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ABSTRACT

In the years after 1959 Britain's disengagement from her colonial 

Empire was comprehensive and rapid* A nevly re-elected Conservative 

government, veil aware that many special interests would suffer in the 

process, set out nevertheless to press the policy of decolonisation 

speedily to its end. This nev tempo of policy was a natural enough 

response to the experiences of the preceding years. The decade and a 

half since the war had encompassed both the rise of articulate and 

aggressive colonial nationalism and a steep decline in Britain's own 

power in the vorld. What MAC mi 11 an and Macleod recognised, in essence, 

was that a point had been reached beyond which the continuation of the 

old gradualist tempo of devolution would precipitate more colonial unrest 

than Britain could hope to contain*

Thus the period from the end of the war to the general election of 

1959 appears in retrospect as the penultimate phase of Britain's colonial 

experience, spanning those events and movements of ideas in terms of 

which the hurried conclusion of the early sixties may be understood* 

This work attempts to discuss the domestic politics of colonial policy in 

the period* It is motivated not by any general belief that the approach 

to decolonisation is best studied from the domestic point of view, but 

simply by the hope of illuminating an area of the picture which, by 

comparison with the events in the colonies themselves, has remained in 

shadow*

The study deals with the activities of the major political parties 

and certain pressure groups within that area of British political activity 

having the Colonial Office and Parliament as its focal points. It is 

organised around two broad questions* Firstly, how were colonial 

problems and issues dealt with in British politics; that is, what kind* 

of attitudes and activities were stimulated among parties and groups by 

the existence, and the changing character, of this area of British 

responsibility? Secondly, how far did domestic political activity affect 

the course of governmental policy?
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Chapter I attempts to set the study in perspective with a narrative 

account of colonial policy in the period, emphasising official attitudes 

towards colonial evolution and the distinctive contributions of successive 

Colonial Secretaries. The two "focal points 1,' Colonial Office and Parliament, 

are then considered. Chapter II outlines the organisation and functioning 

of the Office and discusses some of the means by which domestic pressures 

could be applied to ministers and officials. Chapter III seeks to assess 

how adequately Parliament dealt with colonial affairs, and with the problems 

of representation and publicity peculiar to this field; it is argued that 

on the whole MPs interested in the subject did better parliamentary work 

than many writers have allowed.

The major part of the study, occupying Chapters IV to X, examines 

the activities of the parties, Labour and Conservative, and several groups, 

most notably the specialist groups surrounding the parties - the Fabian 

Colonial Bureau, the Movement for Colonial Freedom, the Conservative 

Commonwealth Council - and, on some issues, such non-party but politically 

significant groups as the Africa Bureau. The argument of these chapters 

may be summarised in terms of the two questions posed above.

With respect to the first question, the basic trend is clear enough. 

The main rarties and their associated groups progressed from an apparent 

general agreement on colonial policy in the forties to a series of sharp 

disagreements over colonial issues in the fifties. It is interesting to 

consider this development in relation to the conventional wisdom that, in 

the interests of the dependent peoples themselves, a bi-partisan approach 

was the first essential for colonial policy. Why was there so conspicuous 

a departure from this conventional wisdom?

Actually, there was never any real prospect of a completely bi-partiaan 

policy in the period. Though many colonial matters remained non-controversia] 

throughout, there were certain major problems, particularly in relation to 

multi-racial territories in Africa, on which the parties consistently 

thought and felt differently. Even in the forties the apparent consensus 

on colonial policy rested on an extremely conditional basis, being sustained 

chiefly because the main divisive issues were generally avoided, the Labour 

left and the Conservative right were unusually ineffectual, and the parties 1
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chief front-bench spokesmen were able to co-orarate unusually veil.

In the early fifties, by contrast, a number of issues brought out 

and highlighted inter-party differences. Central African federation, 

above all, polarised the parties. For this matter brought into clearer 

focus than any rrevious issue the fundamental relationships between race 

ond noHticel power, and virtually imposed on the mi-ties the duty of 

choosing to support the claims of one race against the other. It 

followed from the whole ratterns of ideas and beliefs in the two narties 

that they should alio;n themselves with different races. Elsewhere a 

series of colonial "crises", notably in Kenya, Uganda, T3ritish Guiana 

and Cyprus, cumulatively called into question such traditional assumptions 

of policy as "gradualism" and "British initiative". The Conservative 

government's somewhat inflexible responses to these crises were regarded 

by the Labour Party as additional justification for breaching the bi-partisan 
"norm".

The issues of these years produced further complications within the 

p-'-rty-group cluster on the Labour side. In simplified terms, the Labour 

movement found itself dividing more sharply than b*f -re into a moderate, 

or "economics first" school - those who felt that ripeness for self-govern­ 

ment should be measured by economic as well as political factors - and e 

radical, or "politics first" school - those who felt that political readiness 

alone was sufficient.

What happened between the mid-fifties and the end of the decade, in 

essence, was that both Turtles moved relatively to the left such that some­ 

thing akin to this "politics first-economics first" dispute was projected 

onto the larger inter-p^rty battle. In the Labour Party a version of the 

politics-first belief became ascendant in the course of a long-drawn process 

of policy reformulation. '?his did not entail an unconditional acceptance 

by th« leadership of the viiole radical syndrome, and there was plenty of 

evidence that the leading colonial nationalists, to whose denr-nds Labour's 

attitudes were incr-^singly geared, did not yet consider the party "advanced" 

enough. Yet in committing itself to transfer powor to Africans in T>lural 

societies, in moving from a conservative to a radical estimate of the
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possibilities of British intervention in Central Mriot, in declaring 

that strategic considerations were irrelevant to the question of self- 

rule in such territories as Cyprus, the labour leadership was still far 

enouj^i in advance of the Government to be able to demand policy changes with 

its traditional self-image, as the party of the "oppressed", intact.

