sustained at its present level, let alone increased, to secure
retrenchment in other sectors of Government expenditure. Provided my colleagues
are prepared to accept the implications of this, I consider that we could face the
financial consequences of allowing defence expenditure in 1953-54 to continue at
the present level. But planning must clearly proceed on the basis that this is the
maximum, not only for 1953-54, but for the two subsequent financial years of the
period now under review. I refer to costs in the next paragraph. I agree that the
figure should be adjusted upwards to take account of the new impositions on Service
Votes which the Minister of Defence mentions and which do not involve any real
increase in the defence burden. These additions amount to £57 million in 1953-54.
With the additional £30 million for Germany mentioned in paragraph 13 above I
reach a total figure for 1953-54 of £1,549 million, say £1,550 million.

15. I recognise that a defence total of £1,550 million in 1953-54 and the two
subsequent years might have to be adjusted to take account of variations in costs,
upwards and downwards, as time goes on. But such adjustments cannot be
automatic and should be considered on their merits in the circumstances at the time
and having regard to the causes underlying the variations. I can go thus far as
regards possible adjustments of the total, but I cannot entertain the suggestion made
in the Working Party’s Report (not, however, repeated in the Minister’s covering
Paper) that the Defence Budget should be increased to take account of expenditure
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by the Services on equipment which will not now be completed or will be surplus to
requirements.

16. As regards the metal-using load, I consider that £400 million is the most we
ought to afford. I am prepared to risk £450 million (£470 million with the inclusion
of civil defence requirements), though this must hamper the export drive. To the
extent that we go above this level, it will be necessary to make compensating
adjustments elsewhere in the economy—particularly in the import programme—to
off-set the loss of exports of engineering goods.

Summary
17. (a) Decisions are overdue. The right ones must be taken immediately if they
are not to be too late.
(b) We are attempting to do too much. If the Defence Programme is to be
sustained at its present level, there must be retrenchment in other expenditure of
national resources.
(c) One the understanding that the neesary [sic] compensatory adjustments are
made, the Defence Budget can remain at its present level, with certain book-
keeping additions and an extra £30 million to take account of Germany. That is,
£1,550 million in all.
(d) Within a Defence Budget of £1,550 million, defence claims on the metal-using
industries must be limited to £450 million (£470 million including civil defence);
and every effort must be made to reduce military expenditure abroad.
(e) We must not plan now for any greater burden of defence in 1954-55 and in
1955-56.
(f) The most that can be allowed, even as a planning assumption, for Germany is
about £30 million. Any excess over this must be covered, within the Defence
Budget, by savings on other expenditure directly affecting the balance of
payments.
(8) Anything more than the current level of expenditure means moving towards a
war economy, with radical revision of our social and economic policies.

Appendix to 9

1. My colleagues should be aware of how much of the Defence Budget impacts on
our balance of payments. This may be seen from the following Table.

2. (£ million)
Estimate Estimate
1951 1952 1953
Metal goods for Defence ... 300 450 ' 450*
Imports of machinery and
manufactures ... ... 28 82 33
Direct overseas military expen-
ditures ‘... ... ... 122 143 178"
450 675 661
Defence Budget financial years 1,132 1,426 1,550
. 1951-52 1952-53 1953-54

* At March 1952 prices.
" Includes £20 million only for Germany in calendar year 1953.
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This does not represent the full cost of defence to our balance of payments. There are
other items, such as, strategic stockpiling, oil for Forces in the United Kingdom and
imports of raw materials for manufacture of defence non-metal goods.

3. Even on the foregoing figures (which are based on the lower levels of
expenditure indicated in paragraphs 14-16 of the Paper and not the full amounts for
which the Minister of Defence asks) the load of defence on our balance of payments
would be in the region of £700 million in 1953. This would be roughly the equivalent
of 70 per cent. of the total imports by the Ministry of Food or about 25 per cent. of
our total visible exports.

4. Even on these reduced fiures we will be taking serious risks with our economic
policy objective of paying our way in the world.

10 cCAB131/12, D(52)45 31 Oct 1952
‘Defence programme’: report by COS for Cabinet Defence Committee

Her Majesty’s Government are pursuing a policy in the field of Imperial and foreign
affairs which they have constantly reaffirmed in public, and which can be summa-
rised as follows:—

(a) To maintain our vital interests in various parts of the world, which are
threatened by the Cold War tactics of Russia and China. These vital interests are
set out in the Foreign Secretary’s paper C (52) 202,! of which the Cabinet took
note on 9th July.

(b) To build up, together with our Allies and friends, defence forces of a nature
and size effectively to deter aggression, and to equip these forces to modern
standards.

(c) To make reasonable provision for the security of the United Kingdom and our
other interests throughout the world, in case war should come.

2. We were asked to review the general strategic situation and to make
recommendations for a defence programme which would enable this policy to be
carried out with due regard to the economic difficulties of the country. This we did in
our Review of Defence Policy and Global Strategy (D. (52) 26), which was generally
endorsed by the Defence Committee and by the Cabinet last July. Since then there
has been increasing pressure on us to reduce the cost of the Defence Programme that
we recommended in our Review. We accepted with reluctance and misgiving a
number of reductions suggested by the Minister of Defence, in an effort to meet the
views of the Chancellor of the Exchequer. We have now been told to examine the
consequences of figures for defence expenditure far below the “Minister of Defence’s
compromise.” (C. (52) 316.)> These new figures are such as to provide in real
resources less in 1953 than in 1952; and it has been indicated to us that there must
be no rise above this level of expenditure in subsequent years. It will at once be seen -
that the rearmament programme, launched two years ago, is to take a downward
turn in its third year, instead of rising to its peak as previously planned.

3. We are, of course, prepared loyally to carry out any decision that the

1 See 3. 2 See 8.



[10] STRATEGY AND EMPIRE 37

Government may impose upon us, but we must make it unmistakably clear that the
Chancellor’s latest proposals® represent such a complete departure from the
programme to which we have been working, and would produce results falling so far
short of what we recommended in our Global Strategy Review, that they cannot be
accepted without a marked change in the policy of Her Majesty’s Government, as
summarised in paragraph 1 above. In our view, either Her Majesty’s Government
must change their policy, or they must provide the military resources required to
carry it out.

4. We attach at Annex I* a summary of the main effects on the three Services of
reductions in the Defence Budget to meet the Chancellor’s latest proposals. This is
merely a broad indication on the basis of straight percentage cuts; we have made no
attempt to re-apportion the overall cut between the Services, because we cannot see
any reasonable strategic policy to which any reallocation could be geared.

5. At Annex II we have set out a comparison of the forces available to-day and
those which would be available in 1955 under the Chancellor’s latest proposals. This
comparison has been made both in a global setting and in the N.A.T.O. setting.

6. We cannot over-emphasise that the description at Annex I of the military
consequences of the Chancellor’s proposals is not exaggerated. Our detailed
examination of the defence programme has continued since last April, to say nothing
of the process that led to the reductions in the 1952-53 Estimates. Throughout this
period the Service Departments and the Ministry of Supply have overhauled every
element of their expenditure, in the knowledge that a considerable reduction in the
planned totals was inevitable. It was clear to us that the more that could be found by
reductions in standards, by administrative economies, and by taking calculated risks
in the level of our preparedness, the smaller would be the reduction in our fighting
strength. We have also critically examined each other’s proposals from every
standpoint. The results are incorporated in the figures which Her Majesty’s Ministers
have before them. We are fully satisfied that no opportunity for finding economies
has been overlooked, and that, within the limits proposed by the Chancellor, the
effects outlined at Annex I would be inevitable.

7. We submit that there are now only two alternatives open to Her Majesty’s
Government:—

either

(a) To provide the resources which we affirm are the minimum required to carry
out the policy of Her Majesty’s Government and to support our commitments and
status as a.Great Power;

or

(b) To reduce our national commitments—and hence our status—to a level
which can be supported by the resources for which Her Majesty’s Government are
prepared to pay.

8. We are convinced that there is no possibility of continuing to meet our present
commitments with the resources to which we should be reduced under the
Chancellor’s latest proposals.

3 See 9. 4 Annexes not printed.
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9. In point of fact paragraph 7(b)—the reduction of our national commitments
and status—is not an alternative at all. The Foreign Secretary’s paper (C (52) 202)
makes it clear that, whether we like it or not, we are a Great Power with world-wide
responsibilities. British commitments cannot be cast aside like an outworn coat: they
are a world-wide agglomeration of political, economic and commercial interests and
obligations involving not merely British prestige but the livelihood—indeed the
actual lives—of millions of British subjects.

10. Considering the Middle East, we are not yet in a position to withdraw the 3rd
Division and 16th Parachute Brigade to the United Kingdom. We may not even be
able to withdraw any forces next year. If the Neguib régime were to break down and
Egypt be cast into disorder, we might even have to reinforce the Middle East, unless
we were prepared to leave British nationals to be massacred as our people were in
Cairo last January.

11. If and when we have achieved a settlement with Egypt and come down to the
Global Strategy garrison, we cannot contemplate yet further reductions. The Foreign
Secretary has recently been assuring the Turkish Prime Minister and Foreign
Minister of our permanent and effective interest in the Eastern Mediterranean and in
the Middle East. It will be patently impossible to support that policy if we cut our
Middle East garrisons to a token force which even the Arab States will know would be
completely useless in war.

12. Similarly, in the Far East, it is unthinkable that we should throw away the
fruits of all our toil, effort, and sacrifice in Malaya over the past five years—and with
them abandon our greatest dollar-earner—on what may be the brink of success. Nor
can we contemplate handing over to the Chinese Communists our interests in Hong
Kong, and the lives of all who have sought our protection there. Equally, we cannot
default on our United Nations’ commitment in Korea by withdrawing the Common-
wealth Division.

13. All over the world we are under the greatest pressure to hand over our
responsibilities and our possessions. Any evidence of readiness to quit will start a
landslide which we shall be quite unable to control. Are we, for instance, to cancel
our Treaty and pull out of Iraq just as we embark on a Middle East Defence
Organisation? Or are we prepared to deprive ourselves of the ability to intervene
quickly to protect British lives in circumstances such as those prevailing in Kenya?
What is the good of even discussing a Federation of British Central Africa, if we are to
begin by proving to Her Majesty’s subjects in Africa that we are quite powerless to
protect them in trouble?

14. All this goes to prove that the second alternative (paragraph 7(b) above) is
quite impossible, and that we must be given the resources which are necessary for
fulfilling the commitments and for carrying out the declared policy of Her Majesty’s
Government.

15. "Finally, turning to N.A.T.O., our contribution to the Alliance is not an act of
altruism; nor is this an old-fashioned alliance like the Entente Cordiale. On the
contrary, N.A.T.O. is vital to the survival of the United Kingdom. Three years ago we
faced the stark reality that this island could not possibly be defended in isolation.
To-day our very existence depends on the unity and strength of N.A.T.0. and on
American support—the two are irretrievably entwined.

16. We, after the United States, are the main pillar of N.A.T.O. We are anxious
enough already of the effect on the Alliance of the reductions in our contribution
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proposed even under “Global Strategy.” It is no exaggeration to say that default on
the scale involved under the Chancellor’s proposals might well shake the whole
N.A.T.O. structure: it might even result in the United States falling back on a
Taft-Hoover policy of isolation behind a vast Navy and Atomic Air Force.

17. The Foreign Secretary’s paper (C. (52) 202) concludes that we should
endeavour to get the United States to bear a greater share of the burden. It points
out, however, that such a policy could be successful only “in so far as we are able to
demonstrate that we are making the maximum possible effort ourselves.” Even now
the Americans are far from convinced that this is so. If we accept the implications of
the Chancellor’s latest proposals, and particularly if we default too flagrantly on our
N.A.T.O. obligations, the Americans will be convinced that it is not so. The reactions
not only on our military but also on our economic position might well be
catastrophic.

18. Our estimate of the forces required to provide a reasonable security for the
United Kingdom, and to meet our N.A.T.0. and world-wide commitments, was based
on our belief that the likelihood of war had receded. However, the United States Joint
Chiefs of Staff rate higher than we do the likelihood of war in the near future; in
particular they regard 1954 as a dangerous year. The re-equipment of our forces
which we proposed in “Global Strategy” was steady, though slower than originally
conceived under the £4,700 million programme; but under the Chancellor’s latest
proposals our re-equipment will be so retarded that preparations for war in the
reasonably foreseeable future will virtually have ceased.

19. Finally, we submit that the Foreign Secretary has said the last word in C. (52)
202.

“The British people . . . must either give up for a time some of the advantages
which a high standard of living confers upon them, or by relaxing in the outside
world see their Country sink to the level of a second-class power with injury to
their essential interests and way of life of which they can have little conception.”

In our considered opinion, to go beyond the “Minister’s compromise” (C. (52) 316)
means, sooner rather than later, the acceptance of the Foreign Secretary’s second
alternative.®

5 Emphasis in original.
5 The report was signed: W J Slim, J C Slessor, R McGrigor.

11 CAB129/56, C(52)393 - 5 Nov 1952
‘Defence programme’: Cabinet memorandum by Mr Butler

To remain a great power we must first of all have economic strength, since it is only
on this basis that military strength can be supported. The next three years are the
crucial ones in our efforts to re-build our economic defences. World and domestic
opinion will judge us in 1956 on the job we have done by then.

2. Our external position is better than it was when we came into office, but it is
still far from secure. Our exports are dangerously down on my Budget Estimates.
They must have first claim on any additional resources we may have available. Only
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by doing this can we get away from the succession of balance of payments crises, and
dependence on United States Aid, which have marked the British economy since the
end of the war. Moreover, investment in industry in recent years has been kept far
below the level which is necessary to modernize our industry and keep up with our
main competitors. Already we are losing contracts to Germany and Japan. Unless we
can keep down the burdens on the economy I see little prospect of being able to do
anything in this field. The claims of defence and industrial investment and of our
best exports are directly and inescapably competitive; they all depend on the same
sections of the engineering industry.

3. Thave never singled out defence as the only object for economy. My anxiety has
been that we are attempting to carry a large and rising housing programme, and a
defence programme of a size unknown in peace time. We are in danger of continuing
the practice of the previous Government of adopting policies which inevitably
commit the Exchequer to carry increasing burdens in the years ahead. In this way
our resources are mortgaged in advance, and all prospect of escaping from our
economic difficulties and developing our own line is inexorably denied to us.

4. Let us look at the prospect which faces us. Expenditure next year looks certain
to be much higher than this year’s Budget Estimates. Increased civil expenditure,
higher interest on the floating debt and loans to local authorities (mainly for housing
and schools) look like involving us in an extra £175 millions compared with this
year’s figure. If we take the defence budget at the Minister’s figure of £1,645 millions
there is, even allowing for transfers between Votes, a further £150 millions of
increase here. On the revenue side, I shall get an extra £170 millions from the first
year of Excess Profits Levy and the stopping of initial depreciation allowances (i.e.
extra income from what would be mainly savings of companies) but against this
there will be falls of revenue due partly to the deflation which we ourselves have
encouraged and partly to the full effects of the tax concessions made in the last
Budget. Overall, the net worsening between this year and next is well over £300
millions. I am prepared to propose to my colleagues economies to cover about half
this sum, but these will involve sacrifices in social policy.

5. We have continually urged, and are still being strongly urged by our
supporters, to hold down and reduce public expenditure of all kinds, primarily with
the objective of making a start on the intolerable tax burden on industry. A
resolution to reduce expenditure was carried at Scarborough despite my plea for
understanding of the difficulties. So long as we accept the present level of taxation
and are ready to incur additional commitments up to that limit, we shall be denying
a cardinal article of our economic and political faith and shall have lost an
opportunity to serve the country’s best interests. _

6. So far as concerns 1953/54 I am prepared, if my colleagues agree, to make the
cuts mentioned in paragraph 4 above amounting to £180 millions or so on the
undgrstanding that defence expenditure makes some contribution. We have already
cut social and food subsidy expenditure last session. It would surely be difficult to
defend further social cuts in Parliament if, after criticising the Socialist Govern-
ment’s defence plans for being too big, we come forward with proposals involving a
considerable increase in defence expenditure. I hope we shall bear this in mind when
we settle the defence estimates for 1953/54.

7. Thereafter I would hope that we could plan a pattern of defence expenditure to
- which we can work during the precarious years in front of us without chopping and
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changing with every shift in economic circumstances. This should be based on a
considered view of the probable cost, over a long period ahead, of the forces we are
proposing to build, maintain and keep equipped with the best weapons; but if it
becomes plain, as I think it must, that we can only maintain the highest possible
standard of equipment for our forces if their numbers are somewhat less than now
planned, we should at once review the situation and take the necessary steps to
reduce numbers.

8. I do not myself see how we can go on planning for armed forces of over
850,000 men and women, with well over one million civilians employed in
administering, maintaining and equipping them. It would mean devoting indefinite-
ly something like 10 per cent of the total working population to defence.

9. It must be remembered that in addition to our enormous defence budget we
have to provide for £60 millions to £70 millions a year (and that on a programme cut
by over 40 per cent) for defence efforts of the Civil Departments, together with
further sums for stockpiling, atomic energy and Ministry of Supply assistance to
industry. In all, the sums required by the needs of defence come to over one-third of
our total budgetary expenditure above and below the line.!

10. Surely such a review, which should of course include the overseas commit-
ments to which our defence expenditure is related, could be conducted without
causing any offence or difficulty with other North Atlantic Treaty Powers and with
the U.S.A. We know that the American programme is to level off next year. There are
signs that we should not surprise the Continent if we actually reduced our defence
effort from its present level. There can surely be no just cause for complaint abroad if
we do not go on increasing it. At home we can hardly defend a continually increasing
burden, calling for yet further sacrifices, when the largest and most prosperous of
the N.A.T.O. partners will have stopped increasing its effort.

! Emphasis in original.

12 CAB129/64, C(53)305 13 Nov 1953
‘Report of the Independent Committee of Inquiry into the Overseas

Information Services’ (chairman, Lord Drogheda);! recommendations
for maintaining ties with the colonies [Extract]

Our Committee was appointed in October 1952 with the following terms of
reference:— -

To assess the value, actual and potential, of the overseas information work of the
Foreign Office, Commonwealth Relations Office, Colonial Office, Board of Trade
anid Central Office of Information; the External Services of the British Broadcast-
ing Corporation; and the work of the British Council; to advise upon the relative
importance of different methods and services in different areas and circumstances
and to make recommendations for future policy.

! The report was submitted to Cabinet under cover of a note by Mr Eden. A summary of the report was
published as Cmnd 9318, Apr 1954.
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2. We have had sixty-seven meetings and have heard the evidence of fifty-nine
witnesses. We have also had before us a large number of written statements
submitted both by Departments and by non-official persons and organisations. In
addition, we have inspected the work in various countries in Asia, Africa, Europe and
America. We have come to the following general conclusions:—

First. The Overseas Information Services play an important and indeed essential
role in support of our Foreign, Commonwealth and Colonial policies.

Second. This work should be done well, continuously and on an adequate scale.
Third. If all these requirements are to be met more money must be spent on the
Overseas Information Services.

Fourth. Changes are required in the pattern of the work in order to bring it into
line with our political, strategic and commercial needs.

3. These conclusions have been forced upon us by sheer weight of evidence. At
first we were inclined to be sceptical about the value of activities which are still
comparatively new and have been the subject of much criticism. Moreover, we could
not but feel suspicious of this invasion by Government of a field which in the not very
distant past could be left to non-official agencies. Nevertheless, we have found it
impossible to avoid the conclusion that a modern Government has to concern itself
with public opinion abroad and be properly equipped to deal with it. This is not just
our own view. It is the unanimous view of all the Heads of Mission, Colonial
Governors and Military Commanders with whom we spoke. It is the view of the
Foreign Office, the Commonwealth Relations Office, the Colonial Office and the
Board of Trade. It is the view both of the Federation of British Industries and of the
Trades Union Congress. And the same view is held by the Chiefs of Staff who regard
the Overseas Information Services as a weapon no less essential than those employed
by the fighting forces. Moreover, unlike all others, it is a weapon which does not
become obsolescent and which will be needed however and whenever the cold war
ends.

4. In the following sections of this report we have endeavoured to show how our
conclusions have been reached by going over the ground step by step in much the
same way that we ourselves had to do. First it was necessary to find out how and why
these services had come into being; next we had to know of what they consisted and
how they worked. Finally, we had to assess the need for information work in relation
to the political, strategic and commercial requirements of this country overseas and
the best methods to apply in different parts of the world. . . .

35. The Colonies too are advancing with challenging rapidity towards self-
government. As political control from London is progressively being loosened by
constitutional advances it becomes more and more necessary to take steps to
strengthen the bonds of sentiment and enlightened self-interest between the United
Kingdom and these Dependencies. In addition there is a growing need to counter
Communistsmachinations in the Colonies. This can best be done by emphasising the
democratic alternative to Communism, but a certain amount of direct counter-
propaganda is also necessary. Finally, as was noted above, world opinion is becoming
increasingly concerned with Colonial affairs and our relations with the Colonies are
increasingly affected by world opinion. . . .

48. It is vitally important to maintain our ties with the Colonies at a time when
they are advancing so rapidly towards self-government and are becoming increasing-
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ly threatened by Communism. All three instruments are required: Information
Services to explain the policies of Her Majesty’s Government; the British Council to
assist in adult education in the broadest sense; the British Broadcasting Corporation
to supply Colonial broadcasting systems (which they have helped to build up on the
British Broadcasting Corporation pattern) with news and transcriptions. . . .

59. The Colonial Office do not at the moment maintain an organisation for
United Kingdom information work in the Colonies. Their Information Service
consists only of a small head office in London which, drawing its supplies from the
Central Office of Information, provides material for distribution by the Information
Departments of the Colonial Governments. This system is no longer satisfactory in
those Colonies which have advanced far along the path towards self-government and
particularly in those cases where native-born Ministers are now responsible for the
work of the Colonial Governments’ Information Departments. It is the function of
these Departments to serve the interests of the Colonial Government, not of Her
Majesty’s Government, and after a certain stage of development has been reached it
becomes difficult and even embarrassing for them to act also as the main channel for
information and publicity about the United Kingdom. Apart from this, the Colonies
are increasingly becoming a target for Communist propaganda and there is a need
for counter-propaganda designed both to expose the dangers of Communism and
expound the virtues of the democratic way of life as an alternative to Communism.
We therefore believe that in certain Colonies, United Kingdom Information Offices
should be set up to ensure that there is effective representation of the British point of
view, effective distribution of British material and effective anti-Communist prop-
aganda.

60. As a beginning, we recommend that four of these offices should be
established in Nigeria, the Gold Coast, East Africa and the West Indies. As other
Colonies get nearer to self-government such offices may well be required elsewhere;
they should be regarded as being, as it were, the advance guard of the High
Commissions which will eventually be required when these territories achieve
independence within the Commonwealth. The estimated annual cost of the four
United Kingdom offices proposed is approximately £60,000. Approximately £30,000
more is required on the Central Office of Information budget in order to provide
these new offices with material and also to supply suitable material to Colonial
Government Information Departments in the remaining territories. . . .2

2 Mr Butler proposed to Cabinet that £150,000 should be shared between FO, CO and CRO to meet the
rising cost of existing information services, and that £82,000 should be made available for new services; of
this latter sum, the FO should receive £40,000, the CO £35,000, and the CRO £7,000. Cabinet ‘approved
in principle’ (CAB 128/27/1, CC 7(54)5, 3 Feb 1954).

13 PREM 11/702 21 June 1954
[Anglo-American defence relations]: private and personal telegram
from Sir W Churchill to President Eisenhower

My dear Friend,
I have always thought that if the French meant to fight for their empire in
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Indo-China instead of clearing out as we did of our far greater inheritance in India
they should at least have introduced two years’ service which would have made it
possible for them to use the military power of their nation. They did not do this but
fought on for eight years with untrustworthy local troops, with French cadre
elements important to the structure of their home army and with the Foreign
Legion, a very large proportion of whom were Germans. The result has thus been
inevitable and personally I think Mendes-France [sic],! whom I do not know, has
made up his mind to clear out on the best terms available. If that is so, I think he is
right.

2. I have thought continuously about what we ought to do in the circumstances.
Here it is. There is all the more need to discuss ways and means of establishing a firm
front against Communism in the Pacific sphere. We should certainly have a SEATO
corresponding to NATO in the Atlantic and European sphere. In this it is important
to have the support of the Asian countries. This raises the question of timing in
relation to Geneva.?

3. In no foreseeable circumstances except possibly a local rescue could British
troops be used in Indo-China and if we were asked our opinion we should advise
against United States local intervention except for rescue.

4. The SEATO front should be considered as a whole and also in relation to our
world front against Communist aggression. As the sectors of the SEATO front are so
widely divided and different in conditions, it is better, so far as possible, to operate
nationally. We garrison Hong Kong and the British Commonwealth contributes a
division to Korea. But our main sector must be Malaya. Here we have twenty-three
battalions formed into five brigades. You are no doubt aware of the operation
contemplated in the event of a Communist invasion from Siam. I will bring the
detailed plan with me. Alex,? who I understand is coming over in July, will discuss it
with your Generals. The question is whence are we to draw reinforcements. There
are none at home; our last regular reserves are deployed. It would be a pity to take
troops from Germany. On the other hand we have what are called 80,000 men in the
Egyptian Canal Zone, which mean 40,000 well-mounted fighting troops. Here is the
obvious reserve.

5. Now is the time the Middle East front should be considered together by the
United States and Britain. I had hoped more than a year ago that the United States
would act jointly with us in negotiating an agreement with the Egyptian military
dictatorship in accordance with the terms already agreed between the British and
American staffs. It was however felt at Washington that America could not go unless
invited. The negotations therefore broke down. Since then there has been a deadlock
though the area of dispute is limited.

6. As time has passed the strategic aspect of the Canal Zone and Base has been
continually and fundamentally altered by thermo-nuclear developments and by a
Tito—Greeko-Turco front coming into being and giving its hand to Iraq and by
America carrying NATO’s finger-tips to Pakistan. I like all this improvement in which
you and the power and resources of the United States have played so vital a part.

! P Mendes-France, prime minister and foreign minister of France, 1954-1955.

2 A reference to the Geneva conference of Apr—July 1954, convened to discuss the problems of Korea and
Indo-China. See also 61, 62.

3 Lord Alexander.
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7. These events greatly diminish the strategic importance of the Canal Zone and
Base, and what is left of it no longer justifies the expense and diversion of our troops,
discharging since the war, not British but international purposes. As far as Egypt is
concerned we shall not ask you for a dollar or a marine. I am greatly obliged by the
way you have so far withheld arms and money from the Egyptian dictatorship.

8. The general theme of completing and perfecting in a coherent structure the
world front against Communist aggression, which I suppose might in current
practice be described as NATO, MEATO and SEATO, is of course one, but only one of
the topics I am looking forward to talking over with you.

9. The other two have long been in my mind. One is the better sharing of
information and also perhaps of resources in the thermo-nuclear sphere. I am sure
that you will not overlook the fact that by the Anglo-American base in East Anglia we
have made ourselves for the next year or two the nearest and perhaps the only bull’s
eye of the target. And finally I seek as you know to convince Russia that there is a
thoroughly friendly and easy way out for her in which all her hard-driven peoples
may gain a broader, fuller and happier life.

10. You know my views, already expressed in October 1953, about Germany. If
E.D.C. fails we ought to get her into NATO or a revised form of NATO under the best
terms possible.

11. Iwould not have tried to put all this on paper but for your direct request. So if
there is anything in it which you do not like, let it wait till we are together for our
weekend meeting, to which I am so keenly looking forward.

With kindest regards,
WINSTON

14 CAB129/69, C(54)250 24 July 1954
‘Report by the Committee on Defence Policy’: Cabinet memorandum
by Lord Salisbury

While the Prime Minister was in Washington I presided over the concluding
meetings of the Committee; and, as the Minister of Defence is now abroad, it falls to
me to present the Committee’s report.

2. We were instructed to review, in the light of recent developments in atomic
weapons, the strategic assumptions underlying current defence policy and the scale
and pattern of defence programmes, military and civil. In doing so, we have sought
to secure all practicable economies in defence expenditure in 1955 and subsequent
years.

Strategic policy ‘
3. A new strategic appreciation by the Chiefs of Staff has been circulated
separately to the Cabinet (C. (54) 249). The Committee invite the Cabinet to endorse
the following statement, based on that paper, of the aims and objectives of our
defence policy.
Our primary aim must be to prevent a major war. To that end we must strengthen
our position and influence as a world Power and maintain and consolidate our
alliance with the United States. If we do so, it is reasonable to hope that major war
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may be averted, at any rate during the next four or five years, during which the
United States will retain their superiority in atomic weapons and will themselves be
comparatively immune from atomic attack. Therefore, during that period, the
military means to exert our influence as a world Power and to meet our “cold-war”
commitments should have priority over preparations for major war, wherever there
is conflict or competing demand on limited resources. Such resources as we can
devote to preparations for major war should be concentrated on measures which
would be effective immediately on the outbreak of war.
Thus, the main objectives of our defence policy should be:—

(i) To possess the most modern means of waging war, so that we may hold our
place in world councils on the issue of peace or war and play our part in deterring
aggression.

(ii) To continue to play our part throughout the world in checking the spread of
Communism.

(iii) To preserve security and develop stable government in our Colonial territor-
ies and to support our world-wide trading interests.

Revision of military programmes
4. The programmes of the Service Departments have been revised in the light of
this strategic concept and with the object of achieving the maximum practicable
economy. The changes proposed are summarised in Annex I.! In the following
paragraphs I mention the main proposals, including those which present political
difficulties.

(a) The strength and composition of the fleet

5. New building and modernisation will be confined to those ships which can play
a valuable réle in both war and peace. Nearly all the future building of the
mine-sweeping fleet will be suspended and the conversion of escort vessels will be
curtailed. The remaining programme will be spread over a longer period.

The man-power of the Navy will be reduced over the next two and a half years by
one-eighth to a strength of 120,000. The active fleet will be reduced to the minimum
required for peace-time commitments.

The reserve fleet will be drastically reduced. 4 carriers, 7 cruisers and about 30
destroyers and frigates now in the lowest category of reserve will be scrapped.

(b) The size of the army

6. Owing to shortage of man-power, the strength of the Regular Army must fall
by April, 1956, from 435,000 to 400,000. This will involve the early disbhandment of a
number of units, including 8 infantry battalions.

The production programme will be reduced, so as to provide for the equipment of
8 (instead gf 10) Regular divisions, 2 (instead of 4) Territorial divisions, and a
much-reduced Anti-Aircraft Command (see paragraph 9). The pace of the program- -
me will also be retarded.

Only 2 Territorial divisions will be equipped and trained for service overseas.

! Annexes not printed.
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(c) The medium bomber force

7. No reduction is at present proposed in the programme for the development of
the Medium Bomber Force. This is an essential part of our contribution to the
deterrent. In any event, a reduction in the ultimate planned size of the Force (viz., a
front-line strength of 240) would yield no financial saving in 1955.

(d) Air defence of the United Kingdom

8. The Chiefs of Staff have revised our air defence plans in the light of the new
strategic concept and the threat of attack by nuclear weapons of enormously
increased power. They believe that, if a nuclear attack were made on this country, it
would be delivered by manned aircraft flying at heights over 40,000 ft., probably at
night—and, after 1960, possibly by ballistic rockets as well. Against the latter no
defence is yet in sight: against the former the Swifts and Hunters will only be
partially effective as they cannot operate effectively at night or, except for a few
aircraft, carry air-to-air guided weapons. The Chiefs of Staff consider that, in order to
provide an effective deterrent during the next few years, we must maintain a fighter
force which, though smaller in size than that planned hitherto, will have at least 50
per cent. of night/all-weather aircraft and be re-equipped as soon as possible with the
newest types of aircraft now under development carrying improved radar aids and
guided weapons. It is therefore proposed that:—

(i) The number of aircraft in each squadron should be reduced from 22, as now
planned, to 16. This will reduce the planned size of the force from 792 aircraft to
576, of which half will be night/all-weather fighters.

(ii) We should slow down the programme for replacing the obsolescent Meteor
aircraft by Hunters and Swifts and reduce the supply of the latter types to the
R.A.F. This will mean that Hunters and Swifts will be sold abroad during the next
two years while the Air Force still have a proportion of Meteors in front-line
squadrons, and this will certainly involve some political difficulty. But it will
enable us to reduce by rather more than 400 the number of Swifts and Hunters to
be purchased to replace the Meteors.

In the long run, these measures will produce a relatively small but effective fighter
force.

9. Anti-aircraft gun defences cannot make any real contribution to defence
against aircraft flying at heights over 40,000 feet or against ballistic rockets. It is
therefore recommended that Anti-Aircraft Command should be disbanded, except for
about 10 regiments of light A.A. guns for the close protection of radar stations on the
coast. The small size and isolation of these targets make it more likely that they
would be attacked by low-flying aircraft armed with conventional weapons than by
high-flying aircraft armed with nuclear weapons.

This step will certainly give rise to public discussion and anxiety. It can be justified
only on the basis that anti-aircraft artillery affords no effective defence against the
form of attack to which we are likely to be exposed. This argument can best be
deployed in the context of a general explanation of our revised defence policy as a
whole (see paragraph 18 below).

Economies in expenditure
10. If the Cabinet approve the changes which we recommend in Service
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programmes, expenditure on the Armed Forces in 1955 will total £1,630 millions.
This represents a reduction of £120 millions on the large total expenditure which
would have been required if present plans had remained unaltered.

Revision of civil programmes

11. The development of nuclear weapons calls for a new approach to the problem
of civil preparations for war. Plans must be directed to ensuring national survival
during the initial phase of a future war. The role of the Civil Defence Services will be
concerned largely with the after-effects of raids—emergency feeding, treatment of
casualties, providing for the homeless and restoring order. A new importance will
attach to the mobile columns and, to the extent that it is practicable, dispersal will be
a better safeguard than shelter. All the war preparations of Civil Departments are
now being overhauled in the light of the new strategic concept.

12. Meanwhile, we have considered what should be the level of expenditure on
these preparations in 1955. We have advised Civil Departments to revise their
defence programmes in accordance with the following principles:—

(i) During the next four or five years the resources available for defence will be
directed primarily to the discharge of our commitments in the “cold war” and to
the building up of deterrent strength to prevent the outbreak of major war.
Existing plans should be revised on the basis that, wherever there is conflict or
competing demand on limited resources, these objectives will take priority over
preparations for major war.

(ii) We should, however, take some measures of insurance against the risk that we
may fail to achieve our primary aim of preventing major war. We should therefore
continue to devote a modest proportion of available resources to those measures
which are indispensable to national survival in the initial phase of a major war.
(iii) In general, we should not devote resources to making preparations or
providing protection which, though adequate against attack by high explosive or
other conventional weapons, would be ineffective against thermo-nuclear
weapons.

(iv) Civil Defence programmes should be concentrated upon the measures
essential to building up public confidence in Civil Defence and sustaining the
efficiency and morale of the Civil Defence Services.

(v) Subject to these qualifications, expenditure by Civil Departments on war
preparations should be reduced as rapidly as possible, though all “paper plans”
should be revised in the light of the foregoing principles and kept up to date.

We invite the Cabinet to endorse these principles. We set out in Annex II some of the
main changes in the policies and plans of Civil Departments which would follow from
their adoption.

13. We are not in a position to submit a detailed statement of the savings to be
secured in 1955 as a result of the application of the foregoing principles. Under
existing plans defence expenditure by Civil Departments would have amounted in -
1955 to £45.6 millions, with an additional £18 millions on Post Office communica-
tions to be financed by loan. A preliminary survey by the Departments suggests that
the application of the policy proposed in this report would make it possible to reduce
the figure of £45.6 millions by about one-third, viz., a cut of the order of £15
millions. In addition, there would be a reduction of about £4 millions in the Post
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Office expenditure which is financed by loan.

(It should be noted that this figure of £15 millions includes a cut of £1.6 millions
in expenditure on defence preparations at ports, for which credit has already been
taken in the report of the Committee on Civil Expenditure (C. (54) 232).)

If the principles which we have formulated are strictly applied in the detailed
examination of the Departmental estimates, the Treasury should be able to secure
still further reductions in the defence expenditure proposed by Civil Departments for
1955.

Stockpiling

14. Departments were planning to spend in 1955 a total of £47 millions on
increasing our strategic reserves of food, oil and materials.

A working party of officials is now reviewing this programme in the light of the
new strategic concept. It has been instructed to frame a five-year programme, in
which stocks required for national survival will have priority over those needed for
maintaining industrial production. Food, oil and materials needed for the emergency
repair of air-raid damage will now be more important than raw materials needed by
industry. Special attention will be given to the need to store strategic stocks outside
the target areas.

This review will not be completed until September and its financial results cannot
yet be forecast. Though the new strategic concept gives an added importance to
stockpiling, it would be idle to accumulate stocks which cannot be stored outside the
target areas and this consideration may at first impose a limit on expenditure. There
may therefore be scope for some savings under this head in 1955.

Defence expenditure in 1955

16. The Minister of Defence is satisfied that, even if the Cabinet approve all the
changes proposed in this report, expenditure on the Armed Forces in 1955 cannot be
less than £1,630 millions. The Chancellor of the Exchequer cannot see his way to
provide for this purpose more than £1,500 millions. There thus remains a gap of
£130 millions.

The Cabinet should, however, realise that the figure of £1,630 millions includes a
provision of £80 millions against the possibility that the whole cost of the British
forces stationed in Germany may have to be met in 1955 from the Exchequer. No
provision for this was included in the Estimates for 1954. No firm forecast can yet be
made of the date on which the German Federal Government will cease to bear this
cost. There is general agreement that it is most unlikely that the whole of the cost in
1955 will fall on the Exchequer. If the Estimates contained no provision for meeting
any part of this cost in 1955 the gap would be one of £50 millions.

17. The Minister of Defence is convinced that greater economies in the expendi-
ture of the Service Departments can only be secured by changes in policy even more
drastic than those recommended in this report, including the further abandonment
of existing military commitments. Even so, it is doubtful how far the effects of such
further changes could show themselves in financial savings in 1955. The problem of
closing the gap, which would stand at £50 millions if no provision were made for
meeting the cost of British troops in Germany, is one of major policy which calls for
decision by the Cabinet.

18. From the point of view of presentation, some advantage could be obtained by
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presenting together in the next Statement on Defence the whole of our defence
expenditure, military and civil. There is a strong case on the merits for putting
forward, in the Defence White Paper, a comprehensive picture of our defence effort
as a whole. Indeed, as stated in paragraph 19 below, we have little prospect of gaining
public acceptance for our revised plans for Civil Defence unless they can be presented
as an integral part of a new policy for defence as a whole. From the financial angle,
this would have the advantage that we should be able to bring into account in a
Statement on Defence a saving of some £15 millions on the defence preparations of
Civil Departments.

Presentation of new defence policy

19. The policy outlined in this report will clearly need most careful presentation
to the public. Many people are preoccupied with the destructive power of the latest
atomic weapons. Fewer perhaps have yet recognised that the development of these
weapons may have made major war less likely. The public as a whole will therefore
find it difficult to understand why, as the destructive power of air attack increases, we
propose to cut down our fighter and anti-aircraft defences and reduce the scale of our
expenditure on Civil Defence. These and other changes recommended in this report
certainly could not be defended in isolation. Public acceptance of them can only be
secured if they are presented as parts of a coherent plan based on the recognition that
no purely defensive policy could ensure the safety of these islands and those who live
in them and that the main weight of our defence effort must now be concentrated on
building up the deterrent strength which will prevent the outbreak of a major war.

If therefore the Cabinet approve the changes in policy and programmes which are
recommended in this report, we suggest that we should on this occasion anticipate
the annual Statement on Defence, which is normally published in February, by
presenting in the autumn a special White Paper on Defence containing a full
statement of our new defence policy as a whole. This could be followed in February,
when the Estimates are presented, by a White Paper confined to a statement and
explanation of the details of defence expendittire of all kinds proposed for 1955.

15 CAB129/71, C(54)329 (annex) 3 Nov 1954
‘Defence policy’: report for Cabinet by Lord Swinton [Extract]

[Cabinet discussed the report by the Committee on Defence Policy (see 14) on 27 July
1954. Swinton then undertook, at Churchill’s request and in the absence of Alexander, a
further review of defence programmes to determine whether any additional adjustments
were called for, beyond those recommended by the Committee on Defence Policy, and
also to consider what further reductions might be secured in expenditure on defence
during 1955. Swinton was assisted by Mr Duncan-Sandys (minister of supply, 1951-1954;
minister of housing and local government, 1954-1957) and Mr N Birch (parliamentary
secretary, Ministry of Defence, 1952—1954). The service ministers and Chiefs of Staff were
consulted, Alexander was associated with the inquiry in its later stages and Churchill
presided over the final meetings. Swinton’s report was submitted to Cabinet by Churchill
who endorsed the recommendations in a covering note.]
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The army

The strategic reserve

19. The army programme provides for building up in the United Kingdom a
strategic reserve equivalent to 24 divisions. Apart from its military advantages, this
will bring with it financial savings because the cost of maintaining these forces will
be lower at home than abroad. For both these reasons, there must be no avoidable
delay in lightening the overseas commitments of the Army on which the withdrawal
of their troops to the United Kingdom depends. Now that our relations with Egypt
have improved, it may well be found possible to complete the evacuation of our bases
in the Canal Zone more rapidly than has hitherto been considered practicable, with
possible further savings under this head. A new study should be made at once aiming
at halving the time of withdrawal. The earliest possible start should be made in
reducing our forces in Korea and Hong Kong. The battalion which was recently sent
to British Guiana is, on present plans, not due to be withdrawn until it can be
replaced by a West Indian battalion, which it is hoped to form by the end of 1956. We
are satisfied that it must remain there for the time being but the possibility of
withdrawing it earlier should be kept under review. '

Colonial forces

20. Everything possible should be done to build up local Colonial forces in order
to reduce the demands on our own Army. We shall not get quick relief in this way,
but the point is of such importance that we consider this question should now be
studied by Ministers and pursued as a deliberate policy. In this study we suggest that
special attention should be given to the possibility of strengthening Colonial police
and security services. These are the front line of defence against subversion and we
are informed that recent experience has revealed defects in their organisation.
Efficient police forces and Intelligence Services are the best way of smelling out and
suppressing subversive movements at an early stage, and may save heavy expenditure
on military reinforcements. They are an insurance we cannot afford to neglect. . . .!

! In Cabinet ‘there was general support for the proposal . . . that local Colonial forces and, in particular,
Colonial police and security services, should be enlarged and improved’ (CAB 128/27/2, CC 73(54)1, 5 Nov
1954).

16 DEFE 7/415, no 40 27 Nov 1954
[Colonial armed forces]: brief by Sir H Parker for Mr Macmillan

[ attach a note for your meeting with the Colonial Secretary and S. of S. for War® on
Colonial Forces.

The S. of S. for War has strong views on this and it might be a good plan to ask him
to open up.

There are two facets to this problem. From time to time suggestions are made that
we should create a great Colonial Army to replace the old Indian Army, something on
the lines of what the French do in Northern and Equatorial Africa.

The trouble about this idea is that the U.K. would have to meet virtually the whole

1 Mr A Head, S of S for war, 1951-1956.
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cost. The Colonial Forces if they were raised would probably have to be at the expense
of existing white forces and notwithstanding the excellent service which Colonial
forces have rendered, expert opinion holds that on balance we should not benefit.
The advocates of the Colonial Army forget that certainly until shortly before the war
the greater part of the cost of the Indian Army was met from Indian and not U.K.
revenues.

The second point is quite a different one. We have drifted into trouble in many
Colonial territories—Malaya, Kenya, British Guiana. The S. of S. for War and the
Chiefs of Staff feel that had our local intelligence and our local security forces been
better organised, we might never have got into the mess, or, alternatively, if help had
to be given by the Army it might have been given earlier in the day.

To put it in other words, the Army argues that the Colonial Office gets into a mess
and then asks the Army to help it out. Experience shows that this is a long and
expensive business.

The Colonial Secretary will probably not accept this view. He has his difficulties.
Personally, I have always felt that the share of the budgets of the various Colonies
devoted to law and order may well be inadequate.

Social uplift is popular and most people do not mind how much money you spend
on it, but a proposal to increase your Police Force by 25% or to set up a competent
Criminal Investigation Department is subjected to microscopical examination.

17 CAB131/14, D(54)43 ~ 23 Dec 1954
‘United Kingdom defence policy’: memorandum by COS for Cabinet
Defence Committee

Introduction
1. The revolution in weapons of war over the last two years, which has resulted
from the application of new scientific knowledge, has completely altered the world
situation. This has necessitated a review of our strategic policy.

World-wide threat

2. The Free World continues to be menaced everywhere by the threat of
Communist subversion and expansion which has world domination as its ultimate
aim. The aim of Russia is supported and extended by her Satellites and by
Communist China and Communist sympathisers throughout the world: and,
whether or not the policy of Communist China is controlled by Russia, the threat to
South-East Asia is very serious. The conflict with the Free World which arises from
this threat and from the plight of the Satellites, even if it does not lead to global war,
is likely to last for a long time with periods of greater or less tension.

Likelihood of war
3. Under cover of an ostensible policy of peaceful co-existence Soviet Russia and
Communist China are at present employing the technique of subversion, backed by
supply of arms and financial aid, as opposed to overt attack or invasion. They are
being successful in this and we believe that they are likely to continue to aim at
extending the Communist sphere of influence by infiltration and disruption of the
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existing Governments of Free Countries. The danger of war remains, however,
because the fundamental aims of both sides are in conflict.
4. After examination of the intelligence material available, we have reached the
following conclusions:—
(a) Russia is most unlikely to provoke war deliberately, particularly during the
next three or four years when she will be vulnerable to nuclear attack by the Allies
and unable effectively to strike against the United States.
(b) Even when Russia is able effectively to attack the United States, the deterrent
will remain, since global war would probably result in mutual annihilation.
(c) Careful judgment and restraint on the part of the Allies on a united basis will
be needed to avoid the outbreak of a global war through accident or miscalculation
resulting from an incident which precipitated or extended local war.
(d) A possible danger is that differences between the United States and Commun-
ist China may tempt the Communists to use force; this use of force might lead to
global war. The conventional military strength of China must not be over-
estimated (see Appendix)® but their provocative power is nonetheless a serious
danger.
(e) It is most probable that the present state of “cold war”, under even graver
conditions, will continue for a long time with periods of greater or less tension.

5. Our general conclusion is that, provided the Allies maintain their unity and
continue to increase their military strength and preparedness, global war is unlikely
and should be avoidable. But this proviso is of crucial importance. The Free World
cannot afford to relax. It must as a matter of urgency revise its plans and production
programmes to meet the changed strategic needs of global warfare with nuclear
weapons. The greater the deterrent, the less the risk. Allied policy should therefore
be to build up this deterrent in two ways:—

(a) The accumulation of nuclear weapons, strategic and tactical, and the estab-
lishment of Allied airfields widely dispersed round the periphery of the Communist
bloc, from all of which the attack can be concentrated on pre-selected targets.
(b) Holding forces ready for action in the key positions which we must defend,
with supplies for them dispersed and promptly available.

The deterrent to global war

The main deterrent—nuclear capability

6. The nuclear threat is the main deterrent to war. Moreover, an immediate and
overwhelming counter-offensive with the most powerful nuclear weapons offers the
only hope of defeating the enemy’s attempt to destroy us and bring the war to an
early halt. We must therefore produce the required stockpile of nuclear weapons and
perfect the means of delivering them.

The complementary deterrents

7. N.A.T.O. The maintenance of the political unity of the North Atlantic Treaty
Organisation (N.A.T.0.) and the provision of a shield of land and air forces in
Western Europe and of naval and air forces for the protection of Allied sea

! Not printed.
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communications is an essential complement to the main deterrent. The Russians
must be made to realise that quick territorial gains at little cost are no longer
possible. This element of the deterrent must be provided by a sufficiency of land and
air forces at a high state of readiness on the Continent. A German contribution is a
most important factor in achieving this sufficiency of forces. For our part we have
given an undertaking to retain the equivalent fighting strength of four divisions and
a Tactical Air Force on the Continent indefinitely and we have also assigned naval
and air forces to the Supreme Allied Commanders Europe and Atlantic and to the
Channel Command.

8. Action in the cold war. As part of the deterrent the successful waging of the
cold war is of very great importance. All Free Countries should continue to build up
their political and military strength and to stop the further spread of Communism.

Cold war

9. Allied Aims in the cold war. We must try to forestall Communist intentions; if
we fail to do so, we must counter Communist pressure wherever it occurs. Russia
and China working on internal lines and with the initiative can strike at a place and a
time of their own choosing. Allied political aims in the Cold War are to stimulate and
fortify the will and strength to resist Communist aggression or subversion. We, with
our world-wide commitments, must build up a highly mobile force in the United
Kingdom which can be switched to counter the Cold War threat wherever it may
occur. In overseas theatres we must build up resistance to Communist expansion by
a strong policy the outlines of which are given below.

10. Europe. Our policy will be to play our part in welding together the forces of
N.A.T.O. into an effective fighting machine. To this end we must accept those
measures of integration which add to efficiency without placing upon us undue
economic burdens.

11. Middle East. Our ability to resist Soviet aggression in the Middle East in war
will depend on the degree to which we can maintain in peace the stability of Middle
East countries and build up their resistance to Communism. We aim at drawing
together, as soon as the circumstances are favourable, the countries concerned in
this theatre, particularly South Africa, Pakistan, Turkey and the Arab States. Israel,
too, could play an important part in the Middle East defence and, even if co-operation
in peace is impracticable, we hope to enlist her support in global war. In the
meantime, we must maintain small highly efficient land/air forces in the area and
demonstrate our ability to reinforce them rapidly so as to show not only our power to
fulfil our treaty obligations but also our continuing interest in the Middle East as a
whole and our determination to take vigorous action to defend it.

12. Far East. The Far East is the present focus of Communist aggression and
every effort should be made to drive a wedge between Russia and Communist China.
To ensure an effective defence of the area a South-East Asia Collective Defence Treaty
(S.E.A.C.D.T.) has been signed and we shall do all in our power to make it an
effective instrument. The defence of Malaya is indispensable to our strategic position
in the Far East and vital to the security of Australia and New Zealand. Our firm
resolve to defend Malaya and our ability to do so must be made apparent to all
nations of South-East Asia as well as to the United States. Knowledge of these facts
plays an essential part in preventing the spread of Communism towards Australia and
Néw Zealand. We are already making a major contribution in Malaya, and we hope



[17] STRATEGY AND EMPIRE 55

that a Commonwealth strategic reserve will be established there as a surety of our
firm resolve to maintain our position in South-East Asia.

13. Security in colonial territories and dependencies. The United Kingdom is at
present ultimately responsible for maintaining the territorial integrity of and
internal security within our Colonial territories and dependencies overseas. It is our
aim that Colonial Governments should progressively accept responsibility for their
own internal security. But in the meantime we cannot afford to relax our security
arrangements in the Colonies: indeed, we may have to strengthen them.

Effect of nuclear weapon developments on the nature of future war
14. The progress made in the development of nuclear weapons is such that:—

(a) the measure of military power in the future will be the ability to wage war with
up-to-date nuclear weapons;
(b) their use will lead to widespread devastation.

Possible restrictions on nuclear warfare

15. We have given much thought to the highly speculative question whether, if
global warfare should break out, there might initially be mutually acceptable
restrictions on the use of nuclear weapons. We have come to the conclusion that, if
war came in the next few years, the Allies would have to make immediate use of the
full armoury of nuclear weapons with the object of countering Russia’s overwhelm-
ing superiority of man-power. We must therefore plan on the assumption that, if war
becomes global, nuclear bombardment will become general.

The position of the United Kingdom and the United States

16. Should the deterrent fail in its purpose and the Russians decide to launch a
surprise attack, they will, we believe, appreciate that, apart from its importance as a
strategic base, the United Kingdom is the major political target in Western Europe.
The more they can devastate and immobilise the United Kingdom, the weaker the
resistance in Europe owing to our temporary inability to reinforce with men and
materials. We therefore consider that, whatever the Russian ability to attack the
United States, the United Kingdom will be a primary military target for the enemy’s
nuclear attack. We also believe it possible that the Russians are capable even now of
delivering one-way air attacks on the United States, and that in the course of the next
few years, as they develop a stock-pile of nuclear bombs and the means to deliver
them, they should be able progressively to increase the effectiveness of their attacks
against United States centres of government and production.

17. No foreseeable air defence system can provide the scale of protection
necessary against attack by a determined enemy using the latest nuclear weapons.
We can count on the Allied strategic and tactical air forces being able to strike an
immediate crippling blow at the sources of attack and centres of control since the
counter-offensive can be mounted from a multiplicity of sources, both land and sea
based, widely dispersed. In making our plans, however, it must be borne in mind that
the main production centres of Western Europe, of the United Kingdom and, in the
not so distant future, of the North American Continent must be expected to receive
severe damage. Therefore, although the Russian power to continue “unconventional”
or even modernised conventional war may be ended in the opening phase, ordinary
prudence requires the ceaseless building up of an ample and dispersed stock-pile.
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Other theatres and sea communications

18. Besides deploying a vast army and possessing a very large and modern air
force Russia has now emerged as a first-class naval Power. We can expect that,
concurrently with strategic air operations, major attacks will be made by Soviet
naval, land and amphibious forces, supported by part of the Soviet nuclear potential,
against Western Europe and our sea communications. We must also expect the
Soviet to launch an offensive campaign in the Middle East, and Communist China to
launch attacks in the Far East designed to expand Communist influence and
Communist-controlled territory. The scale and progress of these offensive operations
will depend on the extent of the preparedness of the forces situated in and readily
available for reinforcement of these areas and on how quickly the Allied strategic air
offensive can take effect.

Warning period

19. Because of the reluctance of either side to resort to nuclear war there may be
a period of increasing tension before general hostilities break out. But we cannot
count on this. There may well be a “bolt from the blue.” In no event can we hope for a
period of warning which would enable us to complete preparations for war.

Progress of the war

20. The opening phase for global war is likely to be characterised by intense air
attacks with nuclear weapons being used by both sides. The outcome will be
determined by the success of these initial bombardments. The results of the first
phase are bound to limit considerably the capabilities of the contestants and the scale
of their operations, but the war is likely to go on. The loss of centralised control will
require local Commanders to act on their own initiative to a greater extent than ever
before. The outcome of their campaigns can be greatly influenced by the vigorous
prosecution of the war, making the best use of local resources.

Biological and chemical warfare

21. While the Soviet Union may well be capable of initiating biological and
chemical warfare, it seems very unlikely that they will do so as long as they have
nuclear weapons at their disposal.

Summary
22. We summarise our conclusions as to the likely form of a future war if it
should become global:—

(a) The employment of nuclear weapons will at once become general. It is of vital
importance that the Allied strategic and tactical air forces should be capable of
hitting back immediately without any limitation on targets or weapons.

(b) The destructive power of modern nuclear weapons is so great that we must be
prepared for the main production centres of western Europe, the United Kingdom
and in the not so distant future, the North American continent to receive severe
damage in the opening days.

(c) It is of the utmost importance for the Allies to hold the front in Western
Europe and, in view of Russia’s emergence as a first-class sea power, to gain
command of the sea from the outset by destroying her fleet, her mercantile marine
and her bases.
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(d) In spite of the devastating effect of the initial bombardments on both sides, the
war is likely to go on. The loss of centralised control means that local
Commanders will have to act on their own initiative to a greater extent than ever
before.

Conclusions

23. From the foregoing review we have reached the overriding conclusion that,
short of sacrificing our vital interests or principles, our first aim must continue to be
to prevent global war. We believe it to be most probable that the present state of cold
war, under even graver conditions, will continue for a long time with periods of
greater or less tension and that global war should be avoidable, provided the Allies
use careful judgment and restraint and maintain their unity, military strength and
preparedness. The objectives of our strategic policy should therefore be:—

(a) to contribute to the deterrent by possessing the means of waging successful
war with the most up-to-date nuclear weapons;

(b) to play our part with the Commonwealth and our Allies in stopping the spread
of Communism;

(c) to preserve security and develop stable government in our Colonial territories
and overseas dependencies and to support our world-wide trade and cultural
interests.

24. We have reached the following additional conclusions which bear upon our
defence policy in the event of global war:—

(a) The measure of military power in the future will be the ability to wage war
from the moment of attack with up-to-date nuclear weapons.

(b) It is vital that the Allied strategic and tactical air forces should be capable of an
immediate and overwhelming counter-offensive, as the course of the war will be
largely determined by the result of the initial nuclear bombardment.

(c) It is of major importance for the Allies to hold the front in Western Europe
and to gain command of the sea from the outset by destroying the Russian fleet,
mercantile marine and bases.

(d) Although there may be a period of increasing tension before general hostilities
break out we cannot count on this. There may well be a “bolt from the blue.” In no
event can we hope for a period of warning which would enable us to complete our
preparations for war.