But Conservative policy was not in fact as static as Labour seemed 

sometimes to think. Under the pressure of events, the process of 

retreating from one traditional stronghold to the next was veil under way 

by the end of the decade. The residual-imperialist rump had been isolated 

emd left ineffective in the conflicts over imperial economic unification and 

the 1954 Suez withdrawal (though the subsequent T>uez invasion brought a 

brief revival of frlory). And in 1958-9 one of the most firmly drawn of 

Conservatjve lines was crossed when the Government publicly abandoned, in 

effect, its belief in the military necessity of hanging on to Cyprus - and 

did so with no significant parly disturbances. Ry 1959 only the most 

fervently held of the old commitments remained: the commitment to stand 

by the settlers of East and Central Africa. r stensibly this commitment 

was still being justified in terns of the territories' lon^-term economic 

interest. Yet the African outbursts of 1959 were making: it more than ever 

apparent that the real issue was that of distribution of politic 1 power 

among the races in the near future. This issue stood now as the only real 

barrier against the establishment of broad inter party agreement.

The 1959 election was crucial* A new generation came to prominence 

in t^A Conservative ^arty. Taero developed an internal conflict analogous 

to that already fought in the Labour movement. The result was a victory 

for men whose policy was essentially that of the Labour leadership. The 

final line was crossed; Government, as well as Opposition, had absorbed 

the lessons of the fifties.

H;e are led to the second question: how far did domestic political 

activity affect the course of actual policy?

Examples of obvious and direct influence on colonial policy-making by 

domestic parties and pressure groups are fairly difficult to find. This 

need be no cause for surprise. The central relationship wherein the themes

and priorities of colonial policy were defined was always that continuous and



more or less private dialogue between the British Government and colonial 

political leaders; domestic parties and groups were only some among the 

numerous bodies which sought to impinge upon this relationship from 

outside. Yet influence vaa, in fact, intermittently possible. Let us 

consider pressure groups, opposition party and governing party in turn.

The only real weapons wielded by most domestic groups which sought to 

influence the government on colonial policy were their special relationships, 

if any, with decision-makers and colonial leaders and their expertise, if 

any, on their subject. But the period studied yields a quite striking 

example of the sustained efficacy of these weaoons: that of the Fabian 

Colonial Bureau in the years 1945-50. And if this is only one example, 

it should not thereby be assumed that all the other activities of groups 

were so much wasted effort. Direct and visible impact on specific matters 

was not the only type of goal that most groups set themselves, and hence 

not the only criterion of their success. The various groups discussed in 

the study all undertook such tasks as mobilising sections of the community, 

playing host to colonial leaders and acting as their advisers and inter­ 

mediaries in negotiations with policy-makers. In view of the fact that 

most of the colonial interests whose lobbying these groups assisted were, in 

the end, extremely successful in their lobbying, there is no reason to doubt 

that such group activities were of some consequence for policy-making - 

diffuse, indirect and immeasurable consequence, but no less real for that.

For its part, tae ckiin opposition ;>orty retained always the potential 

ability to influence the course of policy by exploiting its role as a 

future government. Though not itself a participant in the policy-making 

dialogue, it could hope to affect the participants' demands and responses 

in conflict situations by aligning itself either on the government side (in 

"bi-pirtisan" areas of policy) or the side of some colonial interest (in 

"partisan" areas). Given suitable circumstances this device could and did 

work. Again, the point refers not only to immediately observable pressures 

on specific issues, such as policy towards Cyprus or the matter of oeretse 

Khama's repatriation; no less it refers to such more general and diffuse 

matters as the overall tempo of the Conservative approach to the wind of 

change. It is fair to conclude that Labour's efforts to augment the 

political power of the interests it supported in plural societies must have
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played a real, if minor, part in bringing about the changed political 

climate to which -the Conservatives eventually responded.

And finally, the governing party. In the Labour period there was 

very little visible evidence of back-bench influence over front-bench on 

colonial matters. But this was because very few back-benchers felt 

strongly about the subject, and most of those who did were prepared to 

channel their efforts through the Fabian Colonial Bureau. In the 

Conservative period, by contrast, there were quite obviously some strong 

feelings among back-benchers. If the party remained united on colonial 

policy in the fifties, it was chiefly because the Government generally 

stayed within the bound* that the uarty thought appropriate. In cases where 

the Government did give a lead away from Tory tradition - as on imperial 

preference, the Suez withdrawal, and eventually Cyprus - it could do so 

only because it well knew that the great majority of back-bench members 

were by then ready to support it, and that those who opposed could safely 

be represented as a small minority of extremists. On the absolutely 

central issue of the settler colonies, however, the opposing faction was 

not so small; and the leadership's awareness of the latent strength of 

the party's settler lobby was certainly high among the factors which 

prevented rash policy departures. Not until after 1959 did the composition 

and attitudes of the intra party majority alter enough to enable new bounds 

to be set for policy towards tbesc areas. In this instance, it may be 

said that influence was no less real for being latent and constraining 

rather than manifest and activist.
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IKT INDUCTION

"Colonial policy ia almost the only field of discussion in 
which there is a broad identity of aim and purpose between 
the two parties."

Bernard Braine HP, letter to The Times, 4 May 1955.

"There are real differences in conception of [colonial] 
policy between the two parties." 
Arthur Creech Jones MP, letter to The Times, 12 May 1955.

In the years after 1959 Britain's disengagement from her colonial 

Jinpire was comprehensive and rapid. A newly re-elected Conservative 

government, well aware that many special interests would suffer in the 

process, set out nevertheless to press the policy of decolonisation 

speedily to its end. No previous government had shown any such clear 

resolve. Before 1959 British ministers were still promising most 

colonies their independence eventually rather than soon. For some of 

the more "difficult" territories, in particular those in Africa where 

different races corapetod for the succession to power, the very criteria 

of readiness for independence were still being phrased in question-bogging 

terms.

Yet the new tempo of policy after 1959 was a natural enough response 

to the experiences of the preceding years. The decade and a half since 

the war had encompassed both the rise of articulate arid aggressive colonial 

nationalism and a steep decline in Britain's own power in the world. What 

the >iacraillau government recognised, in essence, was that a point had been 

reached beyond which the continuation of the old gradualist tempo of 

devolution would simply precipitate more colonial unrest than Britain 

could possibly hope to contain.

Thus the period from the end of the war to the general election of 

1959 appears in retrospect as the penultimate phase of Britain's 

colonial experience, spanning those events and movements of ideas in terms 

of which the hurried conclusion of the early sixties may be understood. 

This work attempts to discuss the domestic politics of colonial policy



in the period. It is motivated not by any general belief that the 

approach to decolonisation is best studied from the domestic point of 

view, but simply by the hope of illuminating an area of the picture 

which, by comparison with the events in the territories themselves, has 

remained relatively in shadow.

The study addresses itself to two broad questions. Firstly, how 

were colonial problems and issues dealt with in British politicsj that 

is, what kinds of attitudes and activities were stimulated among parties 

and interested groups by the existence, and the changing character, of 

this area of British responsibility? Secondly, how far did domestic 

political activity affect the course of governmental policy?

Of the two, the first question lends itself more readily to discussion. 

It was in the post-war period that the overall direction of colonial 

policy became an "issue" in metropolitan politics. At the end of the 

war most people in British politics could still regard the colonies as 

a durable but peripheral fact of political life. Among those who took 

a real interest in the subject a belief in Britain's "mission" was still 

pervasive: it had, indeed, acquired a new strength from recently formulated 

ideas about "development" as a policy objective. By the end of the 

fifties the picture was transformed. The major colonial issues were 

central rather than peripheral; and the majority of politicians vere 

ready to accept that new trend in policy which came to be sjwaboiised in 

the image of a British government bowing before the wind of change.

Even as British power to control the course of colonial events 

slipped steadily away, in short, the search for solutions to colonial 

problems stimulated greater political activity at home than ever before. 

Interactions among government, opposition, pressure groups and colonial 

leaders became continuous and lively. Moreover colonial policy, previously 

a matter of general bi-partisan accord, became in the fifties one of

1 As it happens, the man whose name is linked with this phrase never 
intended it to be symbolic in quite this way. bee Anthony Sampson, 
Macmillan; A Study in Ambiguity (Alien Lane the Penguin Press, 1967), 
pp.189-90; also Lord kgremont (John Wyndham, formerly Macmillan's private 
secretary), "The Wind of Change Myth", Sunday Times. 10 May 1964.



the more controversial of topics. Malaya, Kenya, Uganda, British Guiana, 

Cyprus, Malta, above all Central Africa: during that busy decade the 

problems of all these territories provoked political conflict in Britain,

sometimes creating divisions not only between but also within ptarties and
2 

groups.

All this activity, commanding as it did the energies and talents of 

a great many people, is interesting to look back on and deserves an attempt 

at analysis. Certainly there is no lack of questions to be considered 

along the way. What conceptions of the aims and methods of colonial policy 

were in fact held by parties and the most interested groups? Precisely 

why aiid how did the change from the political accord of the forties to 

the quite vigorous contention of the fifties take place? How far was the 

discussion of colonial affairs in metropolitan politics affected by the 

peculiar nature oi' the subject; in particular by its capacity to attract 

into the debate large numbers of people and organisations inspired much 

more by altruism than by self-interest? How adequately did the Imperial 

Parliament (as some of its Members still liked to call it) deal with 

colonial affairs? All of these questions are taken up in the course of this 

work.

The second broad question, concerning the impact of domestic politics 

on the course of policy, is more difficult. It is complicated, for one 

thing, by the possibility that the transactions of the public political 

market-place - the railieu of groups, parties and Parliament - were so 

uninfluential in the formation of colonial policy as to make the search 

for influence all but nugatory. J.H. Lee, in the only work so far published 

which seriously attempts "to provide an alternative to those accounts of 

the transfer of power which fail to relate British colonial policy...to

2 This is not meant to imply that there was no further conflict after 
1959. But in this respect too the date does indicate a turning-point. In 
the fifties the government had chiefly to contend with its "liberal" critics 
in and about all parties. In the early sixties, following the policy shift 
its main task was to soothe the die-hard right-wingers of its own party ' 
See Dan Horovitz, Attitudes of British Conservatives towards Decolonization 
in Africa during the Period of the Macmillan Government 1937-1963 (unpubT   
D.Phil, thesis, Oxford, 1967), chs. II and III. ~~ "   



n
events in Britain", has argued that the formation of Britisn policy was 

dominated, most of the time, by members of the traditional governing class 

within and without the formal governmental structure. He niak<;s it clear 

enough, moreover, that these influential people could usually cooperate 

on a semi-confidential old-boy basis and needed very little recourse to 

public politics. Because of this, as he st- tes in his final chapter, Mr. 

Lee has deliberately framed his arguments so as to avoid ovoronpha^i.sing 

"the influence of party warfare in the House of Cor.iraons", "the discussion 

of colonial problems in the Conservative und Labour parties", and the

influence of the uiain pressure groups critical of British policy, "ranging
4 

from the Fabian Colonial Bureau to the Movement for Colonial Freedom."

But on this matter the assumptions underlying the present study differ 

from Mr. Lee's. Granted that political parties and pressure groups were, 

conjured with the "official clauses", relatively uninfluential in the 

formation of colonial policy, there still remains room for discussion about 

the actual extent of thoir influence. It is of interest to consider, for 

exa pie, how far specifically "party" ideas on coloniu.1 problems found 

expression in the major parties 1 actual records as governments; and to 

consider what kinds of influence the same parties could hope to wield, in 

relation to government and colonial political leaders, while in opposition. 

Further, it is reasonable to suapect that on certain issues and at certain 

times the influence of particular pressure groups and party factions might 

have been quite great. One might instance the apparent influence of the 

Fabian Colonial Bureau on a number of issues during the 1945-50 Parliament; 

or the apparent influence of the -xfrica bureau und the Labour Vo.rty, 

respectively, in the matter of -Seretye Khama's repatriation in 1956; or 

the apparent influence of the Conservative Party's back-bench settler

3 J.H. Lee, Colonial Development and Good (rovernrnent. A study of the 
ideas expressed by the British official classes in planning decolonisation 
1939-1964 (Clarendon Press, Oxford U.P., 1967), p. v.

4 Ibid., pp. 242, 282, 283.



lobby in limiting the Government's freedom of manoeuvre in policy towards 

Central Africa and Kenya in the fifties. All that is being suggested here 

is that the.^e kinds of matters should not be dismissed from consideration 

merely because they appear to involve relatively "minor" influences on 

policy-making^ Upon examination they may in fact turn out to be not so 

much minor as spasmodic and inconsistent - and, occasionally, important. 