(e) Itis only prudent to plan on the assumption that the main production centres
of Western Europe, the United Kingdom and, in the not so distant future, the
North-American continent will receive severe damage in the opening days of war.
It follows that, as far as is operationally and economicaly practicable, our forces
and reserve stocks should be dispersed; and Commanders-in-Chief overseas must
be prepared for some time to conduct their operations without reinforcement and
supplies from the major allied centres of production. Stockpiles should be built up
in all overseas theatres.
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18 CAB129/72, C(54)402 29 Dec 1954
‘Internal security in the colonies’: Cabinet memorandum by Mr
Macmillan

On 5th November the Cabinet endorsed the view expressed in C.(54)329 that local
Colonial forces and, in particular, Colonial police and security services, should be
enlarged and improved (C.C.(54) 73rd Conclusions, Minute 1).!

2. The risk of a major war will probably continue to recede as its character grows
more devastating. But the corollary to this is that the cold or warm war will continue
for a long time at its present tempo and may indeed be intensified.

3. During the next few years our Colonial Empire in its varying stages of
development is likely to be a vital “cold war” battleground. If we are defeated here
much of our effort in Western Europe will be wasted. Trouble in the Colonial Empire
may be directly inspired by the Communists. Alternatively, they may exploit troubles
basically of a nationalist or other character.

4. As Minister of Defence, my particular interest in the problem arises from the
fact that, when trouble breaks out, heavy demands are made on the Armed Forces.
Malaya, Kenya and British Guiana are a large drain upon United Kingdom money and
manpower.

5. Our objective must be to prevent trouble arising. It will pay us to spend some
money if we can achieve this end. Moreover, in so far as troubles are Communist
inspired, they are centrally directed. Our preventive action is more likely to succeed
if it is centrally co-ordinated.

6. We need good security intelligence, efficient and well-trained police forces and
properly organised Colonial armed forces.

7. It may well be that we may need a new type of central organisation to assist
local effort.

8. These are, of course, matters which are primarily the responsibility of the
Colonial Secretary, with whom I have had some preliminary discussions.? I am,
however, concerned whether as a Government we are giving sufficient thought to the
overall problem. If we are to win the struggle our plans must be well-founded and we
must have the means to implement them. I therefore suggest that the matter should
be examined by a small Committee of Ministers who would draw attention to the
weaknesses, if any, in existing arrangements and recommend how best these could
be overcome.?

! See 15 and 15 note 4. 2 See 16.
3 A Ministerial Committee on Colonial Security was set up in Jan 1955 under Lord Swinton’s
chairmanship. On 12 Jan Eden requested, and received, Churchill’s approval for FO representation on the
committee ‘since . .. our foreign relations are liable to be seriously affected in a number of ways (for
instance Malaya and Cyprus) by developments in the colonial territories and since the activities of world
Communism are peculiarly a Foreign Office concern’ (minute by Eden to Churchill, FO 800/757, p 45, 12
Jan 1955). On 25 Jan the committee asked General Sir G Templer (high commissioner and director of
operations, Malaya, 1952-1954; chief of imperial general staff 1955-1958) to enquire into the causes of the
emergencies in Malaya, Cyprus, Kenya, British Guiana and elsewhere. Templer’s report on colonial
security was submitted in Apr. Both the committee’s papers and Templer’s report have been retained by
department, although passages from the report may be found in other PRO files; eg the section on ‘The
duty of the British overseas’ (paras 378-390) may be found in CO 859/890 along with a brief on this section
prepared by CO officials for their S of S. See also 82. The report is generally regarded as having had little
impact on policy. >
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19 cAB128/28,CC 3(55)2 13 Jan 1955
‘Afro-Asian conference’: Cabinet conclusions on the Afro-Asian confer-
ence at Bandoeng

[This issue came before Cabinet because CO and FO disagreed on whether or not
countries within the British sphere of influence, especially in Africa, should be
‘discouraged’ from attending the Bandoeng conference. The CO advocated discourage-
ment since attendance by such states as the Gold Coast, the Central African Federation
and the Sudan could associate them with unfortunate conference resolutions and impair
Britain’s relations with them. A conference ‘engineered by certain Asian Prime Ministers’
should not be seen as ‘competent to pronounce on the affairs and destinies of Africa’
(letter from Lennox-Boyd to Eden, CO 936/347, no 124/5, 11 Jan 1955). The FO argued
that Britain should not be seen to be dissuading countries from attending but should
rather advise friendly countries which did attend to try to exercise a moderating influence
at the conference.]

The Foreign Secretary said that, at the initiative of the Indonesian Government, the
Prime Ministers of the Colombo Powers® had invited the Governments of a number
of countries in Africa and Asia to send representatives to an Afro-Asian Conference to
be held at Bandoeng towards the end of April. This was an unfortunate initiative and
seemed likely to result in resolutions deprecating Colonialism and urging the
prohibition of all further development of thermo-nuclear weapons. It was now clear,
however, that the Conference could not be prevented, and he had been considering
what guidance could be given to those of the Governments invited to it who were
likely to accept advice from us. It would, he thought, be unwise to encourage such
Governments to send representatives to the Conference if they were reluctant to do
so. He proposed that we should content ourselves with offering information, help
and advice to those Governments who were proposing to be represented at the
Conference.

In discussion there was general agreement that this Asian intervention in African
affairs was not to be welcomed. It would be preferable on this account that
Governments of British territories in Africa should not be represented at the
Conference. The Cabinet were informed that the Prime Minister of the Gold Coast
had shown no special wish to send a representative and was likely to accept such
advice as the Governor might give him on this point. The Government of the Central
African Federation, who had also been invited, were showing no enthusiasm for the
Conference.

The Cabinet:— :

(1) Endorsed the Foreign Secretary’s proposal that, as regards foreign Govern-

ments which might accept guidance from us, we should do nothing to encourage

attendance at the Afro-Asian Conference but should be ready to give information,
help and advice to Governments wishing to be represented at the Conference.

(2) Invited the Commonwealth Secretary and Colonial Secretary to take discreet

steps to discourage the Governments of the Central African Federation and the

Gold Coast from sending representatives to this Conference.?

! India, Pakistan, Ceylon, Burma and Indonesia. These countries collaborated for some purposes as the
‘Colombo powers’ from 1954 to 1956.

2The CO felt that the Cabinet’s second conclusion was ‘the right one’, and noted that the FO was
‘apparently not too happy’ about it (minute by E M West, principal, CO, CO 936/348, 28 Jan-1955). The
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Bandoeng conference of Apr 1955 marked the emergence of the non-aligned movement, with India as its
leading power. For the British government’s assessment of the conference, see 108.

20 CAB 134/1315, PR(56)2 20 Mar 1956
‘Defence policy’: joint memorandum by Mr Macmillan and Sir W
Monckton to Sir A Eden

As you know, we and our predecessors have been struggling to produce a new
long-term defence policy.

2. We have an uneasy feeling that at present we are spending a great deal of
money to provide defences which are not effective, and in some important respects
are little more than a facade. To do this we are placing so heavy a burden on our
economy that defence may well be a cause of weakness rather than of strength.

3. We do not think that we should obtain the right answer by simply pursuing
our previous studies, and believe that there must now be a reappraisal at the highest
level of the whole basis on which our defence policy should rest. We suggest that the
essential first step in such a reappraisal would be for Senior Ministers to have a
general discussion covering such matters as the following:—

(i) Is the defence of the United Kingdom in global war a feasible proposition?
(ii) If the answer to (i) is no, what changes ought logically to be made in our
present arrangements for defence?

(iii) What are the impediments to a statement by Her Majesty’s Government of
their intention to make these changes? What would be the effect on opinion at
home and abroad, with special regard to our allies?

(iv) Assuming that the answer to (i) is in the negative, and that our paramount
interest is therefore to prevent global war, on what scale and in what form should
we contribute to the Deterrent? For what reasons? (The nature of the Deterrent
should itself be defined, with special reference to our present commitments to
N.A.T.O.)

(v) What are our vital interests in peacetime and by what means can they best be
safeguarded (e.g. Middle East oil)?

(vi) For what situations short of global war should we be prepared?

(vii) What economic advantages would be gained by recasting our defence policy?

4. In the light of the general discussion of these matters, we could then consider
what resources should be provided for defence and how they would best be used to
execute policy. Here we shall have to consider our policy on National Service (the
present legislation expires at the end of 1958). We shall also have to consider what
provision we make in future for Home Defence.

5. In our view, the matters listed above must be discussed by Ministers in the first
place; officials could then be instructed to carry out more detailed studies. But it is
very difficult to find adequate time for discussion, even of such crucial issues of
policy. We wonder, therefore, whether you would be prepared to set aside in the near
future two or three days (perhaps at a weekend) during which, under your
chairmanship, the appropriate Ministers could concentrate on these problems.



[21] STRATEGY AND EMPIRE 61

21 CAB134/1315, PR(56)3 1 June 1956
“The future of the United Kingdom in world affairs’: memorandum by
officials of the Treasury, Foreign Office and Ministry of Defence for
Cabinet Policy Review Committee. Appendix A

[Sir N Brook explained in a prefatory note that this memo had been prepared ‘as an initial
basis for the review of national policy which Ministers are to undertake in the light of
recent changes in the international situation’. No doubt it was originally inspired as a
response to the questions posed by Macmillan and Monckton in their joint memo to Eden
(see 20). With this assessment by officials available, Eden appointed a Cabinet Policy
Review Committee. Members of the Committee were Eden (chair), Salisbury, Macmillan,
Selwyn Lloyd and Monckton. Sir N Brook defined the Committee’s functions: ‘In the
course of the next few weeks the Prime Minister proposes to consider, with the Ministers
immediately concerned, what adjustments should be made in Government policy in view
of changes in the methods, if not the objectives, of the Soviet Union. This review, which
will take account of our economic and financial circumstances, will cover changes in
domestic and overseas policy and adjustments in our defence programmes. . .. [The]
Committee will lay down the broad lines on which the review of policy and programmes
should be undertaken, and will receive and consider reports on progress made with the
review. Other Ministers will be brought into consultation, as required, as the review
proceeds’ (CAB 134/1315, PR(56)1, note by Brook, 4 June 1956). The Macmillan-
Monckton memo to Eden and this memo by the officials were the first two papers
submitted to the Committee.]

L. The problem

Two main factors call for a review of United Kingdom policy:—

(a) The external situation confronting us has changed. The hydrogen bomb has
transformed the military situation. It has made full-scale war with Russia or China
unlikely. And conventional forces, though still of great importance in some
situations, have become a relatively less important factor in world affairs. The
Russians have recognised this change, and they are adapting their actions to it.
While their objectives may remain unaltered, their methods of attaining them are
changing. We must modify our own tactics accordingly.

(b) It is clear that ever since the end of the war we have tried to do too
much—with the result that we have only rarely been free from the danger of
economic crisis. This provides no stable basis for policy in any field. Unless we
make substantial reductions in the Government’s claims on the national economy
we shall endanger our capacity to play an effective role in world affairs. We must
therefore concentrate on essentials and reduce other commitments. Only thus
shall we be able to find the means to place our economy on a stable basis and to
counter the new forms of attack with which we are being confronted.

2. This paper therefore begins with an examination of our economic development
since the war and an assessment of our prospects for the future. In the light of this it
examines the whole field of our policies—internal and external, civil and military—
seeks to establish our essential objectives, and suggests studies on the results of
which Ministers can base their decisions on future policy. To deal effectively with
these problems major decisions will be needed in all areas of policy, and especially of
defence policy. Finally it emphasises the need to negotiate some of these changes of
policy and commitments with our Allies, especially the United States, and empha-
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sises the importance of an early completion of the studies on which policy decisions
can be based.

II. Economic objectives

3. InAppendix A we attach a summary review of our economic achievement since
the end of the war and a forecast of our economic prospects. This shows that
throughout the post-war period:—

(a) we have been able to succeed in our policies only with the aid of £3,000
million of help from abroad; and

(b) despite this aid (i) we have had constant anxiety about our balance of payments
and the gold reserves which even now are lower than at the end of the war; and (ii)
home investment has been inadequate.

But we have maintained sterling, and the sterling system, as the major instrument of
world trade and finance.

4. As regards the future it shows that, on the basis of present policies and
commitments actual and potential, we have no prospect of being any more free from
strain and crisis than we have been since 1945. For the foreseeable future, we shall be
dependent on external supplies of vital foods and raw materials, in particular of oil
from the Middle East. It would not be wise to count, in advance at any rate, on such
an expansion of our economic strength as would transform the prospects and make
us comfortable if not safe. If we are to get away from the constant threat of crisis, we
must make the maximum internal effort and seek to reduce our commitments—
internal and external. This means that we must:—

(a) establish where our vital interests lie and what we must do to secure them;
(b) avoid mortgaging our future increase in wealth in advance and seek through
strict internal policies to put more resources into home investment and building
up our reserves and less into consumption; and

(c) to the extent that we have to shed external burdens or commitments, shed
them in an orderly way and seek wherever necessary to ensure that other friendly
countries assume them.

5. The main aim of United Kingdom economic policy can be defined as to ensure
a sound, prosperous and dynamic economy on which to base an increasing standard
of living and our democratic way of life. To this end, it is essential for us to promote
expanding world trade and to follow internal and external policies which will enable
us to maintain our full share of it.

6. If we are to secure this aim we must:—

~ (a) ensure that we do not undertake too much, either at home or abroad, so that
we are in continuous danger of crisis or weakness; and
(b) employ the utmost skill in getting the best value out of the limited
potentialities which we have available.

7. There are many areas or aspects of policy in which a failure could make it more
difficult for us to attain these aims. But there is one, success in which is a matter of
life or death to us as a country. This is the maintenance of the international value of
sterling.
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The maintenance of the international value of sterling
8. Sterling has three separate characteristics:—
First, it is the national or international currency of the United Kingdom alone and
not of the sterling area. Its maintenance is therefore our own responsibility,
though its position and value can be affected greatly by actions by other countries.
But if we fail as a country to maintain its value, then it will soon cease to have the
other two characteristics mentioned below.
Second, it is the reserve currency of all sterling area countries. 1t is this which
constitutes the peculiar quality of our relation with the rest of the sterling area.
This is a source of strength in many ways; but as shown in paragraph 10(b) of
Appendix A our liabilities have now grown up to dangerous levels.
Third, it is the major trading or international currency in the world. It finances
half the world’s trade and payments.
9. These facts show why a real failure to maintain the value of sterling would be
fatal to our interests and aims.

(a) At home our own currency would lose its value and would endanger our
political and social stability and all the policies which we are pursuing.

(b) In the sterling area, which comprises some 600 million people, it would have
both economic and political consequences. First, it would mean a great material
loss to these countries; their reserves would diminish or vanish. Our devaluation
of 1949 caused great strains within the sterling area: the cohesion of the sterling
area would not withstand another devaluation. But there would be political
consequences as well. Sterling has been an important Commonwealth link. If it
were removed, and especially if it were removed because it had lost its value by our
actions, the effect on the political cohesion of the Commonwealth would be
disastrous. Commonwealth countries would look to more dependable currencies
and countries with which to ally themselves.

(¢) In the free world such a collapse would remove one of the main foundations of
world trade and finance. Instead of steadily expanding world trade, there would be
a period of great confusion and depression, with all the effects on the free world’s
social, political and military policies. This would be a major victory for the
Communist view that the capitalist system contains the seeds of its own
destruction.

10. Thus, our own national interests combine with the interests of the Common-
wealth and the free world to make it vital to maintain sterling as a stable, trusted and
effective instrument of national, Commonwealth and world trade and finance.

11. Success in this is the greatest single contribution we can make to the
maintenance of our own position in world affairs and to the success of the policies
which the free world is seeking to pursue. Yet it is a fact that in the ten years since
the end of the war we have run sterling on most inadequate reserves and thus taken
terrible risks.

12. At present our reserves amount to £800 millions. Their smallness can be
gauged in two ways:—

First in relation to our short-term liabilities, which at present amount to £3,742

millions. We just could not meet a major run on sterling—and hope to maintain

sterling at any real value.
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Second in relation to our trade. The following table shows how our position
compares with that of other areas:—

Reserves as percentage
of visible trade

1951 1955
United Kingdom ; - oy S st 12% 11
United States (gold only) L. - _— 85 78
Continential E.P.U. countries (1ncludmg
dependencies . - s o 15 21
Latin America S - — P s 21% 25

13. Whatever risks we may have taken since the war in other areas of policy, they
are nothing compared with the risks we have taken, are taking and must for some
time to come continue to take, in this vital sector.

The essential policies to maintain sterling’s value
14. The basic need is to follow internal policies which will make room in the
economy fori—

(a) an adequate level of home investment;
(b) an adequate degree of flexibility in industry and labour;
(c) an adequate balance of payments surplus.

15. Unless we succeed in this we shall, sooner or later, be faced with three
developments which would be fatal:—

(a) continued inability of the United Kingdom “to pay her way externally” a term
which is defined later;

(b) withdrawal (in the sense of ceasing to trade in or hold reserves in sterling)
from the sterling area of two countries—which are major dollar earners and hold
large sterling balances—the Federation of Malaya and the Gold Coast; or of one or
more countries whose withdrawal would start a run in the sense both of other,
sterling area, countries following suit and of action to convert their reserve
holdings of sterling into dollars;

(c) fatal weakening of sterling by similar and simultaneous failures by other
major members of the sterling area.

The size of the problem

16. Considerably more study would be needed in order to get anything like an
accurate estimate of the changes which would be required in order to ensure that our
economy was really viable, as distinct from being in a position merely to avoid crises.
But it is clear that very large resources are needed if we are to increase our home
investment in productive industry to the level needed to enable us to maintain our
place in world trade. A substantial, but again at present undefined, addition would be
needed to give our economy the flexibility it needs.

17. The additional resources required to meet the third requirement, namely, an
adequate balance of payments surplus, is clear. Last year we had a deficit of £100
millions on our external account, whereas we need, if we are to make reasonable
provision for building up the reserves, a surplus of £300 millions. The additional
resources required, therefore, are £400 millions. This would make some provision
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for building up the gold and dollar reserves from their present precarious level. If we
were to build them up to twice their present figure—i.e., to £1,600 millions—in the
course of the next few years, we should not at the end be more than comfortable; and
in the meantime we should still be at great risk—first, because of demands to use
existing sterling balances for perfectly legitimate purposes such as development; and
second, because an adverse movement in the terms of trade can have a major effect
upon us. For example, an adverse movement of as little as one point adds something
like £30 millions to the extra burden we have to bear on the economy to achieve the
same current balance. It is therefore most important that we should not regard
ourselves as “paying our way” unless we have a current surplus of £300 millions year
in, year out.

We recommend, therefore, that there should be a detailed analysis of the

additional resources which we would require if we are to make room in the

economy for the three essential elements set out in paragraph 9 above.

How can the problem be solved?

18. The resources needed for this can be found, even with an increasing national
product, only by a combination of resolute action in the fields of both internal and
external commitments.

Internal commitments

Consumption
19. At present, two-thirds of any increase in the national product goes to increase
in consumption. We must take a major cut here. This is a matter for Budget and
wages policy, and
We recommend that a major objective of policy should be to reduce substantially
over a period of years the percentage of the increase in the national product which
goes with consumption.

Social investment
20. Here, housing must provide the main target; and
We recommend a radical review of Government and local authority policies in the
field of social investment.

External commitments
21. While the main saving must come under internal commitments, a compre-
hensive review of the whole area of Government exfernal commitments is needed.

Capital commitments

22. These are set out in paragraph 10 (b) of Appendix A. First is inter-
Government lending, and net repayment of debt (i.e., our repayments to other
people, less other people’s repayments to us). The latter averaged between £5
millions and £6 millions over the years 1952 to 1955. The main element in these
payments to overseas countries has been about £20 millions per year on the North
American loans. The capital element in the load service is, however, much smaller
(at present) than the interest element, and the issues raised by the very heavy and

J
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continuing burden of the load service are dealt with under commitments on current
account below.

23. Net inter-Government lending abroad has averaged just under £15 millions a
year since 1952, and the greater part of it consists of assistance to Colonial
Governments in the form of loans (grant assistance comes into current commit-
ments). It is a legitimate addition to other long-term investment which, though
mainly private in character, contains some lending by the United Kingdom
Government for commercial purposes and a good deal of borrowing by other
Governments in the London market. By far the largest part of this investment is in
the sterling Commonwealth, but there is also investment in the United States and
Canada, and to a lesser degree in other countries. This covers, not only investment in
programmes carried out by Commonwealth countries, but also investment by our
own United Kingdom companies overseas—especially in oil. The sum, though
variable from year to year, is large—always well over £100 millions and sometimes
just over £200 millions a year. It therefore contributes a heavy direct addition to our
balance of payments problem.

24. We are committed, as in the 1952 Prime Minister’s Economic Conference
Declaration (Cmd. 8717, paragraph 12), to making a special effort for Common-
wealth development. This is important—both for itself and as a bond within the
sterling area and with Canada. But we cannot say that this item in its entirefy is vital.
Nor can we say that we are not lending to countries who are not making sufficient
effort themselves.

We recommend that our policies on external investment should be re-examined

radically, bearing in mind the absolute need for adequate home investment

(paragraphs 14-16 above).

Current commitments

25. External expenditure on defence (average £150 millions per annum) and on
relief and other grants (average £20 millions per annum) is dealt with in Part III.
Colonial grants (average £30 millions per annum) are referred to in Part IV.

26. £40 millions of our commitments on current account consist of the interest
on the North American loans. While we cannot default on the capital element in the
loan repayments—that would damage sterling very greatly and, of course, our whole
relationship with the United States—we may legitimately be able to get some relief
on these interest payments.

27. There is no doubt, however, that the remission by the United States (and
Canada) of these debt repayments, which hang over our economy for the years up to
2000, would be a major contribution to the strength of sterling, the sterling system
and the whole free world. The repayments mean nothing in a material sense to the
United States (capital and interest amount to $140 millions) against an annual
budget running at $60,000 millions and a foreign aid programme of $4,000 millions.
The repayment—$140 millions—is equivalent to one-third of 1 per cent. of the
United States receipts from income tax. In Canada, the amount involved—3$40
millions—is more important.

28. We are bound to say, however, that we have failed to get the United States
Government to take a reasonable view of provisions in the 1945 Agreement under
which, if sensibly interpreted, we could be entitled to the waiver of interest—
currently about two-thirds of the total. It is pretty clear that we cannot hope to make
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any real progress on this matter as an isolated issue. It may be that we cannot make
any progress on it in any context. But we consider the matter again in paragraphs
68-75 below.

Summary of recommendations, Part Il
29. The maintenance of the international value of sterling should be our prime
aim (paragraphs 8-13). In order to achieve this we recommend:—

(a) A detailed analysis of the additional resources required to achieve in our
economy:—

(i) an adequate level of home investment;
(ii) an adequate degree of flexibility in industry and labour;
(iii) an adequate balance of payments surplus (paragraphs 14-17).

(b) The substantial reduction of the percentage by which the value of any increase
in national production is offset in consumption (paragraph 19).

(c) A review of Government and local authority policies for social investment
(paragraph 20).

(d) A review of our policies on external investment (paragraphs 21-24).

1I1. Political and military objectives

30. Our political and military objectives are:—

(a) to avoid global war;
(b) to protect our vital interests overseas, particularly access to oil.

Attempts to secure these objectives are likely to fail unless we:—

(a) maintain North American involvement in Europe;

(b) maintain a large measure of identity between the interests of America and
Canada and our own and develop closer co-operation with those countries;

(c) maintain the cohesion of the Commonwealth.

31. Our means of pursuing these objectives must reflect the fact that there has
been a major change in the political situation.

32. The Joint Intelligence Committee recently stated their views on the likeli-
hood of global war up to 1965, and the paper was approved by the Chiefs of Staff on
15th May. These views were as follows:—

“We have appreciated over the last few years that the Soviet leaders do not want
war. We believe that their views will remain unchanged certainly over the next few
years, and probably over the whole period under review unless the political
situation changes in some completely unexpected fashion (such as through the
emergence of more aggressive Soviet leaders) and provided the West maintains its
strength and cohesion and continues to act with restraint. We therefore believe
that war is unlikely during the period.”

This report (J.I.C. (56) 21 (Final) of 1st May) is reproduced in Appendix B.!

! Not printed.
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33. Our problem is to decide how best we can take advantage of this situation in
order to reduce the great strain and risk to which our present military burdens are
subjecting the United Kingdom, and to release resources in order to counter the new
form which the Soviet threat is taking; and to do so without weakening those factors
which have made war unlikely, namely, the deterrent and the cohesion of the West.

34. The problem is not easy. However, reductions in our commitments have been
achieved in the past. In 1952, the Cabinet approved a paper (C. (52) 202 of 18th June,
1952), in which it was recommended that in order to reduce our commitments
overseas we should aim at terminating the Suez Canal base and the garrisons in
Austria and Trieste. At that time the prospects of achieving these reductions did not
look good, but it has since been done.

35. In many areas of the world the crucial question will probably be found to be
how far we can substitute political, economic and information measures, which can
be taken at comparatively low cost, for some at least of our present expensive military
commitments. In an era of competitive co-existence we-must examine how in the
various areas of the world we can compete most effectively with the political and
material challenge of Russian Communism. Our military means of defence should be
regarded wherever possible as an essential adjunct and backing to these non-military
measures rather than as a first line of defence.

36. The problem is examined below under the following heads:—

(a) Possession of nuclear and thermo-nuclear weapons and the means of their
delivery.

(b) Military measures in the United Kingdom and Europe.

(c) Political, financial and military measures in other areas.

Nuclear and thermo-nuclear weapons
37. These weapons are in a different category from other military power.
38. The objectives over which these weapons can help us are:—

(a) Contributing to the deterrent against global war. The Russians are only
redirecting their efforts because the deterrent is working. We should do what we
can to help the Americans to ensure that it continues to work, and in particular to
prevent a situation developing, even temporarily, in which the Russians believe
that they have sufficient technical advantage to enable them to risk a war.

(b) Developing our community of interest with the Americans. If we have a
worthwhile contribution to make to the deterrent, the Americans will be more
likely to help defend our interests generally. If they alone provide the deterrent, we
could not expect them to defend our interests where their own are not involved, or
where a conflict of interest arises.

(c) Maintaining our prestige in the world. If we possess these weapons the
Americans will be prepared to pay attention to our opinions in a way they would
otherwise not. The same applies to our standing in the eyes of other countries,
such as Germany. And our lesser potential enemies, such as Egypt, will feel that
we might, if pushed too far, use nuclear weapons against them.

39. These are great advantages, which these weapons can secure more cheaply
than we could get them otherwise. An illustration of them is seen in the succeeding
section: our contribution to the deterrent puts us in a much stronger position than
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we should otherwise be to negotiate with our Allies the reshaping of NATO policy
which the new situation has made essential.

40. The question is how large our nuclear and thermo-nuclear capacity needs to
be in order to secure them.

We recommend that this should once again be studied.

Military measures in the United Kingdom and Europe

41. Our military expenditure at present amounts to £1,500 millions a year out of
a total Supply expenditure of £3,980 millions. The most striking point about this
expenditure is the very large proportion that is tied up in conventional forces and
weapons maintained against the threat of a Russian attack on the United Kingdom
and the Continent. The proportion allotted to the defence of our interests elsewhere
is small. If we are to make reductions of the size that the new situation demands,
they must be found largely in our expenditure on our defence in Europe. It is there
that the greatest scope exists for reducing demands on our engineering industry, our
military manpower, our technical and scientific resources and our foreign exchange,
in the interests of re-establishing our economic strength.

42. Looking at the problem purely through United Kingdom eyes, we may
conclude that in the new circumstances there is a strong case for making large
reductions in these forces in the United Kingdom and on the Continent, and in home
defence expenditure. Provided we guard against the risk of the Russians’ thinking
that the deterrent can be neutralised, we can attach much less importance than we
have in the past to “contributory deterrents,” in an era when no country is likely to
look further, in deciding for peace or war, than the nuclear or thermo-nuclear
threat. Nor can it now be worth making heavy sacrifices in order to improve our
chances of “survival” in a war which would in any event mean the destruction of
nearly everything worth preserving. '

43. However, virtually the whole of these forces are assigned to NATO. In
addition, we have undertaken a solemn treaty obligation under the Paris Agreements
to maintain our forces on the Continent at their present level and not to withdraw
them except with the consent of the majority of the W.E.U. Powers. Our present
force plans are already well below the “force goals” we have declared to NATO; we
certainly cannot claim that any further reductions would be justified on the grounds
that we were still maintaining equivalent fighting capacity. Even our home defence
preparations are now the subject of NATO scrutiny.