Hence, by attempting to assess the impact of party and group activities, 

the present study may be seen as essentially complementary to Mr. bee's.

The other complicating factor is an endemic one in academic research. 

"Influence" is always an elusive quarry. Lacking acceys to the official 

files, the student must expend much energy in reading between the published 

lines, tracking down such private papers as he can, interviewing the 

participants in events and cross-checking their revelations with further 

interviews. Inevitably his findings will be unevenly spread; on some 

matters the sources will prove gratifyingly fruitfi.il, on others unyieldingly 

barren. And in the present case the task is nude even more daunting by 

the sheer quantity and variety of the ressures which were imposed on the 

official policy-makers - pressures emanating not only from domestic sources 

but also from the colonies, from the United Nations, from Commonwealth 

countries and from foreign countries such as the United States. At the 

end of the whole process most of his attempts to identify influence will 

remain speculative, and must be offered, whether hesitantly or confidently, 

as such. These points, however, do not acid uo to an argument against making 

the attempt; and it is hoped thr/t the present work may stand as at least 

a preliminary effort to particularise and generalise about the roleB of the 

major parties and some of the leading interested groups in the shaping of 

post war colonial policy.

One general point: the study is chiefly concerned with directly 

"political" aspects of colonial policy - that is, the political factors 

involved in colonies' progress towards seit-rule - rather than the socially 

and economically important but less obviously "political" aspects, such 

as the negotiation of commodity purchase agreements or the establishment

5 Mr. Lee, it may be noted, allows at the end of his book that his own
approach "perhaps overemphasized the role of the civil servant". Op cit
p. 283.   "'



of health and welfare services in colonies.

A word of explanation about method is in order. This work aims to 

be selective rather than exhaustive in its approach. It concentrates on 

certain colonial issues, and on certain domestic political organisations, 

to the exclusion of others. If there is a methodological assumption here, 

it is that a work which seeks to analyse a particular phase of political 

life will not necessarily be well served by a minutely-detailed account 

of the attitudes and alignments of all interested parties on all the issues 

of the period. Such an exercise, far from unravelling the subject's 

complexities, is likely simply to reproduce them. Analysis in fact 

presupposes a selection process: a series of choices between the significant 

and the less significant, the relevant and the not so relevant.

The selection process in this work follows certain broad guidelines 

in the domains both of "issues" and "organisations". As a general rule, 

issues are singled out for consideration not because they were the most 

"important" in the course of imperial history over fourteen years, but 

because they stimulated interesting (and for our purposes, instructive) 

kinds of metropolitan political activity. Land settlement in Kenya 

after the war, the revision of the Migerian constitution in 1950, the 

birthpangs of the Central African Federation in the first half of 1953, 

the British Guiana crisis later in the same year, Seretse Khama's repatriation 

in 1956, developments in Cyprus in 1957-8: all were issues of this type, 

and all are discussed as case-studies in later chapters.

As for organisations, a distinction is necessary between those which 

were normally recipients of pressure and those which were normally concerned 

to press. in this work, the Colonial Office and Parliament are regarded 

respectively as the formal decision-making organ and the principal public 

forum of discussion of colonial policy, and hence as the most important 

foci of pressures and ideas. They are therefore discussed separately in 

early chapters. Thereafter attention is directed towards soi;.e or the 

organisations which formulated the ideas and applied the pressures.

But which organisations? It is here that the grounds of selection



should be mostly plainly stated. In fact, virtually all of the political 

organisations which are discussed in any detail in this study share two 

distinguishing characteristics. First, they were more or less continuously 

active within that area of political activity having Parliament and the 

Colonial Office us its focal points. Second., although uiany of them hed 

other interests they ail h-d an interest in problems of colonial political 

advance which was primary and self-justifying} that is, their interest 

in these problems way not derived from any more immediate interest in 

economic or social aspects of colonial policy. Accommodated by these 

criteria are, in particular, the parliamentary Labour and Conservative 

parties and their associated party bureaucracies; related bodies with a 

specialist interest in colonial affairs, notably the Fabian Colonial Bureau 

c nd the Movement for Colonial Freedom, both allied to the Labour Party, 

and, on the other side, the Conservative Commonwealth Council; on some 

issues the minor parties, Liberal and Communist; on some issues such 

"non-party" but politically important bodies as the Africa Bureau; and 

on some issues certain groups formed specifically to campaign theret a, 

such as the Central Africa Committee and the Seretse IChama Fighting 

Committee.

Excluded from all but passing references nre bodies which, however 

active in certain specialist areas of policy, were not primarily interested 

in the political problems. This category encompasses, for exaaiple , both 

the British trade union movement and the whole range of commercial and 

industrial enterprises which operated in colonies, since in both their 

cases such interest as was shown in the problems of colonial political 

advance was contingent upon a primary interest in some other field - 

respectively, colonial labour policy and the enterprises 1 own economic and 

financial activities. Another category of organisations, among them such

6 Concerning the trade union movement's role in the field of colonial 
labour policy see D.I. Davies, "The Politics of the TUC's Colonial Policy," 
.Political Quarterly. Vol. XXXV No. 1 (Jan.-March 1964), pp.23-34; also 
B.C. Roberts, Labour in the Tropical Territories of the Commonwealth (G. 
Bell & Sons, 1964), pp.146-56. The activities of British business enterprises 
would no doubt yield material for anoth r full-scale study, although one 
writer has shown that up to about 1950, at least, business organisations
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august bodies as the lioyal Empire (now Commonwealth) Society and the 

Imperial (now Commonwealth) Institute, virtually excludes itself. Bodies 

of this kind incorporated a great deal of informed interest in colonial 

affairs but usually succeeded in being both "non-party" and non-political. 

Consequently they are not of importance for this study; although in some 

respects their apoliticism was itself politically significant, as will 

briefly be shown in the chapters dealing with the Conservative Party.

Perhaps the most noteworthy consequence of the selection process, 

however, occurs within the range of organisations discussed. A glance at 

the list above will suffice to reveal this consequence: a good deal more 

attention is given to organisations on the left of British politics than 

to those on the right. This apparent unbalance is imposed by the facts 

of the situation. It is a fact that the Labour Party, radical pressure 

groups and "liberal" pressure groups far out-numbered the Conservative 

Party and its attendant groups in the area of political activity chosen 

for discussion; they were a,lso visibly more active throughout the period. 