44, Accordingly the solution, if we are to make the reductions that are essential
and at the same time to maintain the cohesion of the West and North American
involvement in Europe, is to work for the adoption of a new strategic concept by
NATO as a whole. We must avoid unilateral reductions unrelated to any common
strategic concept, which would be liable to set off a general landslide that would end
in the disintegration of NATO and North American withdrawal from Europe. And we
need more than a general agreement that the present scale of conventional forces
can be reduced. We must not allow the feeling to develop that everything but the
deterrent is now merely a facade. The new strategic concept must be one that can be
interpreted in terms of lower but militarily definable force levels, and a planned and
coherent Allied effort. The form which this new concept might take is a matter for
consideration by the Chiefs of Staff in the first place. It might perhaps be based
mainly on the idea of the “plate-glass window” or “trip-wire.”
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45. We cannot hope to achieve results quickly, and the new strategy will have to
be most carefully presented. We should be wise to enter into advance consultation
with the United States and Canadian Governments. We shall also need to take
account of the psychological impact on European opinion, particularly in Germany
and France.

46. We recommend that studies should be made of:—

(a) the development of a new NATO strategic concept designed to adjust the level
of NATO forces to the new political situation;

(b) the method by which adoption of this new concept can best be achieved;

(c) present expenditure on the defence of the United Kingdom, including home
defence.

The Middle East

47. The uninterrupted supply of oil from the Middle East is vital to the economy
of the United Kingdom and of Western Europe. It now depends more upon our being
able to obtain the friendly co-operation of the producing and transit countries than
upon the physical strength we can deploy in the area. This means not only ensuring
their defence against external threat but also providing economic and technical
assistance in the rapid development of their economies and countering hostile
influence and propaganda within the countries themselves. It is increasingly a
political rather than a military problem.

48. The physical means at our disposal for protecting this vital interest are
two-fold [sic]:—

(a) the forces we maintain in the Persian Gulf area and in Aden for the defence of
the Sheikhdoms under our protection;

(b) the arrangements we have made through the Bagdad [sic] Pact for the security
of Iran and Irag;

(c) the bases serving these areas (Cyprus, Libya, Jordan, Suez).

49. There can be no question of reducing the (very limited) amount of force we
maintain in the Persian Gulf, nor of jeopardising the stability of Iraq and Iran by
failing in our support for the Bagdad [sic] Pact. Subject, however, to these two
conditions, we should review the British commitments and positions in the Middle
East in order to see what alleviation is possible. They are as follows:—

i) the headquarters and forces in Cyprus;

ii) British forces and air bases in Jordan; and the Arab Legion;
iii) right to use air bases in Irag;

iv) the civilian-operated base in Egypt;

v) British forces in Libya;

vi) Aden and the Protectorate;

(vii) the Gulf.

Our military expenditure in the area amounts, from the balance of payments point of
view, to about £25 millions a year. In addition Her Majesty’s Government are
spending about £15 millions a year of Exchequer money on grants to Jordan and
Libya and the United Kingdom contribution to Palestine relief; and about £5 millions
on other Government services, such as a loan to Jordan, grants to Aden and the
Middle East information services. '

(
(
(
(
(
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50. The scope for reductions in military expenditure in this area, on account of a
recession of the threat of war, is in no way comparable to that in Europe. We are
spending relatively little on global war preparations in the Middle East, apart from
the Canal Zone base. And under the Bagdad [sic] Pact, which is one of our main
instruments for preserving our interests, we shall certainly be pressed to undertake
new military expenditure, for example, contributions to infrastructure projects such
as airflelds in Iraq. Other adverse factors are that the military strength of
trouble-makers like Egypt and Saudi Arabia is likely to increase and that the
potential air barrier between the United Kingdom and parts of the Middle East is
likely increasingly to limit our flexibility in the use of forces.

51. The main lines of policy we should pursue are these:—

(a) We should not allow the Bagdad [sic] Pact to be treated simply as a military
association. We should work out with the Americans definite plans to build up the
political, economic and social side of the Pact, and to transform it from a purely
military alliance into an association which is demonstrably to the political,
economic and social advantage of its members. It should be our policy to make it
plain that such aid as is given to member States is the consequence of their
membership of the Pact and is given in furtherance of its objectives. Military
assistance can also be channelled through the Pact, but the Middle East States
should be encouraged to look to the United States for the provision of any
equipment and to the United States and ourselves for training facilities.

(b) We should endeavour to ensure that our military contribution to the Bagdad
[sic] Pact takes, as far as possible, forms other than the stationing of large
conventional forces in Middle East countries. We should examine whether, at the
expense of taking some risks, for example with the implementation of our
undertakings under the Tripartite Declaration, we cannot plan a substantial
run-down over the next few years of our forces in Libya, Jordan and Cyprus,
starting with the first. We shall need facilities in these places and we must be seen
to be in a position, if necessary, to exercise military power if our interests are
threatened; but it should not be necessary for us in the long run to station there
permanently forces on anything like the present scale.

(c) We should examine how soon the Canal Zone base can be liquidated.

(d) We should recognise that the Middle East is now the most critical theatre
politically and must have a corresponding priority of attention. We should develop
non-military methods of maintaining and extending our influence, including
technical assistance and information services; and we should improve our
Intelligence services. In our own dependent territories, we should do all we can to
promote education on the right lines; to improve the police and local security
forces; and to improve counter-subversion.

(e) We should continue to give economic assistance, so far as our resources
permit, and where we can foresee a substantial return in the form of economic
progress and resistance to Communism and to co-operation on the part of the
countries we help. We should recognise, however, that our capacity for economic
assistance is severely limited. Our grants to Libya and Jordan should be kept under
review with an eye to their reduction if and when that can be done without
disastrous consequences.

(f) We should continue our efforts to improve the harmony of American policy
with our own.
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We recommend that studies be made of these points.

Eastern Asia

52. The United Kingdom’s most important direct interest in this region is to
preserve for the sterling area the dollar earnings of Malaya and Singapore. We must
also maintain our position in Hong Kong, chiefly for reasons affecting our prestige.
Throughout the region the immediate threat is primarily political and not military.
The Joint Intelligence Committee believe that the Chinese leaders wish to avoid war.
Our policy should be to promote stability and to help the small neighbouring
countries, as well as our own territories, to improve their administration and
security and to acquire a vested interest in their own freedom and the desire and
ability to resist Communism. In peacetime we thus have an important role to play in
South-East Asia: in North-East Asia we must leave the main effort to the Americans,
while not neglecting the opportunities that offer, especially in Japan, for maintaining
our own influence.

53. In carrying out our policy of promoting stability and improving standards in
the smaller countries of Eastern Asia we should make the fullest use of existing
international organisations such as the United Nations agencies, the Colombo Plan
and SEATO. We should co-operate with the Americans in developing the non-
military aspects of SEATO and in seeking to build it up in the eyes of the States of
Eastern Asia as an organisation which gives all its members a vested interest in good
administration, security and economic progress.

We recommend that the means of bringing about this change of emphasis in

SEATO should be studied.

54. The principal military threat in Eastern Asia is from China (and her
Communist satellites in North Korea and North Vietnam). The nuclear deterrent is
in American hands. Through SEATO the United States, as well as Australia and New
Zealand, are committed to the joint defence of the Treaty area, whereas we have no
corresponding obligations in respect of Formosa or Japan. In war against China our
own contribution must of necessity be a minor one and ancillary to the main
American effort directed from the North-East. We should have great difficulty in
bringing substantial reinforcements into the area.

55. In this situation our aim should be to reduce and limit our commitments and
expenditure and to concentrate our available resources on a more vigorous and
effective peacetime policy rather than on preparation for war.

56. We recommend that, in the light of a survey of all existing expenditure of the
United Kingdom Government in Eastern Asia, studies should made of the
following:—

(i) The possibility of a substantial reduction of our military forces in Malaya and
Singapore and their possible replacement by local forces as soon as the require-
ments of internal security permit.

(ii) The policy of maintaining large bases in territories where the political
conditions are uncertain.

(iii) The situation in Ceylon.

(iv) The possibility of withdrawing all remaining Commonwealth forces from
Korea.

(v) Means by which more resources could be devoted to the development of our
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own territories, especially Borneo and Sarawak, and to more vigorous peacetime
measures, e.g., publicity, technical aid, trade promotion, English teaching, visits,
training courses, &c., designed to strengthen the independent countries of
South-East Asia, to increase our influence there and to counter the Communist
trade and cultural drive.

(vi) Methods of inducing Australia and New Zealand to take the lead in promoting
the stability and security of this area and of carrying India with us as far as
possible.

Africa

57. Africa is an area of great potential danger. Not only is extreme nationalism
already at work against our interests in East and North Africa, but we know that the
Communist bloc have plans for subversion throughout the Continent. But if we take
prompt and resolute action we should be able to nip trouble in the bud.

58. The action needed is:— ’

(a) assistance in economic development;

(b) the supply of competent administrators and technicians;

(c) added attention to education on the right lines, and improvements in
propaganda;

(d) improvements in police, intelligence and counter-subversion.

59. For (a) our capacity is limited. We must seek to promote investment and
technical assistance by the United States and other countries of the free world. For
(b), the Colonial Secretary has recently announced proposals designed to ensure that
British administrators and technicians remain in the employment of the Govern-
ment of Nigeria after Nigeria reaches independence; and similar arrangements will
be considered elsewhere as occasion arises. Certain action in respect of (c) and (d) is
already in hand. We recommend, however, that a study should be made to confirm
that everything possible is being done in these respects by way either of action in
dependent territories or of assistance elsewhere, bearing in mind that it is much
more expensive to deal with disasters like Mau Mau than to prevent them happening.

Other territories

60. Various minor miscellaneous commitments constitute a drain on our
resources and should be re-examined in the light of modern conditions. For example,
there may now be scope for savings in the garrison forces in the West Indies. Even in
Bermuda we are still incurring some military expenditure. We should also endeavour
to curtail our expenditure in the Antarctic region.

We recommend study of these points.

61. We also recommend a review of relief grants, such as grants for Korean
reconstruction and other United Nations relief.

Summary of recommendations, Part IIl _

62. In the light of the changed political situation, we should seek means of
reducing our present military burden and of developing non-military measures for
the protection of our interests. We recommend studies of the following:—

(a) The size of our nuclear and thermo-nuclear capacity (paragraph 40).
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(b) The development of a new NATO strategic concept designed to adjust the level
of NATO forces to the new political situation (paragraph 46).

(c) The method by which adoption of this new concept can best be achieved
(paragraph 46).

(d) Plans for building up, in association with the United States, the political,
economic and social side of the Bagdad [sic] Pact and for channelling United States
military assistance through that Pact (paragraph 51 (a)).

(e) Plans for the gradual reduction of forces stationed in the Middle East
(paragraph 51 (b)).

(f) The liquidation of the Canal Zone base (paragraph 51 (c)).

(g) The development of non-military methods of exercising our influence in the
Middle East (paragraph 51 (d)).

(h) Economic and financial assistance to Middle East countries (paragraph 51
(e)).

(i) Improving the harmony of United States policy in the Middle East with our
own (paragraph 51 (f)).

(j) Developing, in co-operation with the United States, the non-military aspects
of SEATO (paragraph 53).

(k) The reduction of present commitments in Eastern Asia and the development
of new political and economic measures (paragraph 56).

() Measures needed in connection with education, propaganda, police, intelli-
gence and counter-subversion in African territories (paragraph 58).

(m) The possibility of eliminating or reducing military commitments in other
areas (paragraph 60).

(n) Expenditure on external relief grants (paragraph 61).

IV. Presentation and timing

63. We conclude by examining:—

(a) how to present any major changes in external policy and commitments to our
Allies—particularly the United States and Canada, and the rest of the Common-
wealth;

(b) how to ensure that others assume any burdens we may shed;

(c) timing.

64. The presentation of our case will be of the greatest importance. The worst
possible impression would be given if we failed to convince others that the changes
we were making were designed, and would be used, not merely to safeguard our own
living standards but to help us play an effective role in world affairs and in particular
to meet the Russian threat—a redirection of effort that is called for not only on the
part of the United Kingdom but of other countries in the free world, particularly
NATO countries. Presentation of our case in that light will not be easy, as there will
certainly be those who will argue that we are taking these actions merely to avoid
difficult decisions on our internal policies. It will therefore be essential that our
“package” should contain recognisably firm action on the internal front. If the only
area in which any real saving is made is defence, it will be impossible to argue our
case convincingly, and we shall have little or no chance of getting others, such as the
United States, to come in to share the burden. :
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65. Of the military commitments discussed in Part III, by far the most onerous is
the contribution made by our defence spending in the United Kingdom and in
Europe in defence of the NATO area. It is still the credo of American policy that the
determination of European countries to play their part in resistance to communism
is best judged by their maintenance of such contributions; and in consequence any
reduction of these contributions carries with it the risk of an “agonising reappraisal”
of American policies and an American withdrawal from Europe. We must do what we
can to accelerate American recognition of the fact that the Russian threat, while as
formidable as ever, is changing its character; and that some transfer of effort by
European countries is in the best interests of the free world.

66. It is not possible to set out a case on all this in detail until the nature of the
decisions are known; but we feel it right at this stage to emphasise the importance of
this aspect and to make these general comments.

67. There are two major sources to which we can look to assume some of the
burden—the United States, and the Rest of the Commonwealth.

The United States

68. We should continue to try to secure direct United States help in defence,
particularly where this would enable duplication of effort between the two countries
to be avoided. It would be wrong, however, to count on being able to do so.

69. If properly presented, the following course might result in considerable help
in the development of the Commonwealth (and possibly under-developed areas
generally).

70. We have paid out an average of £30 millions a year over the last five years in
Colonial grants, partly on grants under the Colonial Development and Welfare Act,
under which we are committed to an expenditure of £120 millions between 1955-56
and 1959-60, and partly on grants on the Colonial Services Vote. We do not make
grants to the independent Commonwealth, but of course we make loans and there is
a large volume of investment each year.

71. We have referred above to the difficulties we have had with the problem of the
waiver on the United States loan. We known that the United States is very interested
in and concerned about the development of under-developed countries, and there is
evidence that at any rate some important elements in the United States now
recognise that what they term our “new” colonialism is good, not self-seeking, and
above all vital to the security of the free world. Could we bring these together? Could
we make a deal with the United States, whereby in return for our giving up the right
to the waiver under the loan agreement they would agree that sums equal to the
annual payments should be set aside for additional Commonwealth development—
or, if they so preferred, as they probably would, for development of under-developed
countries generally, including the Commonwealth?

72. The problem of negotiating such a settlement would be great; but, if it could
be brought off, the prizes would also be very great. For example:—

(a) The vexed question of the waiver would have been removed from the field of
Anglo-American differences.

(b) The United States would be seen to be encouraging— not criticising—our
colonial policies.

(c) Development in the under-developed areas could go ahead faster.
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(d) We should have a large sum available over the next 40 years or so in relation to
the development (but a sum which is totally insignificant in relation to the United
States Budget).

73. If the United States seemed likely to agree, we should also bring Canada in
very early.

74. Another possibility which might be explored is an approach to the Ford
Foundation for a really large Colonial programme,

75. We recommend that a study be made of these possibilities of American
assistance and that definite proposals be drawn up for Ministers to consider.

The rest of the Commonwealth

Economic

76. On the whole, we cannot at present complain of the policies of the rest of the
sterling area. Last year, the deterioration in our payments with the rest of the world
was almost wholly on United Kingdom account. Australia is a notable exception. On
the other hand, we must expect—and cannot complain about—greater use of
sterling balances by, e.g., India and West Africa, for development. In any case, the
main responsibility for sterling is ours in the United Kingdom.

77. We therefore do not recommend any special action in respect of the rest of
the sterling area other than that they should be informed of any new decisions and
asked to consider their policies in the light of them.

Military

78. We shall need to consider, in the light of the decisions taken, what extra effort
we can ask for from Commonwealth countries, for example, from Australia and New
Zealand in South-East Asia and, possibly, from Canada in the West Indies.

79. We recommend that any approach to Commonwealth countries, on the
economic or military side, should be considered again in the light of the decisions
taken.

80. Finally, on timing, we recommend that the studies of long-term issues we
have suggested should not in any way hold up more immediate—or medium-term—
issues already under discussion. But if any major changes are to be made, and
negotiated in an orderly fashion, great urgency attaches to the studies we have
recommended. The very latest date for the completion of a// the studies is set by the
conjunction of three events in November and December of this year:—

The Presidential Election at the beginning of November,
The NATO meeting in mid-December,
The consideration of Service Estimates during December.

This major review of our policies would call for discussions at the highest level with
the United States and other Governments. We should nof defer these until after the
Presidential Election, as that may leave too little time for decisions to be taken by the
vital date—mid-December. We may find that we cannot settle everything, or indeed
anything, finally until after the Presidential Election. But the sooner we can start
talks the better.

81. We recommend that the studies we have proposed should be given the
highest urgency, and reports be made as soon as each is finished.
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Summary of recommendations, Part IV
82. We recommend

(a) a study of methods of securing United States participation in the burden of
economic development of under-developed countries and the Colonies (para-
graphs 68-75);

(b) consideration be given later to an approach to the Commonwealth on their
contribution in the economic and military fields (paragraph 79);

(c) highest priority be given to the studies proposed and reports be made as each
one is completed (paragraph 81).

Appendix A to 21

Assessment of our economic capacity since the war to support our policies
Since the end of the war, the United Kingdom has many-achievements to its credit;
for instance:—

At home

(a) we have established a Welfare State and accomplished a major social
revolution;

(b) we have made a great advance in the reconstruction of industry and expansion
of agriculture; we have greatly increased our exports and our record of industrial
peace has been good;

(c) we have borne a major defence burden, especially since 1950, and have yet
more than doubled gross investment at home in real terms from £925 millions to
£2,000 millions between 1946 and 1954.

Abroad

(d) we have granted full independence to India, Pakistan, Ceylon, and are about to
do so to the Gold Coast and Malaya, and at the same time have kept them with us
in the Commonwealth.

2. In addition we have, in conjunction with our Allies:—

(a) faced Sino-Soviet aggression and brought it to a halt;

(b) forced the Sino-Soviet bloc to re-assess its behaviour and tactics;

(c) consolidated much of the free world in NATO, SEATO, the Bagdad [sic] Pact,
&c.

3. But we have not managed at home to master inflation; and thus, though we
have done well, we have not done well enough. This is shown clearly by the most
sensitive guide to our success in supporting our own policies—namely, our balance
of payments on external account. Both post-war and pre-war, the totality of our
policies—economic, social, political and military—must have their impact in the
end upon our external balance of payments. The great and vital difference now is that
our external balance of payments is so much more important because we have never
had adequate gold and dollar reserves to meet adverse movements of trade between
the sterling area as a whole and the rest of the world, and rapid calls upon our debts
or sterling balances.

4. We have now virtually reached the end of the post-war period of external aid
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(loans or grants) and are started on the half-century of repayment. The picture of the
past is this. We have, since the war, received a great deal of external help which is
now at an end. This has amounted to upwards of £3,000 million over the ten years.
At the end of this period, our gold and dollar reserves, at about £800 million, are
lower than they were at the end of the war; and quite apart from other external
commitments we face the prospect of repaying our borrowing from the United States
and Canada at the rate of £80 million per annum until the year 2000. We have, of
course, made considerable long-term investments abroad; but, excluding the United
States and Canadian loans, which are long-term, our position on short-term
debts—or sterling balances—is as follows:—

£ million
31st December
1945 1955
Sterling Area ... g ot o Sl 8 . 2,452 2,972
Non-sterling Area ce . - 1,224 770
Total - i - e 3,676 3,742

It will be seen that the total outstanding has not fallen and is still vast, though the
composition has changed for the better, and of course their real value (and thus the
real demand on our resources) has diminished greatly.

5. Despite this vast borrowing and free aid under the Marshall Plan, we have in
point of fact—despite the increase referred to above—not had a satisfactory rate of
home investment since the end of the war. This was made very clear in a recent
report by E.C.E. We have totally neglected our railways and our roads, whose
efficient working is very important to our efficiency and competitive power, and we
have had three economic crises and one devaluation. In fact, since the end of the war,
the position of sterling, of our balance of payments and of our reserves has been a
constant source of anxiety, despite all the aid we have received. These anxieties have
arisen first because we had to build up our trade so fast before external aid ended, and
then because we had to take on rearming before we were strong enough. The main
trouble has been that we have always mortgaged future increases in production and
never had anything over to build up the reserves. So our position, though it has got
stronger, has always been precarious—we are like a man with an increasing income
who is always living beyond it.

6. But one of our most notable post-war achievements has been that, despite all,
we have managed to maintain sterling and the sterling system as the major
instrument of world trade and finance.

The outlook for the future

7. It is difficult too look into the future with certainty. The best we can do is to
draw lessons from the past, attempt to gauge the nature of our commitments, and
see what chances there are of making substantial improvements in our economic
capabilities by any new policies—internal or external.

8. In assessing the future—and, indeed, our role in world affairs—there is one
major new factor which has emerged more clearly, and more widely, since the war. It
is that the United Kingdom has ceased to be a first-class Power in material terms.
The United States and Russia already far outstrip us in population and material
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wealth, and both have vast untapped resources. Canada, India and China, to name
only three, are at the beginning of their development and in time will certainly
outstrip us. Nearer home, Germany has re-established her economic position and
currently has gold and dollar reserves 50 per cent. greater than the central reserves
of the whole sterling area. She is only beginning her defence effort, has no internal
debt and is almost certainly a large nef creditor on external account. All this will not
be altered by the advent of atomic energy. This will help us, but it will also help
others. We have, of course, a great potential for expansion in our skill, industry and
inventiveness. But the vital point is that we do nof have in the material sphere, in
comparison with the other countries named, apart from Germany, the great
untapped sources of wealth.

9. Thus we cannot hope that, on the basis of material strength alone, we shall be
able to play a major or dominant role in world affairs. We shall always be competing
with countries whose population or wealth or command of essential food and raw
materials is much greater than ours. Even our present material strength—in fact our
whole livelihood—is at risk, because among our raw materials one, namely oil,
which is absolutely vital to us, already comes largely, and in future will have to come
still more, from the Middle East, and we have not absolute control over what happens
there. (This also applies to many other countries, e.g., Germany.)

10. No precise assessment of the size of our future burdens can be made. We can
only look at our certain and probable commitments and make a judgment as best we
can. The following factors are relevant:—

(a) There is no doubt that to maintain our place in world trade we must spend a
larger proportion of our total effort on investment at home in productive industry.
This means comparatively less for consumption—or other commitments—or an
increased burden on our external balance of payments.

(b) Our external payments are already too big; we should be reducmg them. But,
so far as can be judged, they seem likely to be greater in future years than in the
recent past. The following table shows what we have had to spend on capital and
current external commitments in recent years:—

Average in
& millions
for 1952-55
Obligations on Capital Account
(i) Net Government lending repayment of debt 5@ 20
(ii) Net long-term investment o . . . 160
Total of obligations on capital account (i.e., minimum charge on
surplus without allowing for drawing on sterling balances or
rebuilding reserves) S S 180
Government Obligations on Current Account
(iii) Military expenditure - - iR o - 150
(iv) Colonial grants ... . - . o, o 30
(v) Relief and other grants ... . o G s 20
(iv) Net interest on Government loans . S - 40
Total of obligations on current account e e 240

Grand Total 420
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These figures do not take account of any change in German support costs. If we
bear these in full and no change is made in our military disposition, then we must
add £80 million per annum to the total. It should be noted that even this very
large total of £500 million per annum does nof make any provision for nef drawing
down of sterling balances or the rebuilding of the reserves. We cannot guarantee
that with the growing tempo of development in, for example, India and the
Colonies, we may not have to face some nef drawing down of the sterling area’s
sterling balances in certain years.

In addition, new claims are constantly arising—the Soviet economic offensive,
the Indus Waters, Bagdad [sic] Pact and so on. The total commitment, unless we
alter our policies, is likely to increase rather than decrease.

(c) If we are to meet even minor changes in the economic situation—quite apart
from any major changes, such as real trouble with the Middle East or a substantial
change in the terms of trade—we must build up the central gold and dollar
reserves quickly and substantially. A figure of £1,500 million—or about twice the
present figure—would be no more than comfortable.

(d) There is added strain on the balance of payments which will necessarily follow
if we carry out our infernational commitments under G.A.T.T., and [.M.F. and
0.E.E.C., especially the removal of discrimination against the dollar, which is also
part of our agreed Commonwealth policy of making sterling fully convertible as
soon as we can safely do so.

11. How far can we expect to improve our capacity to meet this increasing
commitment through changes in our policies—internal or international?

12. We should consider first whether we can really hope for such a change in the
total attitude of this country—people, employers or trade unions—to our problems
that they will recognise the full scope and range of our responsibilities and also be
ready to forgo the increases in personal consumption and leisure which we must
forgo if we are to produce the savings and exports which we need. In the light of past
experience it would be unwise to count on this—at any rate in advance. Our post-war
history has in the main been one of mortgaging well in advance the gains which we
hope to make. The result has been that we have rarely if ever had anything in reserve;
and that when those gains have not been made, or some external factor such as the
terms of trade have gone against us, we have had a crisis. Only when the terms of
trade have been favourable or we have been in receipt of massive external aid have we
really had any comfort or latitude. But, even if our best hopes are realised and the
country is prepared to forgo increases in leisure and personal consumption and our
economic effort is directed towards the right kind of production, the analysis made
above shows that we shall need the minimum external commitments, for the next
few years at any rate, if we are not to be under constant strain or crisis. Quite apart
from any reduction in commitments, increasing competition, especially from
Germany, Japan and United States, will of itself require the maximum internal efforts
here.

13. The second question is whether we can hope for any moves in international
economic organisation, with whatever political consequences that may have, of a
kind that will free us from our constant post-war anxieties about our external balance
and our reserves.

14. Under this head, two studies are at the moment in progress, one about
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possible arrangements with Europe and the other about the future of the sterling
area. Both these will be coming forward fairly soon; and, whatever may be decided,
they certainly will not lift a great burden from our shoulders. But some develop-
ments of policy could help more than others to get others to help us to carry these
burdens.

22 CAB 134/1315, PR(56)6 6 June 1956
[Defence expenditure]: memorandum by Sir W Monckton for Cabinet
Policy Review Committee

[A meeting of ministers was called on 16 May 1956 to discuss ways of reducing
government expenditure by some £100 million in 1956—1957 (CAB 130/115, GEN 527/1).
The chancellor, Mr Macmillan, hoped that a substantial part of this total could be found
in the areas of defence and home defence. Because of the implications for defence policy
this matter was taken up by the Policy Review Committee.]

When we last discussed the savings of £100 millions in 1956/7 (GEN.527/1st
Meeting), the Chancellor of the Exchequer suggested that we should try to find £25
millions in 1956/7 from measures other than major changes in policy.

2. The Service Ministers have done better. They believe that they can see their
way to savings totalling about £34 millions. More than half of this has been found by
the War Office.

3. This does not include any allowance for short-falls in production. In accord-
ance with what the Chancellor of the Exchequer said in the House of Commons on
23rd April, I am assuming that we should not at this stage take account either of
these production short-falls or of unforeseen items on the other side of the ledger.

4. In this study, the Service Ministers and I have taken into account the
suggestions made by the Treasury, and those discussed at our last meeting, so far as
they affect expenditure in 1956/7.

5. I must emphasise that although these savings have been referred to as
“house-keeping” economies,’ they are in many cases things that involve some risk.

6. I have received from the Minister of Supply a list of savings which might be
sought by selling equipment to other countries at the expense of deliveries to our
own forces, by slowing down deliveries and by cancelling orders. The Service
Ministers and I hope that it may be possible to find a few millions more in these ways.
However, before the issues of policy that would be involved can be presented for
decision, there is some more factual work to be done by officials, for example in
examining whether Hunters could be sold without our losing dollars on American
orders, and how far the list overlaps with the proposals the Service Ministers have
made already.

7. For further savings we must look to the basic changes of policy we are now
starting to consider in this Committee; although the major changes can only to a
small extent affect expenditure in 1956/7.

!In a memo to the Policy Review Committee Macmillan described the money saved by the service
departments as ‘entirely composed of “housekeeping economies”.’ He hoped that the service departments
could save a further £10 million ‘as the immediate result of [defence] policy changes’ (memo by

Macmillan, CAB 134/1315, PR(56)4, 6 June 1956).
K
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8. The Chancellor of the Exchequer speaks in his paper (P.R.(56) 7) of a saving of
about £7 millions in the defence expenditure of civil departments in addition to the
£5 millions already secured. I could not pledge the departments to such a figure
without discussing it fully with them. However, taking this figure for the sake of
argument with the £34 millions from the Services we should have a total of £46
millions on defence. I suggest that it would be inconsistent with the thought behind
the paper by officials (P.R.(56) 3)? to look for appreciably more than half of the £100
million saving from the defence element of Government expenditure. As this paper
points out (paragraph 64) it is essential that the measures we take to put our
economy on a sound footing should be a “package” containing retrenchment both in
non-defence as well as defence expenditure; and to find too much from defence, in
advance of any consultation with the Americans or other N.A.T.O. countries about a
change in the N.A.T.O. strategic concept might look as if we were merely trying to
reduce our burdens at our Allies’ expense, and would increase the difficulties of
bringing about the early change of N.A.T.O. policy which is so important to us in the
longer term.

9. I suggest that we should set ourselves the aim of saving on defence about £50
millions—a few millions more than the £46 millions mentioned above. We shall not
find this remaining sum easily.

2 See 21.

23 CAB134/1315, PR 2(56) 8 June 1956!
‘Reductions in government [defence] expenditure in 1956-57":
Cabinet Policy Review Committee minutes

The Committee had before them two memoranda by the Chancellor of the Exchequer
(P.R.(56) 4 and 5) and a memorandum by the Minister of Defence (P.R.(56) 6).2

The Chancellor of the Exchequer said that he had been considering the timetable
for the presentation of the Government’s proposals to Parliament. He had in mind
the following:—

14th June — decision by the Cabinet
18th June - last day for receipt by the Treasury of draft Revised Estimates from
Departments
22nd June — proofs of Revised Estimates sent to Stationary Office
26th June — statement by the Chancellor of the Exchequer
5th July - publication of the Revised Estimates.

In discussion, it was suggested that the Government’s proposals might be
presented to Parliament in two instalments. The Government were not at present in
a position—in advance for example, of further study of the effect on military
expenditure of the changes in defence policy now under discussion—to take final
decisions about how the total reduction in expenditure should be secured. This
indicated that the Chancellor of the Exchequer might inform Parliament in July of

! The meeting was held on 7 June 1956; the minutes are dated 8 June.
2 See 22.
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those reductions on which a decision was already possible and explain that he would
announce later in the year such further measures as were necessary to complete the
rest of the saving.
The Committee:—
(1) Agreed with the timetable proposed by the Chancellor of the Exchequer.
(2) Took note that it might prove impossible for the Chancellor of the Exchequer
to announce to Parliament in July all the measures by which the total saving in
1956/7 was to be secured.

The Chancellor of the Exchequer then explained how matters at present stood
about the composition of the saving.

On defence, the Service Ministers were aiming to save £34 millions on what he
might term “house-keeping” economies. He was very grateful for their efforts. He
still thought, however, that a little more—say £2 millions—might be found from
this range of measures. The Treasury would discuss with the Ministry of Defence and
the Service Departments some suggestions about such additional savings.

He hoped that some £10 millions savings might also accrue in 1956/7 from the
major changes of defence policy which the Committee were now examining.

On the defence expenditure of Civil Departments, it was already agreed that
savings of £5 millions could be found. He now believed that it should be possible to
increase this sum to £16Y% millions. Of this additional £11%% millions, £4 millions
might be found by running down the strategic stockpile of materials, £6 millions by
reductions in purchases of food for turning over the food stockpile and £1%%2 millions
from elsewhere in the defence spending of Civil Departments.

On non-defence expenditure, it was already agreed that administrative and other
economies should yield £11 millions. He hoped that he might find an additional £1
million from Colonial Office expenditure, £1 million from Foreign Office expendi-
ture and £Y% million from economies by the Ministry of Labour and the Ministry of
National Insurance.

There remained those measures which had been discussed by the Social Services
Committee, namely measures affecting school meals, prescription charges and milk.
These measures were capable of yielding a total of £15%4 millions. A further saving of
£1Y% millions could be made if the October price increase of Y2d. were applied to
welfare milk as well as to ordinary milk.

The Ministry of Defence said that he must emphasise that the saving of £34
millions which the Service Ministers had in mind should not be thought of as
“house-keeping” economies. A substantial proportion of it represented anticipation
of the changes in defence policy now under consideration. The Service Ministers had
made a very searching review, as was shown by the size of the figure they had
produced. The Committee would now be proceeding to elaborate the changes in
defence policy which had been adumbrated at their last meeting and to consider their
effects on the programmes of the Services. Those effects were likely to be
far-reaching, but he must warn the Committee that it was unlikely, considering the
contractual and other commitments of Departments and the fact that the Service
Ministers had already utilised so much of the scope for immediate savings, that
substantial further savings would be found in 1956/7. He suggested that it might be
explained to Parliament in due course that only a small part of the changes in
defence policy proposed by the Government would be reflected in savings in 1956/7,
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and that these changes would produce substantial savings in later years.

He thought it particularly important to our relations with our Allies that the
reductions in Government expenditure in 1956/7 should include an appreciable
element in respect of social expenditure. Our Allies were inclined to believe that the
United Kingdom could not at the same time discharge her obligations as a world
power and maintain her high level of social security. It was important that we should
not give the impression that, in order to preserve all our social expenditure, we were
seeking to transfer our military burdens to our Allies.

In discussion of defence expenditure, it was urged that the major changes in
defence policy which the Committee contemplated ought to yield substantial savings
in 1956/7. For example, it would be wrong to exclude the possibility of slowing down
the production of medium bombers this year, even though the present strength of
the Medium Bomber Force amounted to only twenty-four Valiants, if only because
hydrogen bombs of United Kingdom manufacture were not available to match this
Force. Again, it was true that all the aircraft for Fighter Command allowed for in the
Estimates were to be paid for by the United States, but it was open to us to reduce the
size of the Command and thus to save operating costs, which were substantial.
However, there was much to be said for the suggestion that it should be explained to
Parliament that the bulk of the savings that were being made in defence expenditure
would not accrue until after 1956/7.

The Prime Minister said that he had had an opportunity of informal discussion
with Lord Ismay® about the changes in defence policy which the Government had in
mind. Lord Ismay had welcomed these proposals, which were in line with his own
views. He hoped that we should lose no time in presenting them to the North
Atlantic Council. Such an initiative by the United Kingdom was the most promising
way of obtaining the change in N.A.T.O. policy which was required. Lord Ismay had
added that General Norstad* was thinking on similar lines: he recognised that the
day of large armies was over.

The Committee then discussed briefly the measures affecting the social services.

The Prime Minister said that it was desirable that the reductions in Government
expenditure should include one of the measures in the field of social expenditure. He
hoped, however, that it would be unnecessary to include more than one.

The following points were made in discussion:—

(a) Itwas especially undesirable to find savings at the expense of children’s health.
On the other hand, it need not be assumed that a moderate increase in the cost of
school meals would necessarily mean that fewer parents took advantage of the
service. To increase the charge to 1/- would do no more than cover the real cost of
the meals (which was 10d.) and the cost of administration.

(b) The Committee were informed that the Secretary of State for Scotland and the
Minister of Agriculture preferred not to reach an immediate decision about a
seasonal increase of a further Y2d. a pint being imposed on milk in October, but
would wish to wait for experience of the effect of the Y2d. a pint increase already
authorised to start on 1st July.

3 Baron Ismay, S of S for Commonwealth relations, 1951-1952; secretary-general of NATO, 1952-1957;
vice-chairman 6f North Atlantic Council, 1952-1956.

4 General L Norstad, deputy (air) to supreme allied commander, Europe, 1953-1956; c-in-c, US European
command, 1956-1962.
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(c) All three measures in the social field were proposals for increasing the charges
on personal incomes and were therefore liable to be used in support of demands
for higher wages.
(d) The Ministers concerned with these measures had only been prepared to
accept them on the understanding that they were indispensable to honouring the
Government’s undertakings about reductions in expenditure.
(e) The memorandum by the Chancellor of the Exchequer (P.R.(56) 5) on the
possibility of making arbitrary cuts in grants to local authorities showed that the
difficulties of such a course were extremely formidable.
The Committee:—
(3) Agreed that the propoosal to make arbitrary reductions in grants to local
authorities need not be further examined.
(4) Invited the Chancellor of the Exchequer to consider, in the light of their
discussion, which of the measures under consideration should be presented to
Parliament in July; and to bring proposals before the Cabinet in the following
week.
(5) Invited the Chancellor of the Exchequer to continue his discussions with
the Ministers concerned about ways in which further savings in 1956/7 might be
secured otherwise than by major decisions.

24 CAB134/1315, PR 3(56)2, 4 &5 9 June 1956
[Defence policy]: Cabinet Policy Review Committee minutes’

2. United Kingdom contribution to N.A.T.O. forces

The Committee proceeded to consider paragraphs 4146 of the memorandum by
officials (P.R.(56) 3) dealing with military measures in the United Kingdom and
Europe. They also had before them a note by the Foreign Office and Ministry of
Defence (P.R.(56) 9) dealing with the way in which the withdrawal of an armoured
division from Germany could best be discussed with our Allies and the timing of such
discussions.

The Prime Minister said that what was required was a new military policy for
N.A.T.O. He hoped that the Chiefs of Staff might be able to assist in the formulation
of United Kingdom proposals for such a revision of policy. These proposals would be
discussed initially with the United States and Canadian Governments and thereafter
by the North Atlantic Council. They might be based on the concept of the “trip wire”.
He had discussed this concept informally with Lord Ismay, who had told him that it
was in accordance with his own views. Lord Ismay believed that both General
Gruenther® and General Norstad agreed that a revision of N.A.T.O. policy on these

! The meeting was attended by Eden (chair), Salisbury, Macmillan and Monckton. Also present: Lord
Cilcennin (J P L Thomas (Viscount Cilennin 1955), first lord of the Admiralty, 1951-1956), Mr Head
(secretary of state for war), Mr R Maudling (economic secretary, Treasury, 1952-1955; minister of supply,
1955-1957), Sir I Kirkpatrick (FO), General Sir G Templer (chief of the imperial general staff), Air Chief
Marshall Sir D Boyle (chief of air staff) and Vice-Admiral Sir W Davis (vice-chief of naval staff, 1954-1957),
with Sir N Brook and R C Chilver as secretaries.

2 See 21.

3 General A M Gruenther, supreme allied commander, Europe, 1953-1956.
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lines was required and would welcome an initiative from Her Majesty’s Government
on the point. Without such an initiative the machinery of N.A.T.O. could not be
expected to produce a revision of policy with the necessary speed.

The Prime Minister added that the new N.A.T.O. policy he had in mind would be
one which would permit substantial reductions, not only in the United Kingdom
Forces stationed on the Continent but in Naval Forces maintained for global war
purposes.

The Chief of the Imperial General Staff said that he did not believe that the United
Kingdom Chiefs of Staff had sufficient information on which to evolve detailed
proposals for a revision of N.A.T.O. military policy and force requirements. This was
a task for N.A.T.O. military staffs who had the necessary information and were indeed
already engaged in studies on these lines in preparation for the next major staff
exercise, CPX.7, which was to be held next year.

The Committee’s discussion showed agreement with the view that the initiative
taken by Her Majesty’s Government for the review of N.A.T.O. policy should deal
essentially with the broad directions in which military policy should be reviewed in
the light of the changed situation and should not set out detailed proposals for the
changes which this new policy would imply in N.A.T.O. strategy and in the forces of
all member countries. However, Her Majesty’s Government need not feel precluded
from setting out at a fairly early stage the kind of changes which they visualised
might result in the forces contributed by the United Kingdom. It was already
recognised in N.A.T.O. procedure that the “force goals” approved by N.A.T.O. were
based on proposals made unilaterally by member countries, having regard not only
to requirements but to their military and economic capabilities.

The Chancellor of the Exchequer said that our handling of the review of N.A.T.O.
policy must have regard to the urgency of our need to reduce our forces on the
continent. In respect of land forces, our objective was to ensure that ultimately our
contribution did not exceed two divisions and that we were enabled to withdraw one
division at an early date.

It was open to us to justify our proposals to our Allies both on our difficulties about
foreign exchange and on the new strategic situation. He thought it wise, however, to
concentrate on one justification; and it seemed best that our case should rest
primarily on the fact that our commitment had become out of date. Our present
force contribution was related to a strategic situation which no longer existed.
Moreover, insofar as our commitments were related to providing the French with
safeguards against German aggression, it was to be noted that the French had now
withdrawn the greater part of their Forces from Europe and that the Germans still
had virtually no Forces in being. We could go on to make the point that in the new
situation which had arisen in which the most immediate threat was economic, it was
unrealistic that the United Kingdom should maintain a N.A.T.O. contribution of its
present size.

Our method of discussion with our Allies must ensure speed while avoiding the
appearance of unilateral action. We should try to ensure that the changes we wished
to make flowed from a reappraisal of N.A.T.O. strategy. We should therefore propose
an early meeting of the North Atlantic Council to set this reappraisal in train.

It would be necessary during the next few days to reach a decision about an offer
from the German Government about Support Costs, which was unlikely to amount
to more than £30 millions compared with actual costs of about £70 millions. He
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thought it most important that if we accepted this offer we should do so in a way
which avoided any legal or moral commitment to continue maintaining four
divisions on the Continent. In this connection, it was to be noted that the United
States Government had recently concluded an agreement with the German Govern-
ment about Support Costs unilaterally.

The Committee’s discussion showed general agreement with the proposals of the
Chancellor of the Exchequer. Points made in discussion were:—

(a) Account must be taken, in connection both with the reduction of our Forces
on the Continent and with the handling of wider questions of N.A.T.O. policy, of the
letter dated 6th June which the Prime Minister had received from Mr. Bulganin® on
the subject of disarmament. This letter raised big issues and early consultation would
be required with our Allies about the way in which it should be handled. An
important point to be noted was that for the first time the Russian Government were
prepared to discuss proposals for the reduction of Forces in Germany as distinct from
proposals for their complete withdrawal.

It would be most important, in handling this letter, to keep the subject of
reductions of Forces in Europe wholly separate from the question of German
reunification and of thermo-nuclear disarmament.

(b) Proposals for reducing our Forces in Germany were likely to be welcome to
the German Government because they would release barracks. Otherwise, the
Germans would have to build new barracks at a time when their building industry
was under strain.

(c) Use might be made of the argument that our reduced Forces would not
necessarily have a reduced fighting capacity. It was on these grounds that SACEUR
did not appear unduly disturbed about the numerical reductions we were already
proposing to make in the 2nd Tactical Air Force.

The Committee agreed that the next step must be to prepare a cogent
memorandum setting out the factors on which a reappraisal of the requirement
for N.A.T.O. forces could be based. The memorandum should explain that the
need for this reappraisal arose from two factors:—

(i) the changed strategic situation produced by the development of megaton
bombs;

‘X" (ii) the fact that the immediate Russian threat was now economic rather
than military.

Mention might perhaps be made, in connection with these factors, of the latest
Russian communication on the subject of disarmament. The memorandum
should urge that a Ministerial meeting of the North Atlantic Council should be
held at an early date, so that instructions for the reappraisal could be given to the
N.A.T.O. military authorities.

The memorandum would be discussed in the first place with the United States and
Canadian Governments.

It would be for consideration whether, immediately after the meeting of the North
Atlantic Council, a meeting of members of the Western European Union should be
arranged, at which Her Majesty’s Government would set out their proposals for the
early withdrawal of an armoured division from Germany.

4 N Bulganin, chairman of Council of Ministers, USSR, 1955-1958.
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The Committee:—

(1) Invited the Permanent Under-Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, in
consultation with the Ministry of Defence, to prepare, as a matter of urgency, a
memorandum as described at ‘X’ above, for discussion initially with Governments
of the United States and Canada.

(2) Invited the Permanent Under-Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs to instruct
H.M. Ambassador in Washington to inform the United States Government that
Her Majesty’s Government would welcome an early opportunity of discussing with
them the replies to be made to the Russian Government’s communication of 6th
June on disarmament.

In the light of the proceeding [sic] discussion it was suggested that in addition to
preparing a memorandum for presentation to our Allies, we should need to
formulate our own ideas about the effect on N.A.T.O. Forces, and particularly our
own contribution to which the new N.A.T.O. policy might apply, and about the
reasons which might be advanced for particular reductions in our own contributions.
What was needed was a military brief to guide our representatives when these
matters were discussed. It would be a mistake to leave it wholly to the N.A.T.O.
military authorities to work out what N.A.T.O. Forces the new concept implies. This
brief should set up the level of the United Kingdom contribution which might be
appropriate under the new concept (including a reduction of Rhine Army to not
more than two divisions, a reduction in the 2nd Tactical Air Force and a substantial
reduction in our Naval contribution to N.A.T.0.), and should explain why in our view
contributions of this order would be appropriate to the new circumstances.

The Committee agreed with this proposal. In discussion the point was made that
the forces at present in existence fell a long way short of requirements as at present
stated—for example, the French had withdrawn five divisions and none of the
additional twelve German divisions had been formed. The total land forces we
proposed under the new concept might well be nearly as large as those which
actually existed at present.

The Committee:—

(3) Invited the Minister of Defence to arrange for the preparation of a brief on the

above lines for the use of United Kingdom representatives at discussions within

N.A.T.O. about the reappraisal of N.A.T.O. Force requirements.

4, United Kingdom contribution to the deterrent
The Chancellor of the Exchequer recalled that at their meeting on 6th June, the
Committee had discussed the United Kingdom contribution to the deterrent and had
invited the Minister of Defence to arrange for a study to be made in the light of their
discussion. He would like to put forward some suggestions on the subject.

The present plan provided for the Medium Bomber Force to be built up to a front
line of 200 aircraft. With this in view, the following aircraft had been or were to
be produced:—

67 Valiants at a cost of £29 millions
107 Victors " "£70 e
152 Vulcans " " £92 a
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The Committee had agreed that there should be a review both of the size of the Force
and of its phasing; the latter taking account of the rate of British production of
nuclear weapons and of the date when medium range guided missiles would be
available.

Production of Valiants was already far advanced and he saw no advantage in
slowing down the rate of delivery unless it appeared that to do so would assist the
production of Viscounts. As regards Vulcans, he understood that the Air Staff
considered that the Victor had more potentiality for development, and he suggested
that a decision might be taken not to place any further orders for the Vulcan (and
indeed possibly to cancel some of the existing orders) and to reduce the rate of
production to the lowest economic rate. The rate of production of the Victor might
similarly be reduced to the lowest economical rate. Under these proposals, there
would still be a steady increase in the size of the Medium Bomber Force until it
reached its final figure, but the date at which it reached any particular figure would
be one or two years later. There was no strategic reason why the Force should reach a
particular size by a given date; and the slowing down which he proposed would be
economically advantageous, because it would prevent the firms concerned from
seeking to increase their labour force at the expense of other firms.

Points made in discussion were:—

(a) The basis of the new defence policy which was now contemplated was that war
had become less likely and conventional weapons less important because of the
existence of the thermo-nuclear and nuclear deterrent. In these circumstances, was
it wise to reduce our contribution to the deterrent?

(b) It was proposed that we should recommend to N.A.T.O. a new concept which
flowed from the existence of the new weapons. Might it not militate against our
success if we were at the same time deliberately to reduce and slow down our own
programme for these new weapons, particularly in the initial stages of the
programme, when our Medium Bomber Force was still extremely small? The present
plan for the Force already provided for a slower expansion than we had led our Allies
to expect.

(c) The Government had hitherto emphasised publicly that the early production
of medium bombers was of the highest importance. Their production had been given
“super-priority”, and the utmost pressure had been placed on the firms. There might
be a loss of confidence if the Government’s attitude were now to be reversed. On the
other hand, it could be pointed out that the situation had changed.

(d) It was true that United Kingdom production of nuclear and thermo-nuclear
bombs would be behind the production of bombers. However, this did not affect the
argument about the deterrent power of our Force, because the Russians would
assume that United States bombs would be available to us.

(e) It was at present planned that production of the supersonic bomber should be
undertaken by A.V. Roe Ltd. after the production of the Vulcan. To terminate
production of the latter earlier than at present planned might leave a gap.

The Committee considered that the decision ultimately to be taken on the
production of medium bombers would turn largely on a balance between strategic
and economic factors. It was, therefore, important to have information about the
industrial consequences of measures such as those the Chancellor had suggested. It
was most important, however, that the enquiries made on this subject should not
become known, since they might do great harm to the negotiations we were about to
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have with our Allies.
The Committee:—
Invited the Minister of Supply to make confidential enquiries about the industrial
implications of reducing or delaying production of Valiant, Vulcan and Victor
medium bombers.

5. Future of the Suez Canel zone base

The Secretary of State for War said that some preliminary consideration had been
given, in accordance with the Committee’s instructions, to the question of the future
of the base in the Suez Canal Zone. His opinion was that if a decision were given now
that the base would not be required after 1961, it should be possible to work out an
economical plan to meet the Army’s requirements in the Middle East meanwhile. If
the base had to be closed down earlier and improvised arrangements made for
dealing with its tasks, more expenditure would be involved. For example, it was
proposed that the maintenance of soft-skinned vehicles should be carried out in the
Canal Zone after 1958, by which date we were under obligations to the Libyan
Government to vacate Benghazi, where the work was being done at present. In the
longer term, it was proposed to arrange for the work to be done in Malta. If it could
not be done in the Canal Zone in the interim, the vehicles would have to be sent back
to the United Kingdom, which would be expensive. Again, if perishable stores had to
be moved out of the Canal Zone before accommodation was ready for them
elsewhere, there would be losses through deterioration.

The following points were made in discussion:—

(a) The proposal to carry out maintenance at Malta was attractive, since there was
unemployment there.

(b) It was possible that the Libyan Government could be induced to prolong our
tenure of Benghazi.

(c) Careful thought should be given to the way in which the matter should be
handled with the Egyptian Government. It would be unfortunate if we were seen to
leave the Canal Zone as a result of pressure from the Egyptian Government. Such
pressure was more probable if the Egyptian Government believed us to be anxious to
stay; whereas, if they believed we had no desire to stay, they might press us to do so,
particularly since we might be able to do certain maintenance work for them at the
base.

The general view of the Committee was that it could be assumed that the base
could be vacated by 1961, provided that this could be arranged without provoking
trouble with the Egyptian Government.

The Committee:—

Invited the Permanent Under-Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs to consider, in

consultation with the War Office, what tactics should be followed with the

Egyptian Government in connection with the Suez Canal Zone base, on the

assumption that it would be our objective to vacate the base by 1961.
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25 CAB 134/1315, PR(56)11 15 June 1956
‘Assumptions for future planning’: note by Sir A Eden for Cabinet
Policy Review Committee

The Committee have approved the following as a basis for our military and political
planning:—

1. Our political and military objectives are:—

(a) to avoid global war;
(b) to protect our vital interests overseas, particularly access to oil.

Attempts to secure these objectives are likely to fail unless we:—

(a) maintain North American involvement in Europe;

(b) maintain a large measure of identity between the interests of the United States
and Canada and our own and develop closer co-operation with those countries;
(c) maintain the cohesion of the Commonwealth.

2. In our studies of future policy we must bear in mind that:—

(a) The main threat to our position and influence in the world is now political and
economic rather than military: and our policies should be adapted to meet that
changed situation. Effort must be transferred from military preparations to the
maintenance and improvement of our political and economic position.

(b) The period of foreign aid is ending and we must now cut our coat according to
our cloth. There is not much cloth. We have to find means of increasing by £400
millions a year the credit side of our balance of payments.

(c) In our defence programmes generally we are doing too much to guard against
the least likely risk, viz., the risk of major war; and we are spending too much on
forces of types which are no longer of primary importance.’

'In a note of 10 July 1956 (CAB 134/1315, PR(56)16), Eden listed the policy areas he intended the
committee to review in the next four weeks. Week 1: national service; home defence. Week 2: new strategy
for NATO (COS appreciation); bombers; fighters. Week 3: Royal Navy; forces for limited war and internal
security; military facilities in Middle East and Far East; non-military measures in Middle East;
non-military measures in South-East Asia; Antarctica; relief grants; Treasury reports on Part I of PR(56)3,
‘The future of the United Kingdom in world affairs’. Week 4: research and develdpment; medium-range
ballistic missiles; Africa; review of NATO reappraisal; round up and conclusion. This programme was not
carried out in full; see 27, note.
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26 (€01032/51, no 112 | June 1956
[The Commonwealth and international relations]: CRO paper on the
probable development of the Commonwealth over the next ten or
fifteen years [Extract]®

The setting of the problem
It is difficult to give a satisfactory answer to this question without some assessment
over the period in question of:—

(
(
(
(

) the changes to be expected in Europe;

) developments in Soviet policy;

) developments in China and Japan;

) possible changes in U.S. policy;

(e) developments in defence and in the atomic energy field.

O T

ou

2. For the purpose of this paper the following assumptions are made on the
points above:—

(a) Germany and the Soviet (including the satellites) politically and economically
the dominating powers inside Europe. German military resurgence likely, but
counterbalanced by the Soviet. France increasingly in decline.

(b) A strongly organised and developing Soviet, likely to maintain, whatever its
professions, and subject to minor or temporary tactical variations, its present
policy of spreading the Communist ideal of world domination through penetra-
tion, and of the undermining in Asia and Africa of the influence of the West and of
America.

(c) Progressive population pressure and nationalistic resurgence in China and
Japan. Active economic competition by Japan based on lower standards of living.
Penetration by China particularly in the military and subversion fields of the
surrounding areas (Malaya, Singapore, the former Indo-China, perhaps the
Philippines) assisted by the expansion of the Chinese element in the populations of
thoese territories but without a clash with India or Russia. Pressure, more
particularly from Japan, for modification of Australian racial policy and the
admission of non-Europeans to her open spaces.

(d) The increasing wealth, population, and technical devélopment of the U.S.A.
will make her less responsive to persuasion in the economic and political fields by
the United Kingdom and the Commonwealth, but the existence of the Soviet
threat, particularly if accompanied by a close understanding between the Soviet
and China or Japan (though unless Japan goes Communist an understanding
between her and the Communist bloc is perhaps unlikely), will act as a
counterbalance: and if only to preserve overseas markets and offset or reduce the
dangers of Communism, extensive aid, military and economic, to the countries of
the free world and the under-developed countries, will continue. A close under-
standing, but one in which the United States’ view will tend to carry progressively
increasing weight, will continue with the United Kingdom and the Common-

! This paper was prepared in the CRO for circulation by Lord Home to Cabinet ministers. The sections
dealing with Australia, New Zealand, Canada, India, Pakistan and Ceylon are not printed here.
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wealth. The effect on United States’ thinking and policy of the solidarity of the
Commonwealth, if that can be maintained, is likely on the other hand to remain
substantial. Some danger, if not likelihood, of United States’ influence increasing
and consolidating itself in certain Commonwealth countries because of military
and economic threats which the United Kingdom will be unable to help to
counter, and because of United States overseas investment. Notably in Australia:
possibly also in Pakistan and the Middle East: possibly in S.E. Asia.

(e) Defence.

No war, but little if any decline in the cold war. No satisfactory agreement about
disarmament. A reduction in expenditure in conventional weapons and in
non-technical armed forces of all services. The A and H bombs and their
developments, the effective restraint on war.

(f) Atomic power.

Over ten years, it should be possible to gauge more accurately the future civil uses
to which atomic energy can be turned, and the further developments possible in
its use in aspects of the defence field. But no very decisive development in a
practical way in the field of civil energy within say 15 years.

The present pattern of the Commonwealth

The Commonwealth links

(a) General

3. A group, of which the United Kingdom is the keystone, and which but for the
existence of the United Kingdom would disintegrate regionally, of independent
sovereign States with varying constitutional structures, races, religions, historical
and economic backgrounds, linked by allegiance to, or the common headship of, the
Sovereign; and held together by ties of

(i) Sentiment;
(ii) Tradition;
(iii) Interest.

4, Sentiment is of particular importance in the case of the “old” Commonwealth
countries other than South Africa, and of small significance in the case of the “new”.

Tradition and cultural background are of great importance in a]l cases. The “new”
dominions have been shaped by British political thought. They have inherited, to a
greater degree than they realise, British cultural and governmental standards. The
significance of the Monarchy is of primary importance principally in Australia, New
Zealand, and, to a lesser extent, Canada, where, however, it is material to the
politically important French element. But while the Monarchy does not hold so
deeply rooted a place in India, Pakistan and Ceylon, it may well be that it can retain a
special position in emerging African territories, where there is so strong a tradition
of tribal loyalty.