The reasons for this phenomenon need not be explored at this stage. The 

point here is simply a quantitative one. Up to 1959 there was a predominance 

of discernible activity on the left-to-centre of the political spectrum, 

and this conditions the selection process, the arrangement and the emphases 

of the present study.

It is arguable that such an approach to the subject, "criteria, of 

selection" notwithstanding, begs the question of quantity versus quality. 

The data may indicate a preponderance of liberal and left-wing organisations 

and a greater degree of discernible activity on the left, but it does not 

follow that these organisations were necessarily more "important" or

6 (cont.) seldom - perhaps surprisingly seldom - became involved in the 
domestic politics of colonial policy formation. Kathleen Stahl, The_ 
Metropolitan Organisation of J3ritish Colonial Trade (Faber, 19 C51), pp. 76-8, 
193-7, 296-7. The reason may perhaps be found in the words of the chairman 
of Bookers, an international company operating mainly in British buiana, 
the v,est Indies and Central Africa: "iiusinessmen are on. the vhole non- 
political creatures, and I know from experience that they are the first 
to try to adjust themselves to any situation as it is." bir Jock wampbell 
(now Lord Campbell), "The New Africa: Pride and Prejudice, Sense and 
Sensibility," Africa Bureau Anniversary Address (Africa Bureau, 1962). p. 12.



"effective" than their le.ss numerous, less vocal counterparts on the right. 

But in terms of this objoption, the criterion of importance or effectiveness 

is presumably the degree oi influence over gov<jrnraent decisions} and it 

foilova tli&i the objection can be met with a point already wade. The 

present study is concerned not only with supposed influences in official 

decision-making but also with an area of doaiewtic political activity 

regarded us such. Accordingly "discernible activity" is a sufficient con­ 

dition of the study's greater concern for the left.

Thus the scope of the inquiry. Chapter 1 attempts to set the whole 

in perspective with a narrative account of British colonial policy in the 
period, with emphasis on British official attitudes towards? colonial 

evolution and on the personalities and distinctive contributions of successive 
Colonial Secretaries. Chapters II and III survey the roles and functions 
of the Colonial Office, the formal dec isi n making organ upon which ideas 
and pressures were imposed, and Parliament, the principal public forum 
for the discussion of colonial political problems. Chapters IV to A deal 
with the parties and groups chosen for study - their attitudes, their inter­ 
actions with government, each other, and colonial interests - with selected 
case-studies of particular issues to illustrate these attitudes and processes 
in detail. And Chapter A! summarises the study in terras of the two 

principal questions raised at the beginning of this introduction. In what 
kinds of ways were colonial problems dealt with in domestic politics during 

the period which led up to the final hurried withdrawal from colonies? 

And how great was the impact of domestic political activity on the course 

of official policy in this period?
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CHAPTER I

T!IE COUItSF OF BRITISH COLONIAL POLICY, 1945-59 

1. The Legacy

"It is the vorst system of Colonial Government it which you have 
lethargy tempered by riot;."

Lord Samuel, House of Lords Debates, vol. 125 col. 389 
(3 Dec. 1942).

In 1945 the Labour Government inherited a sprawling and complex 

colonial empire. The responsibilities of the Colonial Office were spread 

over some forty territories in all parts of the world, territories charact­ 

erised by "every shade of dependency which political ingenuity has been able 

to devise" : colony, protectorate, colony and protectorate, protected state, 

trust territory, and condominium. They ranged in population from Nigeria, 

thought at that time to have over twenty-two million inhabitants, to the 

Falkland Islands, with tvo thousand. Most were in the tropics? four-fifths 

of their total land area, .and two-thirds of their estimated seventy million 

inhabitants, were in Africa. Almost all, in Joseph Chamberlain's phrase of 

fifty years earlier, vere "undeveloped estates." But they had little else 

in common. Some were economically important to Britain: Malaya vith its 

rubber and tin, the Vest Indies and British Guiana with their sugar. Some 

wer* important strategically: Gibraltar, Malta, Cyprus, Aden, .Singapore, 

Bermuda. A f*w, notably Kenya and the two Khodesias, had substantial areas 

of white settlement vhich deeply influenced British attitudes towards their 

political development. Some were tiny islands vhich could not expect to 

achieve either economic or political independence: the Solomon Islands, the 

Seychelles, and others. One, Palestine, vas an unwished-for mandate, for 

which the Colonial Office somewhat confusedly shared responsibility with the 

Foreign Office. There WHS no unifying pattern of empire organisation;

1 V.Y. Elliott, "The Riddle of the British Commonwealth", Foreign Affairs. 
Vol. XIII No. 3 (April 1930), p.460. Facts and figures about the colonial 
territories are listed in an Addendum to this chapter.
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rathor there were as many colonial situations as colonies, for each territory 

had its own level of developm nt and its own demands to make.

The Labour Government's predecessors also bequeathed sor.e working 

traditions in colonial policy. In theory colonial policy was immune from

the vicissitudes of British party politics: it was supposed to be "an
2 

expression of the undivided national will." In practice this was most

apparent with regard to the colonies of purely indigenous population, ranging 

from West Africa to the Par Kast, and least apparent with regard to the few 

colonies where white settlers demanded political recognition to the 

exclusion of native populations. Common to both kinds, however, were the 

three main categories of colonial problems: economic, social and political. 

Much of the history of colonial policy can be seen in terms of decisions about 

priorities among these three. In the years before 1945 economic and social 

problems definitely took priority over political. Colonial Office reports 

for 1937-8 and 1938-9, compiled at the request of interested ffPa, were full

of "social welfare" and economic betterment, and virtually devoid of
3 references to constitutional change.

The crucial development of these earlier years was a conceptual change 

concerning colonial economics. Older doctrines of "good government", whereby 

each colony was required to attain financial self-sufficiency from its own 

revenues, were appearing increasingly inadequate since they nade no special 

provision for developmental expenditure. A few colonies 1 exports eurned 

sufficient income for this purpose - Malaya's rubber and tin, and the Gold 

Coast's cocoa and Uganda's cotton in post-1918 booms - but these were 

exceptional. Chamberlain's pupil Leopold Araery, Colonial Secretary from 1924

to 1929, had the vision to interpret his responsibilities to include positive
4 

measures of social and economic improvement for those whose trust he held.