5. Inferest, reinforced to some extent by sentiment, is increasingly the decisive
link.

(b) Specific links
6. But in considering the links that hold the Commonwealth together weigiit
must be given also to the facts that:—
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(i) in recent years we have actually been drawing closer in understanding with the
old Commonwealth countries. It is true that they are becoming stronger and are
hence physically better able to pursue their own line where they wish. But, as they
increasingly understand the reality of their independence they have fewer
inhibitions in co-operating with us: there is less temptation for them to strike an
independent line merely in order to demonstrate their independence. Our physical
means of maintaining close consultation with them on all matters have greatly
increased. Consequently they have an increased understanding of our problems, as
we have of theirs. We may expect this tendency to increase during the next few
years;

(ii) the economies of all Commonwealth countries which are members of the
Sterling Area are very closely tied up with our economy. They are accustomed to
trade with us, as we are with them. That is why it is in their interest that their
currencies are tied to sterling and the fact that their currencies are tied to sterling
increases the tendency for us to trade with each other. These bonds should
continue independently whether some Commonwealth countries (particularly the
emergent ones) become Republics or even leave the Commonwealth. These
economic bonds with us inevitably affect the policies of the countries concerned,
and will tend to keep them in the Commonwealth.

Practical signifiance of the Commonwealth links

7. The Commonwealth association, informal, flexible, and adaptable, a dynamic
and developing organism, based as it is on the elements described above, is of value
to its members, not only because of their substantial overall identity of interest, but
because of its very informality. Foreign nations find it difficult to understand why it
holds together, when it embraces so many different and conflicting interests; why it
works, when it has no apparent set of rules or constitution; how close the links are
that bind it, or how seriously internal dissensions in it should be taken; and, most
important of all, how it will react as a whole to any particular situation and in
particular to any threat to its individual members.

8. In practice, while each member is sovereign, and takes its own decision on any
issue, there is, broadly speaking, a degree of common outlook, common thinking,
interests, and understanding, that is likely to produce a broadly common reaction.
The knowledge of this, and the uncertainty how strong that reaction may be, are, it is
suggested, in practice, a deterrent to possible aggressors. Even within the Common-
wealth, the significance of common opinion may help to keep internal dissensions
from going to extremes (India and the Tamils of Ceylon: India and Pakistan: India
and South Africa) and to protect the weaker parties from pressure that might
otherwise be applied to them.

The importance of the United Kingdom in the Commonwealth structure
9. It has to be accepted that the United Kingdom is the keystone of the
Commonwealth arch. Without it it is impossible to conceive the Commonwealth
holding together for long. Nor it is easy to conceive any other Commonwealth
country, however greatly its wealth and population might increase, taking its place,
even if the Sovereign were to move to it.
10. The United Kingdom:



[26] STRATEGY AND EMPIRE 95

(i) is the headquarters and normal residence of the Sovereign, who is the sole
formal link between the Commonwealth countries;

(ii) is responsible for the Colonial Empire which is world wide and which
constitutes a series of links, geographical, military and economic, between the
Commonwealth countries. The major units in the Colonial Empire are moving
forward to Commonwealth Membership. But the process is very gradual;

(iii) has closer links, political, economic, sentimental, traditional, with each
individual Commonwealth country than any of them have with any other
Commonwealth (or indeed foreign) country, save perhaps for the U.S.: Canadian
relation;

(iv) is closely tied in with Europe, the traditional source of world conflict; a bridge
between free Europe and the U.S.A.; and a halfway house between the U.S.A. and
Soviet Russia.

(v) is economically a great world centre of industry, commerce, and finance, and
the headquarters of the sterling area. Economic self interest binds the Common-
wealth countries and the United Kingdom together;

(vi) is still in its own right a very great power, and incomparably more important
internationally than even the most important of the Commonwealth countries.
(vii) is a major contributor to Commonwealth defence.

What changes are likely over the next 10 to 15 years in the position of the U.K. and
the Commonuwealth?

The United Kingdom

11. Particularly if the burden of defence expenditure can be eased, there seems no
reason why, despite the increasing weight of an ageing population, the United
Kingdom should not continue, unless there is general recession, to expand
production and to develop economically.

12. Relatively to the Commonwealth countries and particularly to Canada, its
economic and financial position will be progressively less dominant as theirs
develop. But over 10 to 15 years no decisive change in the balance need perhaps be
anticipated. Our industrial and financial “know-how”, and our financial and
economic adaptability, are not likely to dissipate. If the conception of the sterling
area and the value of the £ can be maintained, that will be of critical importance.

13. Politically, subject again to the rise of Germany and to Soviet policy, and to
the maintenance, as may be anticipated, of a close relation with the U.S.A., the
United Kingdom should maintain its general world position. As in the economic field
that position may be less dominant as the Commonwealth countries develop. But,
with the maintenance of the Commonwealth structure, it should remain very
substantial. ‘

14. Over the period the larger countries of the Colonial Empire may progressive-
ly be expected to move into the category of independent Commonwealth members.
That will reduce the area under direct United Kingdom control, and will necessitate
still greater concentration by the United Kingdom on maintaining its political
influence and its markets throughout the Commonwealth. Nor can it be overlooked
that certain Commonwealth countries may, because of internal dissensions or
over-ambitious planning, prove unable to stand the pace, with the result that they
either move into other associations, or will need support on a major scale, even if
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only temporarily, from the United Kingdom. . ..

South Africa

28. The uncertainties of the native problems and the internal strains arising from
it, make it very difficult to estimate the course of events.

29. Constitutionally the Union is likely sooner or later to become a Republic. Her
relations with India are likely to continue strained, but there is no present reason to
expect that she will leave the Commonwealth. Her Government’s reaction to the
admission to Commonwealth Membership of African States, such as the Gold Coast
or Nigeria, shows signs of mellowing.

30. But these States, when admitted, are reasonably certain to be active
supporters of Indian criticism of South African native policy, and might join India in
public denunciation of that policy in the United Nations and other international
gatherings. The emergence within the Commonwealth of two groups with con-
flicting views on so important a matter (particularly as our sympathies are opposed
to South African policy) would place an increasing strain on the United Kingdom and
possibly on other “old” Members in trying to hold the balance, and might result in a
situation in which the Union would leave the Commonwealth.

31. Infernally there is little likelihood of the present dominant position of the
Nationalist Afrikaners being shaken. They are, however, unlikely to attempt to put
into operation any of the more extreme theories of racial separation which are
sometimes advocated and, as the demand for African labour in industries and the
mines rises, the extent to which the Africans are integrated into the economy of the
country will increase. The real danger lies less in what the South African
Government do, than in the strongly racial character of their public statements, and
the discussions which they encourage of proposals for racial separation which would
administratively be quite impracticable.

32. There will be a gradually growing risk of the feeling between the White and
Black races in South Africa in due course leading to serious disorder. The danger of a
major collapse once the African throws up leaders, and realises the sanctions which
organised withdrawal of labour would place in his hands, is great and might
materially affect this assessment. But at the present time the Union Government are
fairly strongly placed to deal with this and would be ruthless in doing so; the Africans
are still unorganised; and though serious trouble may not arise within the next ten
years, the possibility of its doing so cannot be entirely discounted.

33. Economically the Union has every prospect of marked industrial and
economic development. At present the economy of the country is mainly in the
hands of the English-speaking element and many British firms have established
manufacturing subsidiaries in South Africa. To an increasing extent the Afrikaners
are developing their share in industry. But we may expect the existing good business
relationship with the United Kingdom to be maintained and consolidated on a basis
of mutual self-interest. As the economy further develops, and given the discouraging
attitude of the Union Government towards European immigration, Africans are
bound to obtain semi-skilled and skilled jobs to an increasing extent and this
improvement in their economic position may help to reduce racial strains.

34. Neither politically nor in business will sentiment count for anything: but
economic development is likely to provide substantial scope for United Kingdom
exports. . .. ’
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The Central African Federation

50. Economically the Federation, with its great mineral and industrial potential,
and its abundant supply of labour, has every prospect of a marked and progressive
advance. Kariba will bring immense development: the Copperbelt is a stable and
expanding source of revenue: coal and other minerals in Southern Rhodesia are
likely to be exploited. Increasing employment for Africans, and the wages that will
accompany it, are likely to lead to a high level of demand.

51. Everything will depend first on the working out of the policy of partnership
between European and African, and secondly upon a co-operative understanding
between the Federation and the three territories of Northern Rhodesia, Southern
Rhodesia, and Nyasaaland. The Africans of the two Northern territories are
suspicious of the Europeans of Southern Rhodesia and of the Federal Government
whom the Europeans inevitably dominate at the present time.

52. The fact that race relations in Southern Rhodesia have in fact been more
peaceful during the last 50 years than in almost any other terrtitory in Africa where
Europeans have settled affords some hope that a sensible system of race relations can
be worked out by the people on the spot, and once this has happened the way will be
open in the political field for the Federation to become a full member of the
Commonwealth. It is, however, of the utmost importance to the political future and
the economic development of the Federation that (in accordance with the settled
policy of Her Majesty’s Government) a good understanding in this matter should be
reached, and everything possible done to convince the African of the advantages he
will secure from Federation.

53. On the assumption that this can be achieved, a prosperous and strong new
Commonwealth country, with close links with the United Kingdom, and offering a
substantial and an assured market for British goods, can be looked for in Central
Africa over the period now under review. Failure to secure it might not only set back
the political advancement of the Federation, but might imperil the stability of the
Federal structure.

Territories now forming part of the colonial empire

Probable constitutional developments

54. The Gold Coast, if all goes well, may be ripe for Commonwealth Membership
in the Spring of 1957; Malaya “if possible” by August 1957, but perhaps more
probably early in 1958; the Caribbean Federation perhaps by 1960 or 1961; Nigeria, if
local difficulties can be overcome, perhaps by about the same date. Singapore,
Borneo and Sarawak may come in as part of a Malayan Federation.

55. The Central African Federation is likely to move on to Commonwealth
Membership in the period covered by this paper, and may be followed later by some
of the larger territories in East Africa.

56. It is perhaps unnecessary to consider in detail from the standpoint of
Commonwealth Membership the constitutional developments that may be expected
over that period in the smaller Colonial territories, and in particular the possibility of
their federation with larger Commonwealth units in their neighbourhood (e.g.
Sarawak and Borneo, and possibly Singapore, with a Malayan Federation: British
Guiana and British Honduras with the Caribbean Federation).

L
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Future relations with the U.K. and the Commonuwealth as a whole

57. It is impossible to lay down a precise timetable for the developments referred
to above.

58. But in the political field it can be assumed that it will continue to be the
policy of the U.K. Government of the day to do all in its power, once any of the larger
Colonies, or any Colonial Federation has become self-governing, to encourage it to
remain in the Commonwealth, and to support it in seeking Commonwealth
Membership. Nor, on experience hitherto, does there seem any reason to fear that
such a policy will not be successful.

59. It may well be, however, that nationalistic urges, and an anxiety not to be left
behind in the race, will mean that certain areas will press for, and may have to be
conceded, internal self-government, and possibly full self-government with Com-
monwealth Membership, before they are ripe for it. That is a risk that must be faced,
and balanced against the risk of causing still greater harm internationally and to the
Commonwealth structure if such ambitions are repressed. But the danger of
resultant instabilities, economic, financial, political, defence, cannot in such
circumstances be overlooked.

60. As is pointed out elsewhere, the addition of this substantial group of areas of
races and colours different from those of the older Commonwealth countries must
affect the balance inside the Commonwealth and may give rise to strains where racial
issues are involved. So far the Commonwealth structure has shown itself capable of
digesting and absorbing very widely differing elements. It is to be hoped that, as the
process of expansion now under consideration will be gradual, and will be spread
over a number of years, it will continue to be able to do so.

61. In population, and in economic development, all the territories now under
consideration (save possibly in the economic field the West Indies) can expect
marked progress over the next ten to fifteen years. They are all of them closely tied to
the United Kingdom economically by past history, and it is to be hoped that they will
continue to afford a reliable and substantial market for the United Kingdom, and to
export their products to her on a major scale.

62. Politically and economically it will remain of the utmost importance to keep
the territories now under consideration within the Commonwealth orbit. That may
present new and difficult problems of handling, and the technique for dealing with
these areas may need adaptation in the light of experience. But there seems no
reason to think that it will be impossible to achieve the objective.

What changes are likely in the position of the Commonwealth as a whole?

63. The membership of the Commonwealth is likely to expand at the expense of
the Colonial Empire (the Gold Coast, Nigeria, Malaya and adjacent territories, the
Caribbean Colonies, the Central Africa Federation, and possibly some of the larger
East African territories, are likely to become Commonwealth countries over the next
15 years: and other Colonies may enter as members of Federal groups).

64. The expanded Commonwealth will be increasingly non-European and tropic-
al. Constitutionally many of the new States may incline to a Republican status,
though not necessarily immediately upon obtaining Commonwealth membership.

65. There seems no reason why, with careful handling, any of the new States
should wish to leave the Commonwealth. But they will in the aggregate represent a
background and an outlook which may differ radically from those of the older
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Commonwealth countries, and this cannot but affect general Commonwealth policy
and the conduct of Commonwealth relations and discussions.

66. Certain of the new States may secure their full independence before they are
ready for it. They may well be sensitive about accepting from us guidance that would
be greatly in their interest until such time as they have found their feet. The
possibility of internal instabilities or economic mismanagement leading to break-
down which will not do credit to the Commonwealth, cannot be ignored. But the risk
is one that has to be taken.

67. It seems inevitable that our relationship with the “old” Commonwealth
countries is likely to develop somewhat differently from our relations with the new
ones. Our common interests in the fields of foreign policy and defence are not
unlikely increasingly to consolidate relations between the old Commonwealth
countries and ourselves. The same could be true in the economic field. In foreign
policy and defence our common interests with “new” Commonwealth countries are
likely to be less marked.

68. Broadly speaking there seems no reason why the Commonwealth as it
expands further should not hold together, always with the United Kingdom as the
nexus and keystone. The considerable progressive development of its constituent
parts is likely to be reflected in the growing importance of the association as a whole.
Its greater diversity, as new members are added to it, will be balanced by
correspondingly great opportunities in a vast and increasingly significant trading
area possibly unified (save for Canada) by a common or an interchangeable currency
system. Its looseness and flexibility as a political grouping should add to rather than
detract from its international importance.

U.K. policy over the next 10 fo 15 years

69. The United Kingdom will, on any reasonable expectation, continue itself to
develop.

70. It will become progressively less a dominating feature in the Commonwealth
as the “old” Commonwealth countries expand industrially and in population, and
with the emergence of large Afro-Asian groups of Commonwealth countries; and in
the world as the U.S.A., the Soviet and Germany expand.

71. The Commonwealth can hardly remain in being without the uniting bond of
the United Kingdom and the Monarchy.

~72. While it does so remain, the United Kingdom as its oldest member, occupies a

world position far more important than she could claim solely in her own right;
though that will increasingly cease to be the case as the major elements in the
Colonial Empire become self-governing.

73. Were the United Kingdom to stand by herself, her importance would still be
great, but immensely less than it is while she remains the centre of the Common-
wealth.

74. If that is so, it will be vital in decisions of policy to give the fullest weight to
the necessity to keep the Commonwealth together, and to Commonwealth reactions.

Conclusion
75. The present study is directed primarily to the probable evolution of the
Commonwealth over the next 10 to 15 years. It suggests that subject to the
movement of affairs in the outside world, and particularly to Soviet policy and to
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developments in the Far East, there is no reason to anticipate that the Common-
wealth cannot be held together under United Kingdom leadership, and that it will
not remain, on its present general basis, an international association of the first
importance.

76. Our history does not, in experience, change dramatically. Our pattern is, and
has been evolution. Over the next ten to fifteen years there will be progressively
changes in the Commonwealth of great significance. But we can expect that
Commonwealth organisation will be able to adapt itself to new situations and to take
advantage of them.

77. But the increase, over that period, in the size of the Commonwealth, and the
growing diversity of its composition, will make it more essential than ever that the
United Kingdom, as the focus and keystone of the Commonwealth, should be at
pains:—

(i) to intensity consultation, liaison, the existing processes of supplying informa-
tion and comment (admittedly, as at present, there will be differences in practice
in the technique employed, and in the degree of consultation etc., which will
reflect the varying position and conditions of the Commonwealth countries
concerned);

(ii) to attach greater weight even than at present to taking the Commonwealth
countries with her and to watching the effect of action whether in or by the United
Kingdom or elsewhere on the Commonwealth association: bearing in mind;

(iii) that while for a long period to come the United Kingdom can, in its own
right, exercise great influence as a Power in the world, its authority and influence
will continue, in an increasing degree as its rivals grow in strength and power, to
derive from its headship of, or association with, the world-wide group of States
that compose the Commonwealth.

78. The future will, in a word, depend on two things:—

(a) outside events;
(b) U.K. leadership

79. We cannot control the former. The latter is in our gift and our responsibility.
If we seize our chances boldly; if, while doing so, we have in mind in framing policy
its reaction on the Commonwealth, and the importance of holding the Common-
wealth together, there seems every reason to hope that it will be possible to preserve
the best, to maintain the high principles which have historically governed our
conduct in increasing areas of the world, and still to secure for the United Kingdom
the advantages that flow from the existence of the Commonwealth and our
leadership of it.

27 CAB 134/1315, PR 9(56)1 25 July 1956
‘Non-military measures in the Middle East and Eastern Asia’: Cabinet
Policy Review Committee minutes

[On the day after this meeting Egypt nationalised the Suez Canal. The policy review
programme, as originally mapped out by Eden, was effectively suspended as senior
ministers became embroiled in the Suez crisis. The general review of defence policy was
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nevertheless completed by early 1957; see Defence: Outline of Future Policy (Cmnd 124,
Feb 1957). Very broadly, this White Paper consummated the tradition of thought on
defence problems which had characterised British policy since the end of the Korean war
(see 14, 17, 20, 22-24), stressing the need to cope with cold rather than hot war
conditions, the importance of the nuclear deterrent, the need for redeployment of and
reductions in personnel (especially the reduction of overseas garrisons), and the
continuing need for economy.]

The Committee had before them memoranda by the Foreign Secretary (P.R.(56) 29
and 26) to which were attached reports drawn up by official committees under the
chairmanship of Mr. Dodds-Parker and Lord Reading on the political, economic and
information measures necessary to maintain and promote United Kingdom interests
in the Middle East and in Eastern Asia.! They also had before them a memorandum
by the Chancellor of the Exchequer (P.R.(56) 31) in which he proposed that a
standing committee of Ministers should be set up under the chairmanship of the
Financial Secretary, Treasury, to scrutinise proposals for overseas expenditure under
these heads.

The Prime Minister said that it would be convenient to have a standing committee
of Ministers, as proposed by the Chancellor of the Exchequer, to consider detailed
proposals for such expenditure. Such a committee would not, however, be able to get
to work in August. He therefore suggested that in the first instance the Secretary of
the Cabinet might convene a small group of officials who could carry out during
August a preliminary survey of the suggestions made in P.R.(56) 26 and 29, taking
into account views expressed by Ministers on the reports now before them and on the
question of military expenditure in the Middle East and Eastern Asia which they were
to discuss later in the week. The results of this survey could be made available for
consideration by Ministers in September.

The Committee approved this proposal. It was suggested that the Working Party of
officials should also take account of the memorandum on the teaching of English
which had been circulated to the Cabinet by the Minister of Education (C.0.(55)
175).

The Committee’s further discussion was mainly directed to the question of the
medium that should be used for broadcast propaganda.

It was pointed out that the Government had at present insufficient control over
the content of the overseas broadcasts of the British Broadcasting Corporation
(B.B.C.). It was suggested that it would be possible to justify a difference in treatment
between home and overseas broadcasts. At home the revenue of the B.B.C. was
derived from licences, and the Government rightly abstained from interference with
the content of broadcasts. Overseas broadcasts, on the other hand, were paid for by
the Government and it was reasonable that they should reflect Government policy.
Too much importance was at present being attached to the argument that the
reputation of the B.B.C. for impartiality and trustworthiness must be maintained. In
particular, the argument that this would be important for broadcasts to Europe in
another war was now made out of date by strategic developments.

Two courses were possible. One was to arrange with the B.B.C. that its overseas
broadcasts should be used as an instrument of Government policy: the other was to
make use of a different organisation and reduce Government expenditure on B.B.C.

! For the reports by Dodds-Parker and Reading, see 53 & 66.
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overseas broadcasts. The former would be preferable if the B.B.C. would agree to it,
since use could be made of the facilities and expertise of the Corporation. The B.B.C.
were about to put their overseas services under the charge of a new Director with
great experience of the Middle East. An arrangement might perhaps be made under
which a separate organisation for overseas broadcasts was established within the
B.B.C. and it was made clear publicly that the Government and not the Corporation
were responsible for the content of these broadcasts. In considering such an
arrangement, advantage should be taken of the information possessed by the Foreign
Office of the methods which had been used during the war. It might be found,
however, that the B.B.C. were unwilling to agree to any such arrangement. It might
in fact be held to be contrary to their Charter.

The Prime Minister also suggested that consideration should be given to the
appointment in the Foreign Office of a senior official, with experience of propaganda,
to relieve Ministers in the over-sight of propaganda activities generally.

The Committee agreed that it was important to press forward the establishment of
a medium-wave relay station in the Middle East on the assumption that means would
be found of exercising more effective control over the content of the broadcasts to be
relayed by it. The Foreign Secretary said that this station would be powerful enough
to cover the Persian Gulf.

The Committee:—

(1) Instructed the Secretary of the Cabinet to convene a working party of officials

which would submit comprehensive proposals, for their consideration in Septem-

ber, about non-military measures in the Middle East and Eastern Asia.

(2) Invited the Foreign Secretary to consider by what means the Government

could best secure a larger measure of control over the content of broadcasts to the

Middle East and Eastern Asia.

(3) Invited the Foreign Secretary to arrange for the early development of a

broadcast relay station in the Middle East.

(4) Invited the Foreign Secretary to consider the appointment in the Foreign

Office of an officer charged with the over-sight of propaganda activities.

28 CAB 129/84, CP(57)6 5 Jan 1957
‘ “The grand design” (co-operation with Western Europe)’: Cabinet
memorandum by Mr Selwyn Lloyd

Background
Two great Powers, America and Russia, now immeasurably outstrip all the others.

2. In 1914 great Powers were comparatively numerous. Nor was there the present
gulf between great Powers and other Powers. When the chief armament of war was
the rifle, the machine-gun and the field-gun, Serbia could fight Austria and Turkey
hold her own with Britain.

3. Twenty years later, in 1939, no Power of much less than 50 millions, backed by
a well-developed industrial system, could make effective war. Neither Italy nor
France, still less Yugoslavia or Turkey, qualified. The only effective combatants were
America, Russia, Britain, Germany and Japan.

4. By 1957 the process has gone further; and it will go further yet. An
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industrialised country with 50 million inhabitants is no longer large enough or
powerful enough to produce and man the weapons required for modern war, nuclear
or conventional. A country which wishes to play the role of a great Power must not
only possess certain conventional forces. It must also make and have the power to
use the whole range of thermo-nuclear weapons, including the megaton bomb.
Although, if all goes well, Britain will shortly have the know-how of the megaton
bomb and the possession of some kiloton weapons, Britain cannot by herself go the
whole distance. If we try to do so we shall bankrupt ourselves. The choice is therefore
clear. We must stop short with an insufficient stockpile and inadequate means of
delivery or we must seek to achieve our end by other means.

Part I A Western European military and political association

5. If we are to be a first-class Power with full thermo-nuclear capacity, it can only
be done in association with other countries. Britain and the other six Western
European Union (W.E.U.)! Powers have a combined population of over 210 millions,
together with very considerable industrial capacity, resources and skill. If these were
pooled, the resultant association could afford to possess full thermo-nuclear
capacity. It could be the third great Power.

6. Such an association would not be a “Third Force” between America and Russia.
Its object would rather be to develop into one powerful group within the North
Atlantic Treaty Organisation (N.A.T.0.), almost as powerful as America and perhaps
in friendly rivalry with her. The high political and strategic direction would remain
in N.A.T.O. as long as the Americans remained there.

7. The most important step in the development of the Western European
association on these lines would be a joint research and development programme for
atomic and thermo-nuclear weapons, including all the means of delivery. There
would also have to be arrangements for the common financing of this programme,
for integrated production and for the use in the joint interest of the end-products.

8. This military association of the seven Powers would in practice entail a closer
political association between them. Once the association had thermo-nuclear
capacity, it would have to have the machinery for deciding about the use of that
capacity. There need be no supranational machinery not responsible to Govern-
ments. Nor need we ever come to a complete merging of forces. The machinery of
W.E.U. could serve, developed in due course as was necessary for closer co-operation
both in the nuclear and conventional fields.

Advantages and disadvantages of the above

9. In making proposals on the above lines to our European allies, we should be
offering them a great deal. In thermo-nuclear matters, we are vastly ahead of them in
knowledge, manufacturing capacity, testing facilities, etc. Therefore we should be in
a strong position to see that the arrangements were made on our terms.

10. The political advantages would be solid. Germany, Italy, Benelux and
probably the present French Government would welcome the proposal. They have
always wanted us to “go into Europe”. We should do much to correct French and
German tendencies to neutralism. In particular, we would bind Germany more

! The WEU was established in 1955 following the abandonment of the EDC project (see 2, note 2).
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tightly into the Western family at a time when such binding is vital. We might win
next summer’s election for Dr. Adenauer.? The arrangements could be made to fit in
with our plans for force reductions. We should facilitate the financial arrangements
for maintaining our forces on the Continent and for continuing our research and
development programme.

11. It would be logical to accompany the military arrangements by arrangements
for civil nuclear co-operation; and we should have to reconsider our relationship
with EURATOM. The result might be to modify the present views of the other six
Powers about EURATOM.

12. As part of a larger confederation we could hope to make Western European
influence stronger, e.g. in Africa and the Middle East. While we should not set up as
rivals to America, we should nevertheless attain to some degree of reinsurance
against an eventual American withdrawal from Europe, either partial or total. We
should take our place where we now most belong, i.e. in Europe with our immediate
neighbours, and thereby give greater cohesion and strength to Europe. Nor need
these arrangements lead to any weakening of Commonwealth ties. Finally, the
financial contributions of our W.E.U. partners would help us considerably in our
balance of payments.

13. There are, however, grave risks unless our proposals are handled right. We
should risk our special arrangements with America and Canada, particularly in the
nuclear and intelligence fields.

14. The close relationship between the three Anglo-Saxon Powers is based on
mutual confidence. Unless we retain the present links in substantially their present
form, the production of thermo-nuclear weapons, etc. might be delayed for years
owing to the change in the system, and the need for the necessary planning,
construction and training of scientists in conjunction with our new associates.

15. Our nuclear arrangements with America are governed by two agreements,
covering the military and civil fields respectively and representing actual and
potential benefits which would be a most serious loss. We should have to proceed
circumspectly with the Americans. But we are not without bargaining counters. The
Anglo—American Agreement of 15th June, 1955, for military co-operation can only be
terminated by the mutual agreement of both Parties. It forbids either Government to
communicate information made available to it under the Agreement to third parties
without the consent of the originator. But it does contain a provision that “nothing
herein shall be interpreted or operate as a bar or restriction to consultation and
co-operation by the United Kingdom or the United States with other nations or
regional organisations in any fields of defence”.

16. The first and most difficult problem with the Americans will be that of
security. They are sensitive about this, as Mr. Charles Wilson’s® remarks in the
N.A.T.O. meeting in Paris showed. German and French security is bad; it would have
to be improved and this would take time. Meanwhile, we should have to make it clear
to our European allies that, unless we were to risk losing American co-operation,
they might have to leave to us in the United Kingdom responsibility for certain parts
of the thermo-nuclear programme, at any rate in the initial stages. In reverse, this
progress could be used as a bargaining counter with the Americans. But arrange-

2 K Adenauer, chancellor of West Germany, 1949-1963.
3 C E Wilson, US secretary of defence, 1953-1957.
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ments of this kind might only be a temporary phase. What would be in question
would be security vis-a-vis Russia. Russia would in any case be technically well in
advance of Western Europe, at any rate at the beginning. In any case if, as the
Americans say, it will not be many years before almost every country has the
possibility of thermo-nuclear weapons, then security becomes of diminishing
importance.

17. To sum up, the choices are either:—

(a) to go on alone by ourselves at the risk of bankruptcy; or
(b) to stop short at a point where we would be a nuclear Power only in name; or
(c) topool research and development and the end-products along the above lines.

18. I prefer the last choice. We should thereby enlist not only the resources and
skill of our European neighbours, particularly the Germans, but also their finance. If
we had to pay, say, 25 per cent of the cost, our economic burden would be
enormously lightened; and we should in due course free a large number of scientific
personnel who are urgently required elsewhere than in the field of defence.

19. On the other hand, it must be realised that this choice would involve the risk
of a hostile Soviet reaction, and the weakening of our links with America.

20. The possibility of Dr. Adenauer losing the next election need not affect our
choice because that would occur at so early a stage in our programme.