2 V/.M. Macmillan, The Road to Self-Rule. A Study in Colonial Evolution 
(Faber, 1959), p.253.

3 Ciad. 5760; The Colonial Empire in 1937-38 (iiMbO, 1933), and Crad. 6023: 
The Colonial Empire (Who, 1939).

4 As early as 1919 Araery, then Milner's Under-Secrotary at the Colonial Office 
had told Parliament of the need to set up "a new and more positive standard of 
our duty ^nd obligation towards the peoples to whom this House is...trustee." 
House of Commons Debates (henceforth I1C1)) vol. 118 col. 2174 (30 July 1919).
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His work led in 1929 to the establishment, by the Labour Government, of a 

Colonial Development Fund designed to provide *,1 ,OOO,OOO a year for forms of 

colonial development which would reciprocally aid the British economy, The 

measure was slender, thanks chiefly to a parsimonious Treasury, but it was 

a key innovation and did put some meaning into Lugard's concept of the dual 

mandate, expounded in 1922, by which colonial development should work 

simultaneously "for the mutual benefit of the people and of mankind in 

general." In the thirties there were powerful stimuli to further action. 

One was the publication in 1938 of Lord hailey's vast African burvey, with 

its cogent arguments for the expansion of metropolitan responsibility for 

development. Another, more painful, was the rioting of west Indian native 

labour, precipitated by acute economic distress in the wake of the depression. 

Successive commissions of inquiry into these disturbances culminated in the 

Moyne Commission's interim report of 1940, which effectively supplemented 

hailey's burvey by insisting on an imperial duty to extend welfare services, 

especially in health and education, to colonies. In an important white 

ivaper the Colonial Secretary, Malcolm imc.Uona.ld, accepted these recommend­ 

ations, war broke down the financial obstacles, and the first legislation 

of the Coalition (.government was the celebrated Colonial Development and 

welfare Act of 1940, under which £5,000,000 a year for five years was to be

committed to "schemes for any purpose likely to promote the development of
7 the resources of any colony or the welfare of its people." iiut war also

limited the application of the Act. l''or the Colonial Office it was essent­ 

ially a time of active preparetioi, with little chance of immediate 

fulfilment. In 1945 the chance came. A second Act, passed shortly before 

the election, provided for the outlay of &120,000,000 over a ten-year period; 

proposals for expenditure were to be prepared by individual colonies and 

submitted to the beerotary of btate. The mandate was still dual. On one

5 Sir F.JJ. Lugard, The £ual Mandate in British Tropical Africa (Jblacki«, 2nd 
edn., 19T3), p.58.

6 Cmd. 6174: \»est India Royal Commission, 1938-1939* RrcommcridatioujB 
(lillSO, 1940); Cmd. 6175: Statement of Policy on Colonial Development and 
Welfare (li^SO, 1940), p.3. On the official conversion to the 'development 
idea 1 see especially Lee, Colonial Development and Good Government, pp.41-7.

7 Colonial development and *elfare Act, 1940 (3 4 Geo. to, c. 40), 1(1).
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hand, Britain was desperately short of food and dollars, and .miry hoped that 

the working of colonial resources would contribute to the national recovery. 

But on the other, by the standards of social justice to which, var experiences 

had given increasing moral force, it seemed that the development of such 

underprivileged countries as the British colonies, for the benefit of the 

inhabitants themselves, was probably the most urgent of the world's post-war 

responsibilities.

For the most part these matters took priority over problems of political 

change. The one major political battle of the pre-1945 period concerned 

Kenya. The powerful settler minority in Southern Ithodesia had been granted 

responsible self-government in 1923. Their counterparts in Kenya, capital­ 

ising on their war effort, had been seeking a similar concession for them­ 

selves under the stimulus of the political challenge of immigrant Indians. 

The issue was complicated by the Colonial Office's indecision between two 

conflicting objectives: the fostering of white settlement, and the exercise 

of trusteeship on behalf of the politically inarticulate African majority. 

In the event a Conservative Colonial Secretary, Devonshire, declared in the 

same year, 1923, that Kenya was "primarily" African territory, in which 

African interests must rank "paramount" in cases of conflict with those of
o

immigrant races. Following this came a turmoil of commissions, White Papers, 

and debates which kept the "Kenya Question" alive for over a decade. Amery 

unsuccessfully sought closer union of the Fast African territories under 

settler rule; his successor, Lord Passfield, reasserted the pararnouiitcy 

principle and the Labour Government won the settlers' condemnation for its 

"black papers." Depression and war finally cooled the political atmosphere 

in Kenya and turned attention back to bread-and-butter problems. The 

productivity of the settlers ensured their position for the time being even 

though the abdication of imperial trusteeship on the Southern Ilhodesian model 

was not now countenanced by any British Government.

Elsevhere, any suggestion of self-government would have seemed impossibly 

premature. Prom the point of view of British administrators in indigenous

8 Crnd. 1922: Indians in Kenya (HMSO, 1923), p.9.
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colonies there were immense tasks of development, welfare and basic 

administration to be undertaken; they could be well done only within 

the nexus of a benevolent colonial relationship; and there was unlimited 

time in which to do them. Yet a vague idea of ultimate self-rule did 

exist. In July 1943 it was expressed by Oliver Stanley, Colonial Secretary

in the Coalition, in terms of a pledge "to guide Colonial peoples along
9 the road to self-government within the framework of the British hmpire."

Accordingly, during the war years several constitutional changes were made 

to provide for greater native representation in politics and government. 

Ceylon and Jamaica, two of the most "mature" colonies with long records 

of aspiration to self-rule, received adult suffrage; Malta was promised 

the same; and in the Gold Coast provision was made for an African unofficial 

majority in the legislature. Lesser modifications elsewhere were all made 

in the same traditional spirit of cautious devolution.

But the gradualist basis of the old policy was already obsolescent. 