21. The negotiations would be complicated but there is a favourable atmosphere
in Europe at present.

Part Il Other elements in the “grand design”

22. Unless W.E.U. co-operates on this nuclear basis I do not think there is much
scope for co-operation between the W.E.U. Powers except on normal N.A.T.O. lines.
That, however, does not mean that there are no other fields in which we can draw
closer to Europe.

23. In Paris when I sketched out at the North Atlantic Council in December this
idea of a “Grand Design” for the rationalisation of the proliferation of the Atlantic and
European organisations, I covered also the economic and Parliamentary aspects.

Economic )

24. In the economic field the idea, very briefly, is to continue to look to the
Organisation for European Economic Co-operation (0.E.E.C.) as the main instru-
ment for co-operative effort and to try to consolidate under its aegis the other
European economic organisations. The Six-Power communities need not be dis-
solved but the association of other European States with those communities should
be effected within the frame-work of the O.E.E.C. Thus the machinery required to
regulate the European Free Trade Area* should be set up as part of the O.E.E.C.

Parliamentary

25. Another element in the Grand Design might be a General Assembly for
Europe which would replace the separate assemblies which have been or are liable to
be set up for each organisation, e.g. Council of Europe, W.E.U., EURATOM, N.A.T.O.

4 See part III of this volume, 387, 389-395.
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This General Assembly could divide its work as is done in the United Nations
Assembly between Committees, each discussing a different category of subjects,

eg—

(a) First Committee (Political)—to hold general debates;

(b) Second Committee (Economic)—to discuss problems of European economic
co-operation and the activities of 0.E.E.C.;

(c) Third Committee (Social and Cultural)—to carry on the work already done in
this field by the Council of Europe and W.E.U. Assemblies;

(d) Fourth Committee (Defence)—to discuss problems of European defence,
including the W.E.U. Arms Control activities.

26. Thus we might get away from the competition and overlapping between the
existing assemblies and establish instead one centre, serviced by one Secretariat
where Parliamentarians of the Western nations could meet to discuss any aspect of
Western co-operation. When [the] subjct of discussion was defence, certain coun-
tries, e.g. Sweden and Switzerland, would probably not wish to be present but for the
rest the wider the attendance the better and I would hope that American and
Canadian Parliamentarians would participate on the strength of their associate
membership of N.A.T.O. and their associate membership of O.E.E.C.

27. Arrangements on these lines would permit the neutral European countries
and even eventually the Eastern European States to participate in economic and
Parliamentary institutions without having to join N.A.T.O. or W.E.U.

Part III

Procedure
28. If the foregoing is generally agreed, the procedure might be as follows:—

(i) I would float these ideas, in confidence and in general terms, with M. Spaak®
when he comes to London on Sunday, 13th January. I would then discuss them
with the Italians, Germans and French (leaving it to M. Spaak to inform his
Benelux colleagues). I would propose to visit Bonn and Paris this month on my
way to or from Rome. If all went well, a meeting of the W.E.U. Foreign Ministers
would then be required, perhaps at the end of January; thlS to be followed by a
working party of officials to work out the details.

(ii) The timing of the approach to the Americans and Canadians is important. It
might be in two stages:—

(a) Just before I talk to M. Spaak on 13th January, the Americans and Canadians
would be told that we were exploring the possibilities of the United Kingdom
drawing closer to Europe over and above our plan for a Free Trade Area. It is for
consideration whether we should also explain to them that we were becoming
ever more conscious of the weight of our defence programme and that we were
exploring the possibilities of relieving ourselves possibly by some sharing with
our W.E.U. allies of the burden of our research and development. The Americans
and Canadians would likewise be told of our general thinking on the lines of Part

5 P-H Spaak, foreign minister of Belgium, 1954-1957, secretary-general of NATO, 1957-1961.
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II of this paper in amplification of my remarks at the N.A.T.O. meeting in Paris
about the “Grand Design”.

(b) Immediately after my talks in Rome, Bonn and Paris, and before the
meeting of W.E.U. Foreign Ministers, our scheme (possibly modified by my talks
in Rome, Bonn, etc.) would be laid before the American and Canadian
Governments who would be informed that we proposed to raise it at the W.E.U.
Ministerial meeting.

29. We should at all stages emphasize to the Americans and the Canadians that
our ideas were within the ambit of the Atlantic Alliance and designed to strengthen
it. We should also make it clear that we relied on their encouragement and regarded
their continued co-operation as essential.

29 CAB 128/30/2, CM 3(57) 9 Jan 1957*
‘Europe’: Cabinet conclusions on political and military association

The Cabinet considered a memorandu/m by the Foreign Secretary (C.P. (57) 6)* of
[sic] outlining a plan for closer military and political association between the United
Kingdom and Western Europe.

The Foreign Secretary said that there was in Europe a propitious atmosphere for a
fresh initiative towards closer co-operation. On the economic side we had already
taken the lead; and good progress was being made with the proposals for a common
market and a free trade area. On the Parliamentary side, there would be no difficulty
in putting forward a plan for a General Assembly of Europe on the lines indicated in
paragraph 25 of his memorandum. There would be some value in replacing the
various existing assemblies by a single General Assembly with a number of functional
committees; and the unifying influence of the existing organisations would be
enhanced if they could be brought together at a single headquarters with a single
secretariat.

The more significant, and possibly more controversial, part of his memorandum
was that which proposed a closer military association between the United Kingdom
and Western Europe. It seemed clear that we could not for long sustain the defence
burden which we were now carrying; but our international standing would suffer if
we sought relief by a unilateral reduction in defence expenditure. He had therefore
outlined in his memorandum a possible method of sharing our defence burden with
our friends in Western Europe. For this purpose he would prefer to work through
Western European Union (W.E.U.); for past experience suggested that in the North
Atlantic Treaty Organisation (N.A.T.0.), with its large military bureaucracy, we
should find less sympathy with our need to reduce defence expenditure. We could not
hope to develop a strength in nuclear weapons comparable to that of the United
States or the Soviet Union; and there seemed little advantage in continuing alone
with the development of the megaton bomb if we had not the resources to
manufacture thereafter an adequate stockpile of these weapons. Might it not be

! The meeting was held on 8 Jan 1957; the minutes are dated 9 Jan.
2 See 28.
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better, in these circumstances, to pool our resources with our European allies so that
Western Europe as a whole might become a third nuclear power comparable with the
United States and the Soviet Union? By this means we might be able both to reduce
our own defence burden and to develop within N.A.T.O. a group almost as powerful
as the United States. A policy on these lines need not imply antagonism towards the
United States; it might well be developed in co-operation with them.

The Lord President said that he had been disturbed by the proposals outlined in
the Foreign Secretary’s memorandum. He doubted whether a policy on these lines
could be pursued consistently with the maintenance of the Anglo-American alliance
which, in his view, offered the best hope of securing the free world from Soviet
aggression. It would be specially unfortunate if an approach towards a closer military
association with Europe were based on proposals for the common development of
nuclear weapons. For it was a main aim of United States policy to ensure that the
capacity to manufacture nuclear weapons was limited to those countries which
already possessed it. This indeed was the primary purpose of the new disarmament
proposals recently put forward by the United States Government; and the policy
outlined in the Foreign Secretary’s memorandum would run counter to those
proposals. For himself he could not accept the Foreign Secretary’s assumption
(paragraph 4 of C.P. (57) 6) that it was the nuclear element in our defence
programme that would drive us into bankruptcy. But it was certain that the United
States, if their hostility was aroused by our adoption of a policy on the lines now
suggested, could seriously damage our programme of nuclear development, both
civil and military. They had the means of preventing us from drawing supplies of
uranium from Canada, and they could probably secure two-thirds of what we hoped
to obtain from South Africa.

In paragraph 17 of C.P. (57) 6 the Foreign Secretary had suggested that the
choices open to us were to go on alone at the risk of bankruptcy; to stop short at a
point where we should be a nuclear power only in name; or to pool research,
development and manufacture of nuclear weapons with our allies in Western Europe.
The Lord President said that there was a fourth course—namely, to continue our
co-operation with the United States. This, in his judgment, was the better course and
one which was more in accordance with the fundamental basis of our foreign policy.
Our main aim at the present time should be to repair the breach which had been
made in Anglo-American relations by the Suez dispute.

Finally, the Lord President said that he was even more disturbed by the
suggestions on procedure which were outlined in paragraphs 28 and 29 of C.P. (57)
6. If, in the light of recent experience over Suez, a plan of this kind were discussed in
Europe without prior consultation with the United States Government, there would
be grave risk that the Anglo-American alliance would be finally undermined. If we
were to proceed at all with a policy on these lines, we ought surely to discuss it in the
first instance with the United States as part of a full and frank review of our defence
policy.

The Commonuwealth Secretary, in supporting the views expressed by the Lord
President, said that a policy of the kind outlined in C.P. (57) 6 could not safely be
launched without the fullest prior consultation, not only with the United States, but
with the older members of the Commonwealth. Even then, it would involve great
risks; and he would himself prefer to seek closer co-operation with the United States
and Canada in the development of nuclear power for civil and military purposes.
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The Minister of Defence said that, in general, his sympathies lay with the views
expressed by the Lord President. He also saw great practical difficulties in the
proposals put forward by the Foreign Secretary. It would be between seven and ten
years before we were able to supply our European allies with nuclear weapons. The
United States, on the other hand, could supply their needs, if they so desired, within
a year or so. They were therefore in a position to frustrate this plan if we put it
forward without their prior approval. They were unlikely to approve it, since it was
their policy that Western Europe should remain dependent on the United States for
the supply of nuclear warheads. So long as they held the monopoly of supply, they
would be able to keep the issue of these warheads within their control. If, however,
European countries were invited to contribute towards the development of these
weapons on the lines contemplated by the Foreign Secretary, they would surely
expect to own and control their share of the product. To this the United States would
presumably be opposed. And were we ourselves prepared to contemplate German
possession of nuclear weapons? Finally the Minister of Defence said that he agreed
with the Lord President that the cost of the nuclear element of our defence
programme should not be exaggerated. It amounted to little more than 10 per cent.
of the total and was not in itself a crushing burden.

In discussion there was general agreement that a fresh initiative towards closer
European co-operation should not be based on proposals for co-operation in the
development of nuclear weapons. Such an approach would tend to array the rest of
the world against our efforts for European unity. It would in particular arouse the
antagonism of the United States. And in present circumstances the whole economy
of Europe could be undermined unless the United States was ready to help to protect
the sources of its oil supplies in the Middle East.

On the other hand, strong support was expressed for the general concept of a
closer association between the United Kingdom and Western Europe. On this the
following arguments were put forward:—

(a) The Anglo-American alliance was vital to the security of the free world: but the
Suez crisis had made it plain that there must be some change in the basis of
Anglo-American relations. It was doubtful whether the United States would now be
willing to accord to us alone the special position which we had held as their principal
ally during the war. We might therefore be better able to influence them if we were
part of an association of Powers which had greater political, economic and military
strength than we alone could command. We ought to be in a position to deal with the
United States Government on equal terms; and, if that position had now to be
founded on economic strength and military power, we must seek it through a new
association with other countries.

(b) In external, as well as domestic policy, the Government needed new themes
with which to rally their supporters throughout the country. The public evidently
felt the need for positive policies which held out greater hope for the future. There
was already a substantial body of support in the Conservative Party for the concept of
closer association with Europe, and this would be a favourable moment at which to
make it a central theme of foreign policy.

(c) This theme could be developed consistently with the maintenance of the
Anglo-American alliance and the cohesion of the Commonwealth. For some time
past the United States Government had favoured the idea of European unity. The
proposals for a common market and a free trade area in Europe already had the
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sympathetic interest of the United States Government and of the older Common-
wealth Governments.

(d) If we took the initiative in pressing this concept and putting forward practical
proposals for giving effect to it, we had the opportunity to seize the political
leadership in Europe. This opportunity should not be missed.

(e) It would be useful if the W.E.U. Powers could operate more cohesively as a
group within N.A.T.O. It would certainly be valuable if a European bloc could emerge
within the United Nations. This development might even be welcomed by the United
States Government, who were concerned at the growing influence of the Afro-Asian
bloc in the Assembly.

(f) While there was certainly scope for rationalising the numerous international
organisations in Europe, it might be inexpedient to take an initiative on this without
regard to the progress of the negotiations for a free trade area in Europe. Those
negotiations were now entering a more difficult phase, and any bargaining cards
which we held should be kept in our hands for the time being.

The Foreign Secretary, summing up the discussion, said that there seemed to be
general agreement in the Cabinet that the time was ripe for a fresh initiative towards
closer association between the United Kingdom and Europe. A good start had been
made, on the economic side, with the proposals for a common market and for a free
trade area in Europe. These might now be supplemented by proposals for a closer
political association and, possibly at a later stage, a military association between the
W.E.U. Powers within N.A.T.O. It was evident, however, that the Cabinet would
prefer that no such approach should be made to any European country without full
prior consultation with the United States Government and with the Governments of
the older Commonwealth countries; and that, in those consultations, no suggestion
should be made that military co-operation between the European Powers should be
based on the common development of nuclear weapons. The Cabinet would evidently
wish to consider at a later stage the extent to which our political association with
Europe could safely be carried: they would certainly wish that it should stop short of
federation. On procedure, the first step would be to open full and frank discussions of
this whole question with the United States Government and thereafter with the
Governments of the older Commonwealth countries. Any detailed plans for develop-
ing new military associations in Europe would, however, be concerted with the
Minister of Defence before any communication was made to other Governments.

The Cabinet:—

(1) Invited the Foreign Secretary to report to the Prime Minister the broad

conclusions which had emerged from the Cabinet’s discussion.

(2) Agreed to resume their consideration of these questions at a later meetmg

30 PREM 11/208 8 Nov 1951
[Middle East policy]: minute by Lord Cherwell! to Mr Churchill

In considering whether we should accept large commitments in the Middle East the
following points seem relevant.
Now that we have lost India and Burma the freedom of the Suez Canal is an

! Baron Cherwell, paymaster-general, 1951-1953.
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international rather than a specifically British interest. In any event to sail through
the Mediterranean will be difficult with enemy aircraft operating from Bulgaria
unless fighter cover is provided. This would mean bases in Africa, Crete and Cyprus
all of which would have to be defended against air-borne landings and bombing. It is
doubtful whether this would be worth while merely in order to shorten the voyage
from Britain to Australia by a couple of weeks.

Middle East oil is an immensely valuable asset. But we have already abandoned our
Persian oil and the remainder is largely in American hands. Is it not for America
rather than for Britain to defend it?

The only other reason for holding the Middle East is to prevent another large
accession of territory and manpower to the Communists. This falls under the
Truman doctrine and as such is more an American than a British responsibility.

For these reasons it would seem that the U.S. should undertake the defence of the
Middle East. With such grave dangers nearer home the U.K. in my view should not
accept such a strain on its resources of manpower and shipping.?

2 Churchill minuted in reply: I am keeping your paper about the Middle East which contains many
unpleasant truths. I have had to agree to Anthony’s [Eden’s] proposals. They will probably lead to a
deadlock. It is of the utmost importance to get the Americans in’ (PREM 11/208, 10 Nov 1951).

31 CAB129/54, C(52)267 28 July 1952
‘Suez Canal’: Cabinet memorandum by Mr Eden

The basic assumption of this paper, which I am circulating for the consideration of
my colleagues, is that steps must be taken to safeguard the free transit of the Suez
Canal irrespective of whether or not current bilateral discussions with Egypt make
headway and irrespective of the decision taken in regard to a Middle East Defence
Organisation. The measures suggested here will have to be related to both these
projects, and it is desirable to leave some flexibility in the timing.

Present position _

2. Anill-disposed Egyptian Government might at any time try-to restrict or stop
traffic going through the Suez Canal. It could do this either by direct obstruction or
by applying pressure to the Suez Canal Company. The Suez Canal Company could
also be rendered so inefficient through pressure upon its technicians as to restrict
the Canal’s operation.

3. Recent evidence that Egypt might abuse her geographical position in this way
is as follows:—

(a) In 1948, in connexion with the Palestine conflict, the Egyptian Government
imposed contraband control on cargoes passing through the Canal for Israel,
thereby causing heavy losses to British Insurance interests and shipping. They
invoked Articles 9 and 10 of the Suez Canal Convention of 1888 which gave Egypt
the right to take the necessary measures for ensuring the execution of the
Convention and the defence of Egypt, including the maintenance of public order
by their own forces. The Egyptian Government defied the Resolution of the
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Security Council of 1st September, 1951, calling upon them to remove these
restrictions.

(b) In January of this year the then Egyptian Prime Minister, Nahas Pasha,
threatened the Suez Canal Company. The Company fear that although their
concession does not expire until 1968, the fact that the Company is foreign owned
and makes large profits for Her Majesty’s Government and other foreign sharehol-
ders makes it an attractive target for nationalist Egyptian politicians in much the
same way as the Anglo-Iranian Oil Company was to nationalist Iranian politicians
up to 1951.

(¢c) In June of this year the Egyptian authorities requested the Suez Canal
Company to pay in Egyptian pounds the dividend payments due to Her Majesty’s
Government in sterling on 1st July. This request fortunately came too late to hold
up this payment in sterling. In July the Egyptians further requested the Company
to place at the disposal of the Bank of Egypt the Company’s sterling earnings until
the end of this year. The Company, whose position is weakened by the fact that
they are an Egyptian company, felt obliged to fob the Egyptians off with an offer to
transfer £3 million from the sterling currently at their disposal. In return the
Company have obtained only oral assurances against renewed demands and there
is a danger that their weakness on this occasion, coupled with Egyptian sterling
shortage, may encourage further Egyptian demands on the Company’s sterling.

4. The purported Egyptian abrogation in October 1951 of the Anglo-Egyptian
Treaty (together with the Immunities Convention concerning the immunities and
privileges to be enjoyed by the British forces in Egypt) has led to Egyptian
interference with the free working of the Canal:—

(a) The Wafd Government did not actually prevent shipping passing through the
Canal but some disorganisation was caused by the withdrawal of stevedores and
other Egyptian labour and by the imposition of unreasonable customs and other
formalities. In order to keep ships moving the Royal Navy had to step in and assist
in such tasks as berthing, loading and unloading and marshalling of convoys.
(b) The purported Egyptian abrogation of the Immunities Convention also
implied the renunciation of the 1921 Customs Agreement by which the British
forces were permitted to import various goods into the Canal Zone free of charge.
The agents of the shipping companies have therefore been subjected to numerous
Egyptian fines for handling black-listed cargo conveyed to the military ports and
for other “illegal” acts and may also receive demands for the payment of
considerable arrears of customs duty on such goods.

Legal position

5. Inregard to freedom of Transit, Article 1 of the Suez Canal Convention of 1888
says that “The Suez Maritime Canal shall always be free and open in time of war as in
time of peace to every vessel of commerce or of war without distinction of flag.” The
signatories of this Convention were Great Britain, Germany, Austria-Hungary,
Spain, France, Italy, the Netherlands, Russia and Turkey. The original Article 8,
which provided that the agents in Egypt of the signatory Powers should watch over
the execution of the Convention, was never put into effect and the responsibility for
safeguarding freedom of transit has devolved mainly upon Egypt. In regard to the
wording of Article 9 of the Convention, “In case the Egyptian Government should not
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have sufficient means at its disposal it shall call upon the Imperial Ottoman
Government,” we hold that Her Majesty’s Government in the United Kingdom have
inherited the responsibility of the Imperial Ottoman Government (see legal notes
attached to this paper—Annex 1).!

6. The instrument by which the Canal is operated is the 99-year Concession
granted to the Suez Canal Company by the Ottoman Government. It expires in 1968,
by which time new arrangements will have to be made. Although the Canal Company
is an Egyptian Company, the management is in Paris and the technical personnel are
French. In 1949 a new Convention was negotiated by the Company and the Egyptian
Government which increased the latter’s royalty to 7 per cent. of the gross profits
and accelerated the rate of Egyptianisation of the Company’s services in Egypt. The
Wafd resisted the passing of the 1949 Convention although in general they did not
infringe its terms during their period of office.

Presence of British land forces

7. Legal position apart, there is no doubt that the presence of British Land Forces
in the Canal Zone in accordance with the provision of the 1936 Treaty is a deterrent
to precipitate action by the Egyptians although the object of the Treaty was joint
Anglo-Egyptian defence against outside attacks. In modification of this generalisa-
tion one may add (a) that the presence of troops in the Canal Zone has been built up
by Egyptian propaganda to be the main obstacle to friendly Anglo-Egyptian relations
and (b) that if the Egyptians really made up their mind to interfere with the Canal the
presence of British troops in the Treaty area alone would, because of the very length
of the Canal, be ineffective in stopping them. Nevertheless so long as it is impossible
to rely on a comparatively responsible Government remaining in power, the
withdrawal of troops would facilitate Egyptian action and would render far more
difficult a repetition of emergency operations such as the Royal Navy undertook at
the end of 1951.

British interests involved

8. A stoppage of free transit through the Canal would have a disastrous effect
upon British trade with all countries East of Suez including members of the
Commonwealth. The Canal is of more importance to the world to-day than ever
before. The net tonnage passing through last year was nearly double that passing in
1939. British ships constitute about one-third—being at least double that under any
other flag—and in addition a proportion of the tonnage of other flags passing
through, particularly tankers, is chartered to British interests. Even a temporary
reversion to the Cape route would have most damaging consequences, with
increased costs and disruption of trade. This is particularly true in the case of oil,
which in 1951 represented 72 per cent. in weight of all northbound traffic through
the Canal. The refineries which have been built in the United Kingdom since the war,
at a cost of £165 million, rely on shipments from the Persian Gulf for 60 per cent. of
their crude oil. Since the world tanker fleets are already fully occupied, this volume
of imports could not be maintained over the longer Cape route, even with dollar
chartering. A shortage of petroleum products in this country would therefore follow
almost immediately on any interruption of Canal traffic.

! Annexes not printed.
M
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9. The consequences of delays in Canal passages, without a complete stoppage,
would also be serious. Delays could arise not only through deliberate Egyptian
interference but also through inefficient operation if inexperienced Egyptian person-
nel took charge of Canal operations. The anxiety of the British shipping industry
about the future both of the Canal and of the Canal Company was expressed by a
delegation which met the Secretary of State for the Co-ordination of Transport, Fuel
and Power, and the Minister of Transport, in March this year. If the Canal Company
were interfered with, reduced efficiency of operation or Egyptian attempts to use it
for revenue purposes would probably result in the raising of transit dues and Her
Majesty’s Government, along with other users of the Canal, would suffer from the
increased freight charges. This would impair our ability to meet growing Japanese
competition in Middle Eastern and Far Eastern markets.

10. If the Canal Company’s concessions were terminated by Egypt, the Exchequer
would be deprived of revenue amounting to £3 million a year which Her Majesty’s
Government might reasonably expect to continue until 1968 as revenue on its
holding in the Suez Canal Company. Without going as far as this the Egyptian
Government might attempt (as they have already done) to prevent the payment of
this revenue in sterling.

Interests of other powers

11. The annexed memorandum (Annex 2) shows the nationality of the shipping
passing through the Suez Canal in 1951. After the United Kingdom, the main
shipping countries involved are the Scandinavian countries (especially Norway),
France, the United States, the Netherlands and Italy. The same countries were the
main countries of destination of goods passing through the Canal in a northerly
direction. Australia, New Zealand, India and Pakistan are, in terms of goods sent and
received, big users of the Canal. Japan is also likely to resume its place among the
principal users. Western Europe relies on shipments from the Persian Gulf for
approximately 50 per cent. of its oil requirements and supplies could not be
maintained if the Canal were closed. Moreover, storage capacity is limited and even a
temporary interruption of traffic would entail serious oil shortages.

12. While many other countries share our interest in maintaining sea transport,
there has in fact been little response to overtures by Her Majesty’s Government and
the French Government to obtain the support of other countries in keeping the
Canal open. On the other hand, fresh diplomatic action has been pressed upon us by
the Government of Israel. On 6th June the Israel representative at the United Nations
proposed to Sir Gladwyn Jebb and his United States and French colleagues that:—

(a) If there were an early settlement of Anglo-Egyptian negotiations and the
settlement did not include the lifting of the blockade, the three Governments
should at once take up this point with the Egyptians; .

(b) That if the settlement were long delayed the three Governments should take it
up anyway as a separate issue.

The Scandinavian countries have also shown interest in the possibilities of fresh
diplomatic action, but have confined their attention to the situation which would
occur after the expiry of the Suez Canal Company’s concession. The Scandinavian
Shipowners’ Association recently recommended the internationalisation of the Canal
under the United Nations with Great Britain as the political mandatory Power and
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with the Suez Canal Company as economic administrator. We have not encouraged
this approach any more than we have encouraged the Israel Government to press for -
action on the Security Council resolution since we hoped to make progress in
bilateral negotiations with the Egyptians on defence.

13. Distinct from their interest in the freedom of transit, the French Government
have a strong interest in the position of the Canal Company. Most of the shares are
held by private French investors. They have therefore been more forthcoming than
any of the other Governments approached during our difficulties with the Egyptians
last winter. In reply to the invitation from Her Majesty’s Government to consider
providing a warship to be stationed alongside the Royal Navy vessels in Suez or Port
Said, the French Government proposed a meeting between representatives of the
United Kingdom, France, the United States, Norway, the Netherlands and Italy to
concert a plan of action. Her Majesty’s Government were willing to accept this
suggestion, but in fact it was not followed up because the fall of the Wafd
Government put an end to the immediate emergency.

14. The United States Government, because of their interest in the Panama
Canal, would not wish to encourage any general demand for the international
safeguarding of all international waterways.

15. The Arab States might well regard any attempts to obtain further safeguards
for the free transit of the Canal as primarily designed to further the interests of Israel
by removing Egyptian restrictions on the passage through the Suez Canal of goods
bound for that country.

Necessary action

16. Inview of the large British interests involved and the extent to which they are
shared by other countries, it is incumbent upon Her Majesty’s Government to take
steps to consult the main maritime powers in order to forestall action by an
ill-disposed Egyptian Government. These steps may be divided into two phases:—

(a) consultation with the main maritime Powers, which should take place as soon
as possible;

(b) an approach by the maritime Powers to the Egyptian Government, the timing
of which should be decided at a later stage, bearing in mind, infer alia the state of
Anglo-Egyptian relations at the time.

17. While, to preserve our rights under it, we wish the 1888 Convention to
‘remain in force, there is no advantage in revising it. Russia was a signatory and the
Soviet Union would never agree to co-operate over the Canal. Moreover, of the other
signatory Powers, Austria-Hungary has ceased to exist and Germany, Spain and
Turkey are not now leading maritime countries. [deally, we should wish to see the
present leading maritime Powers take up the struggle for freedom of transit where
the signatories of the 1888 Convention left off. We would have to keep the friendly
ex-signatories of the Convention informed of what we were proposing to do, but
there would be no necessity to invite them to a Conference.

18. The French Government suggested that in addition to the United States,
France and ourselves an approach should be made to Norway, the Netherlands and
Italy. Sweden and Denmark, who have shown a strong interest in this question,
might also be approached. No wider representation would be necessary at the outset
and the consortium which it is hoped will emerge from the meeting should be on a
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narrow basis, in order that any necessary action may be concerted with ease and
promptitude. The old Commonwealth countries, however, should also be kept
informed.

19. If a conference were held, Her Majesty’s Government might propose that the
main maritime Powers should approach the present Egyptian Government jointly
and request:—

(a) A reaffirmation by Egypt of the principle of free transit of the Canal and a
clarification of what Egypt understands by this term.

(b) Recognition of the special interests of the main maritime Powers in the
safeguarding of freedom of transit and in the position of the Canal Company.
(c) An undertaking to refer any complaints of violation of the free use of the Canal
to the International Court of Justice at The Hague, to abide by its judgment and to
refrain from repeating the act complained of until its judgment had been given.
(d) An assurance that the unhampered operation of the Canal Company would be
maintained at any rate until the expiry of its concession in 1968.

20. In addition to this joint démarche to the Egyptian Government we might
explore how far the other maritime Powers would undertake to intervene if the
Egyptian Government refused to give or broke any of these undertakings or
otherwise interfered with the freedom of transit or failed to protect international
shipping. We might also discuss whether we could do any more. to protect the status
of the Suez Canal Company from being altered or the servants of the Canal Company
from being intimidated in such a way as to render it incapable of running the Canal
efficiently.

21. Such possible joint measures would be:—

(a) Joint diplomatic action.

(b) Prompt joint use of such international machinery as may be considered
approprite.

(c) If these measures were ineffective, agreement by France, Italy and the
Netherlands (in accordance with Article VII of the 1888 Convention) to join with
Her Majesty’s Government in placing warships at the entrance to the Canal and in
general to act as the Royal Navy were obliged to act last October.