The onset of peace enabled a growing demand for colonial self-rule, a 

demand partly created by the nature of the var itself, to find new outlets 

for expression, and the trend of world opinion was 011 the side of the 

nationalists who made this denuuid. Thereafter British governments were - 

and had to be - more and more preoccupied with the political and administ­ 

rative problems of the colonies' approach to independence, ^hese problems, 

like those of development and welfare, had been the subject of theoretical 

discussion for some time; but it was the release of both Britain and 

the colonies from the wartime concentration of effort that made the long 

haul to independence a matter of serious politics.

9 BCD vol. 391 col. 48 (13 July 1943).
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2. The Labour Uovernnent: Men -and Policies

"To my hon. Friends on this side of tiie Committee, the idea of one 
people dominating or exploiting another is always repugnant. It is 
not domination that we seek. Nor on the other hand, is it our 
intention in any way to abandon peoples who Lave come to depend on 
us for their defence, security, development and welfare. To us the 
Colonies are a great trust..."

George iiall, 11CD vol. 425 col. 238 (9 July 1946).

"It is a sound, Tory Colonial policy and 1 give it my support." 

Capt. .Peter MacDonald, ibid., col. 298.

The colonies were not of the greatest moment to most members of the 

victorious Labour Party in July 1945. Although a solitary sentence in the 

party's election manifesto had referred to "the planned progress of our 

Colonial Dependencies," the party's main enthusiasm, understandably, was 

for its far-reaching programme of domestic reforms. It is true that there 

was wide interest in the problems of India and the Kiddle Last, but these 

were top-level policy issues and were not to be confused with the unspect­ 

acular activities of the Colonial Office.

In the recent past, however, the efforts of the party's handful of 

colonial specialists had resulted in several detailed statements of official 

policy for colonies. The latest of these, The Colonies, had been adoptod 

by the 1943 Party Conference and could now be regarded as a bluepiiut. 

: irmly within the trusteeship tradition, it dealt primarily with ways of 

solving the major economic, social and administrative problems of colonies 

in a spirit of enlightened altruism. Of political change a sweeping 

resolution adopted at the 1942 Conference had more to say, envisaging equal 

status of the colonies with all other members of the Commonwealth and 

democratic forms of government "in order to enable the mass of the people

10 Let Us Face the Future. A Declaration of Policy for the Consideration 
of the Nation (the Labour Party, 1945), p.11.

11 The Colonies. The Labour Party's Post-war Policy for the African and 
Pacific Colonies (the Labour Party, 1943), pp.2-17.
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1 ? 
to enter upon self-^overniaent." *~ But for the most part the p

colonial specialists, while hampered by no feeling of p^rty accountability 

for the creation of empire, never contemplated disposing of its wholesale. 

iiathor they vere fully prepared to accept "the duty of empire" - Leonard 

Barnes's phrase   as a <;oing concern and a governmental responsibility.

"Britain today i,s in the colonies and she cannot withdraw," said Arthur
13 

Creecli Jones in 1944; "nor do I think it desirable that she should."

Shortly after the election Attlee appointed <ieorj;e iiall as Secretary of 

otate for the Colonies. Aj.jed sixty-three, .'-all had been Under-oecrctary 

fror 1940 to 1942. But he was not noted for special interest of expertise 

in the field. That he was Welsh, a former coal-miner, a trade unioni--t and 

a personal friend of Attlee*s vere considerations more relevant to his 

appointment, in accordance wit}; the customary logic of cabinet formation, 

Jtany thought it a rather uninspired appointment, for Hall appeared to be a 

dull figure, less dedicated than dutiful. The appointment of Arthur Creech 

Jones as bia Under Secretary seemed more apposite, and was videly welcomed 

anon^ those vho followed colonial affairs. Creech Jones vas then fifty  

four nnd had a long rocord of devotion to colonial cai-.ses. Over many yours 

he hr:d developed extensive coivii cts vith people in colonies. He hud been 

associated vith numerous liberal-minded organisations in Britain concerned 

with colonifci-1 affairs, including the Friends of Africa, the Ariti-clavt ry 

Society, and the Fabian Colonial Bureau, of which he had been chairman since 

its inception in 1940. Por ten years as a back-bencher he had been the 

principal voice of the House of Common^s conscience on colonies. As a 

coopted unofficial adviser on education he bad also had several years' 

experience of the Colonial Office. The specialist knowledge of colonial

affairs which be now brought to the Office was probably greater than that
14 of any previous or subsequent minister.

12 Report of the Forty-First Annual Conference of the Labour Party (London, 
1942), p.155.

13 ilCD vol. 400 col. 1250 (6 June 1944). For a fuller discussion of the 
background to Labour's colonial policy see below, pp. I31--6.

14 Biographical notes on most of the individuals who feature prominently 
in this study vill be found in Appendix I.
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iiall and Creech Jones began work with no immediate declaration of 

their intentions. The major problem area of the day was Palestine, where 

the Colonial secretary was responsible for internal administration, and 

this exacting task became hall's chief preoccupation from the outset. 

Creech Jones was in effect left free to concentrate on the general problems 

of the rest of the finipire. The organisational task of the transition to 

peace, together with post-war shortages of money and materials, would huve 

left precious little scope for radical changes of policy even if any had 

been contemplated, but Hall's first major statement of policy, a year 

after the election, made it clear that none was.

1 think 1 should state the policy of the party which is now the 
Government of this country. I can say without hesitation that it 
is our policy to develop the Colonies and all their resources so 
as to enable their peoples speedily and substantially to improve 
their economic and social conditions, and, as soon as may be 
practicable, to attain responsible self-government...a goal towards 
which His Majesty's Government will assist them with all means in 
their power...I know that the policy...is wholeheartedly endorsed 
by the great mass of public opinion in this country."

Hall went on to thank his Conservative predecessor, Oliver Stanley, for 

laying "foundations", and Stanley welcomed the implicitly bi-partisan basis of 

the stated policy.