(d) Agreement to take ships through the Canal without Customs clearance if
restrictions were applied by means of arbitrary Customs and other regulations
over and above what Egypt is entitled to apply under Article XV of the Convention.
(e) If these measures still proved ineffective, to consider what further action could
be jointly taken to bring pressure to bear upon the Egyptian Government.

22. No guarantees that might be obtained from the Egyptian Government nor
measures adopted by the maritime Powers could be regarded as effective unless they
led to the removal of Egyptian contraband control or cargoes passing through the
Canal for Israel. Indeed this would be among the first issues to be considered by the
consortium if it were set up, although we should be reluctant to be further
implicated in the dispute between Israel and the Arab States. Not only Egypt, but also
all other Arab States would be strongly opposed to any measures designed to break
their blockade against Israel; and before a decision was taken to adopt those
foreshadowed in paragraph 21 above it would be necessary to give further considera-
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tion to the possible adverse effect of such Arab opposition on United Kingdom and
other Western interests.

Conclusion and recommendation

23.—(a) An ill-disposed Egyptian Government might at any time restrict or stop
traffic going through the Suez Canal either by direct obstruction or by applying
pressure on the Suez Canal Company.

(b) In view of the heavy British interests involved and the extent to which they are
shared by other countries, I recommend to my colleagues that Her Majesty’s
Government should suggest to the French Government that they should, in
conjunction with Her Majesty’s Government, review their proposal for a confiden-
tial exchange of views between the maritime Powers:—

(i) to consider a joint approach to the present Egyptian Government in order to
obtain firmer guarantees; and
(ii) to explore the possibilities of joint action in the event of failure by the
Egyptian Government to give such guarantees or to maintain freedom of
transport and to safeguard the Canal Company.
(c) I consider that this consultation with the maritime Powers should take place
as soon as possible. The timing of any approach by the maritime Powers to the
Egyptian Government should be decided later, bearing in mind infer alia the state
of Anglo-Egyptian relations at the time.

24. 1 annex draft despatches to Paris and to the other countries concerned.

32 DO 35/6950, no 21 [Aug 1952]
‘Colonial questions in the United Nations, 1952’: memorandum from
UK government to US government; strategic importance of Cyprus

- [Extract]

... 44. Our attitude is based on the fact that strategic considerations require the
maintenance of complete sovereignty over Cyprus and that no end can be seen to this
requirement. This view is believed to be shared by the U.S. Military Authorities, and
the State Department, in an Aide-Mémoire submitted to H.B.M.’s Embassy in
Washington on 1st October 1951, stated that the surrender of British sovereignty
over Cyprus would have a most serious effect on the Allied strategic position in the
Middle East. The continued disturbed state of the Middle East underlines the
necessity of maintaining complete control over an alternative base to the Suez Canal
Zone, quite apart from the intrinsic strategic value of Cyprus, and it is clearly
desirable that the base should be capable of immediate and efficient development and
operation without regard to Balkan politics. Moreover, any transfer of sovereignty
could not fail to have the most serious repercussions on our relations with Turkey, in
view of the historical links between Turkey and Cyprus and the presence of a large
Turkish minority in the Island. ‘

45. The possibility which has from time to time been raised of surrendering
sovereignty and concluding a bases agreement with the Greek Government is
unacceptable for a number of reasons. H.M.G. could not take the risk in view of the
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possibility that the present Greek Government might be replaced by one of a very
different complexion. A partial surrender of sovereignty would almost certainly lead
to renewed Enosis agitation which it might prove impossible to resist and the purely
administrative problems which it would cause would in any case seriously diminish
the usefulness of the base.

46. It has also been suggested that a statement about the possibility of Enosis at
some future time might be made in one form or another. The arguments against
such a step are numerous and, in the view of the U.K. Government, conclusive,
especially since the U.S. Government, in its Aide Mémoire of the 1st October, 1951,
agreed that there was no step which could be taken and no statement which could be
made which would appease the proponents of Enosis for the immediate future. . . .!

! For subsequent British policy on the question of a change of sovereignty in Cyprus, see part II of this
volume, 321-333.

33 CAB129/56, C(52)269 27 Oct 1952
‘Egypt: defence negotiations’: Cabinet memorandum by Mr Eden

Since his coup d’Etat on 23rd July, 1952, General Neguib,! the Egyptian Prime
Minister, has been consolidating his position by a number of measures, including
further purges and the reduction of the Egyptian political parties to impotence, and
it seems likely that the present Egyptian Government will succeed in maintaining its
position, perhaps on increasingly dictatorial lines.

2. General Neguib’s record, and that of his associates, contains a number of
disquieting features and there is a real danger that extremist anti-foreign elements in
the new régime may gain the upper hand. Nevertheless, General Neguib himself has
shown a certain degree of moderation and a greater sense of reality than previous
Egyptian Prime Ministers. It would probably be wrong to expect the new Egyptian
Government to show any friendliness towards us, but they may approach Anglo-
Egyptian problems in a more practical way. H.M. Embassy and the United States
Embassy in Cairo, in a joint appreciation forwarded to me on 20th September,
concluded that General Neguib’s Government merited our support. H.M. Ambassa-
dor in a recent despatch to me (No. 213 of 25th September) expressed the view that
we have now an opportunity to lay the foundations of a sound understanding with
the Egyptian Government, but he does not think that the opportunity will last
indefinitely.

3. I suggest therefore that it may be useful now to consider whether any fresh
instructions should be sent to H.M. Ambassador at Cairo, with special reference to
our defence problems, and if so, on what lines these instructions can be drafted.

4. Hitherto the basis of our policy towards Egypt has been the advice which we
have received that it is essential to maintain in peace-time the Egypt base if the
Middle East is to be successfully defended in war. The maintenance of the base did
not however preclude the withdrawal from Egypt of British combatant land forces,
provided that Egypt was prepared to agree to certain conditions. These considera-
tions underlay the instructions which were sent to H.M. Ambassador at Cairo last

! Major-General M Neguib, prime minister of Egypt, 1952—1954.
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spring; I attach at Annex? a recapitulation of these instructions.

5. Since last spring, however, we have to take into account certain factors which
are new or which have lately come into greater prominence. I would list these as
follows:—

(a) The entry of Turkey into the Middle East as a firm ally.

(b) Financial considerations may well necessitate the reduction of the forces
which we are able to maintain in the Middle East in peace-time. Furthermore,
forces deployed in the Middle East in the first six months of war may be smaller
than previously envisaged.

(c) We are making some progress towards the setting up of the Middle East
Defence Organisation. This is now designed in the first instance as a planning
organisation, and references in our earlier instructions to H.M. Ambassador to a
Supreme Allied Commander and a Middle East Command are therefore now
inappropriate. If, however, further progress is to be made with the establishment
of the proposed organisation, we should try to ensure that any solution of
Anglo-Egyptian problems should fit in with the form of that organisation.

(d) The emergence of the new régime in Egypt may offer us a better chance of
coming to terms than we have had in the past.

6. General Neguib has not displayed any haste to enter into discussions with us
on defence, and indeed has hitherto indicated that he would prefer to deal with
internal Egyptian problems first. H.M. Ambassador at Cairo, however, is anxious not
to miss any opportunity which may offer, and meanwhile to create an atmosphere of
confidence which might improve the chances of success in any negotiations.
Moreover, any discussion with the Egyptians of the Middle East Defence Organisa-
tion is bound to precipitate an Egyptian request that Her Majesty’s Government
define their attitude towards the continued presence of British forces in the Canal
Zone.

7. 1 think, therefore, that it would be desirable to send some instructions at an
early date to H.M. Ambassador at Cairo: The difficulty is that any instructions which
we can send now may be invalidated by the new factors which have arisen,
particularly (a) and (b) in paragraph 5 above. These two considerations have, I
understand, made it necessary to review in detail our whole strategy in the Middle
East. This review is now proceeding, and it may emerge that a base in Egypt,
although desirable, is no longer absolutely essential. We should not in my view
embark upon negotiations in which, by insisting upon requirements for ourselves
which are unacceptable to the Egyptians, we risk a major breach with Egypt and the
Arab world, only to discover that those requirements are no longer essential to the
defence of the Middle East. The most important thing therefore is to complete as
soon as possible the necessary studies of our strategic and financial needs, in order
that in the light of them we may reconsider our whole policy towards Egypt.

8. Meanwhile, however, since we must proceed on the assumption that the Egypt
base is a desirable asset until we have reconsidered our position as I have suggested, I
think that the principles which should for the present continue to guide us should be
as follows:—

2 Not printed, cf BDEEP series A, R Hyam, ed, The Labour government and the end of empire 1945-1951,
part I, 33-35.
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(i) We should not for the moment withdraw any troops from the Canal Zone. But,
if at some future date we do start discussions with Egypt on defence, we should
start withdrawing the reinforcements over and above the normal garrison as soon
as these discussions make real progress and when we are satisfied that RODEO?
will no longer be required. Moreover, we should be prepared, as we were last
spring, to withdraw the mobile land forces constituting the normal garrison in
return for a satisfactory agreement with Egypt on the lines set out in pargraphs
(ii), (iii), (iv) and (v) below. It would probably be necessary to withdraw these
forces within one year from the conclusion of an agreement with Egypt (I
understand that it would in any case take eighteen months to move the
Headquarters, calculated from the date of any decision to do so; I recommend
therefore that this decision should be taken as soon as possible).

(ii) We should seek to maintain the base installations and stores in existence. As
part of a general settlement, and once we were assured of genuine Egyptian
co-operation, we could agree to place responsibility for guarding the base on the
Egyptian authorities. A joint Anglo-Egyptian Board could be set up as a
co-ordinating authority to resolve many problems of administrative control. The
installations and stores which are an essential part of the maintenance of British
forces should remain in the ownership of and under the control of the British.
(iii) We should agree to set up an Anglo-Egyptian air defence organisation. This
should, if possible, include British units. It must be recognised that if we are to
keep British fighter squadrons in Egypt we must be allowed to retain the necessary
British personnel for their maintenance.

(iv) Egypt should agree to give us and our allies associated with us in the Middle
East Defence Organisation full military facilities in time of war or imminent
menace of war.

(v) Any new agreement with Egypt should be regarded as superseding the 1936
Treaty.

9. We may also have to be prepared, at some stage, to make available to Egypt the
arms and equipment for which she is asking, including jet aircraft and Centurion
tanks. The Cabinet has recently authorized the release of up to 15 Meteor aircraft to
Egypt as a gesture of confidence.

10. These principles should be used only as guidance by H.M. Ambassador at
Cairo if he finds it impossible to avoid some preliminary discussion with the
Egyptians before our own further studies to which I have referred are ready. He
should of course be warned that these studies are on the way.

Recommendations
11. I therefore recommend—

(a) That the further studies referred to should be carried out as a matter of
urgency and that our policy should then be reconsidered in the light of them;
(b) that H.M. Ambassador at Cairo should be warned that these studies are being
carried out and that meanwhile he should so far as possible avoid discussions with
the Egyptian Government on the possibility of the withdrawal of British troops
from the Canal Zone and the future of the base there;

3 Code name for a military operation to evacuate British subjects from the delta region.



[35] MIDDLE EAST AND MEDITERRANEAN 121

(c) that if it proves impossible to avoid all discussions, without arousing Egyptian
resentment, H.M. Ambassador should meanwhile be guided by the principles laid
down in paragraph 8 above;

(d) that he should in any case do his utmost to keep the Egyptians in play pending
the reconsideration of our policy which I have recommended.

34 CAB128/25, CC101(52)9 3 Dec 1952
‘Middle East headquarters’: Cabinet conclusions on the proposed
transfer of military headquarters to Cyprus

The Cabinet had before them a memorandum by the Minister of Defence (C. (52)
382) inviting them:—

(a) to approve in principle the transfer of Joint Headquarters, Middle East, to
Cyprus;

(b) to authorise expenditure on certain preparatory work up to a limit of
£500,000.

This would leave open the question of the exact composition of the Headquarters, but
it was desirable that preparatory work on the site should begin without further delay.

The Foreign Secretary said that a move to Cyprus offered certain definite political
advantages. Thus, it would be very acceptable to Turkey and should help to convince
the Greeks that we intended to stay in the island.

The Prime Minister suggested that the Cabinet might approve in principle the
proposed move to Cyprus but should reserve for detailed examination the numbers of
Service personnel and civilians whom it was proposed to accommodate in the new
Headquarters and the details of the expenditure proposed.

The Cabinet:—

(1) Agreed in principle that the Joint Headquarters, Middle East, should be

transferred from Egypt to Cyprus.

(2) Agreed that preliminary work on the preparation of the Headquarters in

Cyprus could be commenced, subject to the normal Treasury sanction of detailed

proposals for expenditure.

(3) Invited the Minister of Defence to re-examine the proposed establishment of

the Joint Headquarters and to submit to the Cabinet revised estimates of the

Service personnel and civilians for whom accommodation would be required.

35 F0800/827,p2 15 Jan 1953
[Policy towards Egypt]: inward personal telegram no 12 from
Mr Churchill to Mr Eden’

Thank you so much for all your telegrams, and I congratulate you on the progress in
the Persian Oil. We seem to have been ill served by our agents in the Sudan. Money
has evidently been freely used by the Egyptians. Surely we should now confront_

! This telegram was sent from Jamaica and it was dispatched ‘Emergency, Top Secret’.
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Neguib resolutely and insist on execution of the treaty till 1956 failing a satisfactory
agreement. It should also be made clear that, if we should be forced to evacuate
before the expiry of the treaty, all sterling balances will be cancelled to indemnify us
for the act of violence. Of course, what happens here will set the pace for us all over
Africa and the Middle East. I trust that no final decision need be taken before my
return. I can easily fly from New York.

36 FO0 800/827, pp 7-8 4 Feb 1953
[Policy towards Egypt]: record of Anglo-American meeting in the
Foreign Office!

Sudan :

The Secretary of State said that the Cabinet had yesterday approved an offer to
General Neguib which went 95 per cent. of the way to meet him.? On the position of
safeguards for the South we were prepared either to make the whole matter ad
referendum to the Sudanese Parliament, or to make the exercise by the Governor-
General of his special responsibility for the South subject to the advice of his
commission. On Sudanisation we were prepared to accept the Egyptian terms subject
to the establishment of an international commission to supervise the whole process
of self-determination including Sudanisation. He hoped that, on this basis, Mr.
Dulles might feel able to instruct the United States Ambassador in Cairo to tell
General Neguib that the United States Government thought this a reasonable offer
which the Egyptians ought to accept. We were extremely anxious to reach an
agreement and should spare no effort to this end.

Mr. Dulles wondered whether it would be possible to combine an instruction in
these terms to Mr. Caffery® with a solution of the difference between us on supplying
arms to Egypt. He had it in mind that Mr. Caffery might say that he took it for
granted that the Egyptians would accept this offer by the British Government and
that it was on that understanding that the United States would be prepared to sell
equipment to the Egyptians. If, of course, the offer were not accepted, then the
matter of equipment would have to be reconsidered.

The Secretary of State pointed out that some of the equipment which the United
States Government proposed to sell to Egypt could very easily be used against British
troops in Egypt in the event of trouble. If Mr. Dulles’s plan were followed it would be
desirable to go through the list of equipment with this in mind. Mr. Dulles said that
it might be possible to take the line that, if the Sudan agreement went through, the
United States Government would in fact allow the Egyptians to purchase some of the
non-lethal equipment, but that a delay should be imposed on the provision of
equipment to which the British Chiefs of Staff raised objection. In any case he
doubted whether any of the equipment could in fact be delivered within forty-five
days.

! The ministerial leaders of the UK delegation were Mr Eden, Lord Alexander and Mr Selwyn Lloyd. The US
delegation was led by JF Dulles (secretary of state, 1953-1959) and H Stassen (director, Foreign
Operations Administration, 1953-1955).

2 In negotiations on the Anglo-Egyptian condominium of the Sudan.

3 J Caffery, US ambassador to Egypt, 1949-1954.
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It was agreed that the list of equipment should be reconsidered in the light of this
discussion, and that meanwhile the State Department might suggest to Mr. Caffery
that he should support the British offer to General Neguib.

Egypt

Mr. Dulles enquired the British view on the stability of the Neguib régime. The
Secretary of State said that there were doubts about its stability. For example, the
Sudanese were anxious to reach an agreement with Egypt because they thought that
the present régime might not last.

Mr. Dulles said that it was because of such doubts that the United States
Government wished to allow the Egyptian Government to purchase equipment.

The Minister of Defence doubted whether the present was the moment to offer the
carrot to the donkey.

The Secretary of State thought that we might allow the Egyptians to have
equipment for training purposes, but that other equipment should not be made
available until the defence negotiations were under way.

Mr. Dulles said that it was the policy of the new Administration to take a more
favourable attitude towards the Arabs than their predecessors. For this reason the
President was unwilling to go back upon an agreement with an Arab State which the
previous Administration had made. He believed that the previous Administration had
in fact signed an agreement which made Egypt eligible to purchase arms, and it was
therefore open to her to make cash purchases in the United States. Nevertheless,
some administrative delays might be possible.

37 F0800/827, pp 9-10 13 Feb 1953
[Egypt, the Sudan and Middle East defence]: record of Anglo-French
meeting in the Foreign Office!

Egypt and the Sudan

The Secretary of State, after recalling that our very difficult negotiations with the
Egyptian Government about the Sudan had been concluded the previous day in an
agreement with Egypt, mentioned that this agreement had been possible because
General Neguib had decided to forego the Egyptian claim to sovereignty over the
Sudan. This decision had been one of great importance to the Sudanese, who were
consequently extremely anxious that an agreement should be concluded embodying
Egyptian recognition of their right to self-determination. We had therefore had to
decide broadly whether to accept the present agreement, which was in fact better
than that concluded between the Egyptian emissary in Khartoum and the Sudanese
politicians, or to refuse it, in which case the Egyptians would have gone back to the
Sudanese with their previous offer and the Sudanese would probably have accepted
it. The Sudanese for their part thought that they could arrange matters with the
Egyptians to their own satisfaction. However that might be, we had decided to make
the best of the agreement which we had secured after such protracted negotiations.

! The ministerial leaders of the UK delegation were Mr Eden, Lord Alexander, Lord Reading and Mr
Nutting. The French delegation was led by G Bidault (foreign minister, Jan-June 1953) and R Massigli
(ambassador to Britain, 1944-1955).
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The Secretary of State said that he did not know when it would be possible to open
negotiations with Egypt on the other outstanding matter, namely, defence. He
thought that we should have to see whether the atmosphere improved. He thought
that Neguib’s remarks so far about the Sudan agreement were reasonable, and he
would like now to be able to go on to the question of defence, but if the Egyptians
re-started their campaign of abuse against us, it would be very difficult.

On the whole, he thought that this régime in Egypt was a better one than any that
had been there before. He promised that the French should be kept informed of our
progress.

M. Bidault thanked the Secretary of State for his explanations and recalled that
there was in fact more than one Sudan. There was also a French Sudan. It was
important for France that the French Government should be kept in touch with
developments in the Anglo-Egyptian Sudan, since these must affect territories in the
French Union. The rapid advance which was now taking place in the Anglo-Egyptian
Sudan, and in particular the move towards independence, must have repercussions
in the French Union.

The Secretary of State agreed, but pointed out that the Anglo-Egyptian Sudan was
in some respects a case on its own, since it was a Condominium. Its problems
differed therefore from those of a colonial territory.

M. Bidault, in answer to a question from the Secretary of State, confirmed that
there was the closest liaison on an official level between the French Ministére d’Outre
Mer and the Colonial Office.

The Secretary of Statfe then referred briefly to the Anglo-French approach in
Washington to the Americans regarding the Suez Canal. He thought this was a good
example of co-operation, and hoped that the United States Government would be
willing to discuss the position with us.

M. Bidault confirmed that, according to his information, they would do so.

Middle East Defence Organisation
M. Bidault asked for information about the present position on the organisation of
defence in the Middle East.

The Secretary of Stafe said that everything depended on whether we could get
anywhere in our negotiations with the Egyptians. So far the Egyptian attitude had
been that we must get out of the Canal Zone before we could start talks about Middle
East defence with Egypt. This was of course unsatisfactory.

There followed a discussion on the nature of the proposed Middle East Defence
Organisation and the possibility of a liaison between it and N.A.T.O. The question of
the site of the Headquarters was also raised. In the course of discussion the Minister
of Defence informed the French delegation that the decision to move our own Middle
East Headquarters from the Canal Zone to Cyprus had already been taken in
principle. We should, however, wish a base in the Canal Zoné to be maintained.

M. Bidault drew attention to the French view that the Standing Group must
ultimately be responsible for strategic planning in the Middle East, and asked for our
support. It was recalled that the Americans did not share the French view, but it was
thought that the problem would be resolved in due course when a clearer picture
could be obtained of the nature of the Middle East Defence Organisation.
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38 CAB 129/59, C(53)65 16 Feb 1953
‘Egypt: the alternatives’: Cabinet memorandum by Mr Eden

I have been giving continuous thought to our Egyptian conundrum and I thought it
might be of some help to my colleagues if I set down my broad reflections, even if
[sic] the somewhat inconclusive form which follows.

2. In the second half of the 20th century we cannot hope to maintain our position
in the Middle East by the methods of the last century. However little we like it, we
must face that fact. Commercial concessions whose local benefit appears to redound
mainly to the Shahs and Pashas no longer serve in the same way to strengthen our
influence in these countries, and they come increasingly under attack by local
nationalist opinion. Military occupation could be maintained by force, but in the case
of Egypt the base upon which it depends is of little use if there is no local labour to
man it. We have learned the first lesson in Persia: we are learning the second in
Egypt.

3. In most of the countries of the Middle East the social and economic aspirations
of the common people are quickening and the tide of nationalism is rising fast. If we
are to maintain our influence in this area, future policy must be designed to harness
these movements rather than to struggle against them.

4. Qur strategic purposes in the Middle East can no longer be served by
arrangements which local nationalism will regard as military occupation by foreign
troops. It is immaterial from what country those troops come. It would be a delusion
to suppose that, in Egypt or elsewhere in the Middle East, local opinion would
tolerate occupation by American or French forces any more readily than the
Egyptians tolerate the British garrison on the Canal. v

5. Our strategic interests in this area must in future be served by arrangements
designed to enable its peoples to play a significant, if not a principal, part in its
defence. They must at least appear to have a determining voice in the disposition of
the defence forces for the area. But, if that principle is conceded, they may accept the
assistance of ourselves, the Americans and the leading Powers of Western Europe in
organising and equipping their own forces; and they may also be willing that the
defence of the whole area shall be organised in association with those Powers.

6. This was the basis of the Four-Power approach to Egypt. That was not a plan to
substitute for the British occupation a military occupation by an international force.
It was a plan for establishing a Middle East Defence Organisation (M.E.D.Q.) in
which Egypt and the other countries of the Middle East would be associated with
ourselves, the Americans, the French, the Turks and the Commonwealth countries
concerned in planning and organising the defence of the Middle East as a whole. In
the early stages the Middle East Command was to be no more than a planning
organisation. The Supreme Allied Commander would not have-power to station
forces in any Middle Eastern country without its consent.

7. In the defence negotiations with the Egyptians, our main aim has been to
secure their agreement to entering into a Middle East Defence Organisaation on that
basis. Our offer to withdraw British troops from the Canal Zone has been conditional
upon their agreeing to enter into such an Organisation. And we have throughout
intended that our withdrawal should keep in step with the development of this new
international defence organisation.
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8. We have at no time contemplated withdrawal under duress. Nor have we been
willing to promise withdrawal unconditionally. It has been our position throughout
that we will withdraw our troops only when there is a reasonable prospect that other
satisfactory arrangements will be made, on an international basis for securing the
free use of the Suez Canal, planning the defence of the Middle East, and ensuring the
use of the military base in Egypt in a future war.

9. What other course could we follow? Could we stand on our rights under the
1936 Treaty? We may reproach Egypt for her unilateral renunciation of the Treaty.
But let us not forget that we are ourselves in serious breach of it. It allows us to
maintain not more than 10,000 troops in Egypt in time of peace: since 1936 we have
rarely had so few there, and we now have nearer 80,000. Moreover, the Treaty expires
at the end of 1956, and it will take at least 18 months to complete the withdrawal of
our troops. Even if we decide to hang on until the Treaty expires, withdrawal will
have to begin in two years’ time. Thus, a policy of standing on the Treaty would be
shaky in the present and barren for the future.

10. We could undoubtedly deal effectively with any immediate attempt by the
Egyptians to eject us by force from the Canal Zone. But the situation which this
would create would almost certainly compel us to re-occupy Egypt, with all the
consequences which this would entail. We should be likely to have world opinion
against us and would find it difficult to make a case if Egypt took us to the United
Nations. It is hard to see what future there is for such a policy. We cannot afford to
keep 80,000 men indefinitely in the Canal Zone. Already our overseas current
expenditure—mainly military—has risen from £160 millions in 1950 to £222
millions (provisional estimate) in 1952. This does not include the local cost of our
troops in Germany which, as the Cabinet know, may bring us an additional liability
of up to £80 millions in coming years.

11. With our limited resources, it is essential that we should concentrate on the
points where our vital strategic needs or the necessities of our economic life are at
stake and that we should utilise our strength in the most economical way. It is not
possible for our present forces in the Canal Zone to support our peace-time interests
elsewhere in the Middle East. If we leave them there in defiance of the Egyptians they
will be wholly absorbed in coping with the situation which their very presence
‘creates.

12. For these reasons I believe that the defence of our strategic and commercial
interests in the Middle East can best be served through an agreement with the
Egyptian Government on the lines proposed in my paper (C. (53) 17 Revise).!

! Eden’s proposal in this memo was for phased British withdrawal on condition that Egypt committed
itself to the MEDO plan and permitted a residual British technical presence in Egypt capable of
reactivating the Suez base if necessary. This plan had American support (‘Egypt: defence negotiations’,
Cabinet memo by Eden, CAB 129/58, C(53)17, 14 Jan 1953). -

39 CAB129/68, C(54)187 3 June 1954
‘Egypt’: Cabinet memorandum by Mr Selwyn Lloyd

A decision on the future of the Canal Zone is urgently needed. We must redeploy our
troops. Commitments elsewhere (and the general need for drastic economies) make
a rapid and large reduction of expenditure in the Canal Zone essential.
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2. The Egyptian Government appear to have their domestic situation in hand and
to be anxious to reach agreement with us. They are probably as satisfactory from our
view as any possible alternative. But, if we wait too long before reopening
discussions, the Egyptian Government may be unable to prevent such a deterioration
in the situation in the Canal Zone as would make a resumption of negotiations
impossible. The situation had considerably improved until the incidents of 29th and
30th May. The Egyptian Government have been told that the future will be governed
by the extent to which they co-operate in tracing and punishing the criminals.

3. At our request the United States Government are withholding economic and
military aid.! They will probably be unwilling to go on doing so much longer,
particularly as the funds earmarked for Egypt will disappear on 30th June, the end of
the United States financial year, tinless Congress renews them.

4. There appear to be two ways in which negotiations might be resumed with
some prospect of progress.

The first would be to continue discussions on the existing scheme for using service
technicians to maintain the base, but to agree that they shall not wear uniform in
exchange for the Egyptians agreeing to include Turkey in the availability clause and
provided that satisfactory arrangements are made regarding the status of the
technicians.

The second would be to suggest the maintenance of the base by a civilian
organisation, with American participation in some form, in return for the grant by
the Egyptians of a longer period for the withdrawal of our troops and a longer period
of availability. This was the suggestion which the Cabinet invited Foreign Office to
explore, in consultation with the Americans, on 22nd March (C.C.(54) 21st
Conclusions, Minute 2).

5. The advantage of the first course is that some progress has already been made
with the Egyptians and that we have good reason to believe that they are prepared to
include Turkey in the availability clause, if we will not insist on uniforms. The
disadvantages are that, although we might agree Heads of Agreement, we would
probably have considerable trouble in working out the details and, in particular, in
securing satisfactory immunities for our technicians. We might be held in this
country to have given away under Egyptian pressure the right of The Queen’s
soldiers to wear The Queen’s uniform.

6. As regards the second course, proposals were worked out in some detail and
submitted to the Americans, who replied that they regarded the plan favourably and
would be willing to participate in working out a solution of this kind if invited by the
Egyptians. They cannot, however, guarantee the participation of American firms.
The Secretary of State for War has also had some consultations with British
industrialists. Their reply showed that they consider the scheme to be on the whole
practicable, though full of difficulties. They made it clear that they would only
participate if appealed to at the highest level. The scheme would be very expensive if
the installations were to be maintained on any considerable scale. But it has
considerable merits, in that it avoids the deadlock on uniforms and the need to use
military personnel whose status may be insufficiently protected.

7. In my view the question of 