For all his food intentions, hovcver, Hall's term of office vrns not a 

great success. The enthusiasm vith vhich politically conscioij!? colonial 

peoples hod greeted the advent of a Labour Government, steadily evcporated, 

ns it increasingly seered th; t under Hall there would be "no real change, 

and no nearer prospect of any change" from the old system. But some sign 

of "change" vas vhat these people most vanted to see. The var he.d been a 

solvent of old attitudes. It had brought wider experience abroad to 

colonial servicemen, who had not failed to notice that the Europeans,

15 HCB vol. 425 colt. 238-9 t:nd 202 (9 July 1946).

16 Anon., "Labour and Vest Africa", ftu-w ^tatesrnan and Nation, 13 July 1946, 
p. 23. That there had indeed been initial colonial enthusiasm was not in 
doubt. "i'rora colony after colony", according to Knipire, journal oi' the 
Fabian Colonial Bureau, in Octcterl945, "ctuno letters rnd newspaper articles 
expressing confidence that at last the problems and grievances which have 
agitated the people for so long will be resolutely tackled."



18

hitherto thuir acknowledged. superiors, were by no mean., all-^o-criui in 

the world. Por many it h;-.d brought a deeper kiwarcne.:;s of the princijlcs 

crystallised in the Atlantic Charter such tliut tnc cl.tir.s of er-ier^i.ig 

nationalisn against colonial rulers could thenceforth be ox; ressed in terms 

of the rulora 1 own ideals, thui, , l.-eiii-.; t^eir in a uorally u-ainful pos.it ion. 

Colonial students in increasing numbers came to ^riti^ universities and 

colleges - turee tiiousand of them by 1945 - arid vere ablo to echo tnese 

claims, as could nany ol the already detribali^ed, urban middle-class

minorities in th< colonies who found no outlet for their energies in the
17 existing colonial order. Colonial Office ministers and officials were

veil aware of these aspirations, even as they expanded their organisation 

to ^rovide for greater intervention from the centre in colonies. 3ut 

according to an office report, the expansion of vork in London vas not 

inconsistent

"with the declared policy of increased devolution of responsibility... 
The Colonies in general were, at the beginning of the var, already 
ripe for a big forward move in political, economic and social 
development, i-rogrefcs vos necess rily held up to a large extent 
during the war, with the result that, when it ended, irresistible 
pressure had accumulated...All this has meant that tiie Colonies now 
call even more insistently thaa before the war for advice, guidance 
end inspiration from London o-^or a wide range of administrative and 
technical services...without which the realisation of their hopes 
would be indefinitely retarded." 18

It was not George hall's fault that this expansion of basic services and 

technical assistance went largely unnoticed in the S2u.ll bat groving 

clamour of emergent nationalism. Clearly no responsible Colonial Secretary 

could as yet contemplate grants of self-government on the strength cf demands 

by vocal minorities, yet equally clearly the task of maintaining good 

relations v ith colonial peoples was be-coninj., c, great rieal more difficult than

17 At a conference in Manchester in Oct**1945 "our unknown aspiring 
politicians, Kwane Nkrumah, Jomo Kenyatta, Obafomi awolowo i:nd Hastings Banda, 
vere among those who most forcibly voiced the new demand for colonial liber­ 
ation. Scarcely noticed in Britain at the time, this particular conference 
has taken on great significance in the history of the "freedom struggle" from 
the African point of view. Its proceedings hfive recently been reprinted. 
G. l jadmore (ed.), Colonial and Coloured Unity. A Programme of Action 
(}iamm«rsinith bookshop, 1st edo.,1947, 2nd edn. 19^3); see further i wame 
Nkrumah, Ghana: The Autobiography of Kwnme Nkrumoh (Thomas Neleon, Edinburgh, 
1957), PI.52-7.

18 Cmd. 7167: The Colonial LniDire (1939-194) (HKiO. 1Q47i. n.21 .
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it had been before. A fiduciary relationship or even "partnership", 

apparently, was no longer enough. Subdued by the sp cial anxieties of 

Palestine as well as by these wider considerations, Hall was soon a sick 

man. Politically and psychologically it seened a wise move on Attleo's 

part when in October 1946 ilall was removed to the peerage and replaced by 

Creech Jones.

The administration of Palestine remained a tormenting worry, but Creech 

Jones was able to spread his energies much more widely than ilall had done. 

Under him the tempo of Colonial Office work, already great, becane even

greater. By the beginning of 1948 the appointment of a Minister of State
19 

had become necessary to help handle the burden of work et minirterinl level.

And the Under-Secretary, Ivor Therm; s, could speak in 1947 of

"the extent to which the legal department... is overworked at the 
present tine. There are something like twenty Constitutions being 
revised, nnd we have had to create a queue for the assistance of 
the legal adviser."20

Creech Jones was deeply committed to the cause of ultimate- independence 

for the colonies. During his tenure, two important territories did in fact 

achieve independence. In February 1948 Ceylon, long regarded as the most 

"motor*.-" of the Colonial Office's charges, followed in the path of the 

Indian sub-continent, and a few months later mandated Palestine became 

independent Israel. In the same year the Colonial Office's annual report 

bore the broad statement of policy, drafted by Creech Jones, which was 

to serve as a standard text for a decade:

"The central purpose of British colonial policy is simple. It is to 
guide the colonial territories to responsible self-government within 
the Commonwealth in conditions that ensure to the people concerned 
both a fair standard of living and freedom from oppression from 
any quarter."2*

19 The device of a third minister in a department was still relatively new, 
the Foreign Office having pioneered it in 1943.

20 HCD vol. 441 col. 1407 (20 July 1949),

21 (nd. 7433: The Colonial Empire (1947-1948) (liM&O, 1948), p.1 . In later 
quotations and paraphrases the word "egression" was*^rendered as "aggression". 
See e.g. Cmd. 7958: The Colonial Territories (1949-30) (11MSO, 1950), A,.1.
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The statement vas meticulously worded, and the stress it laid upon guidance 

and "conditions" was perhaps its most important feature; the following 

sentence ran: "But though the policy ia clear enough, the problems to be 

overcome in carrying it out are numerous and complex." Creech Jones always 

interpreted his responsibilities in these terms. No raore than his 

predecessor was he swayed by his sympathy for minority agitations. In 1948 

the official view of such agitation was that

of"It is a dynanic quality, and if it can i.o harnessed to tne task 
building up...the social and economic standards of the people, a most 
important contribution in development is obtained. But if it becomes 
linked to the aspirations of a narrow oligarchy of power-seekers... 
then no less it can do incalculable harm."22

"Conditions," "building up", "standards", were his proper concern. The legal 

department had its queue, but the queues at other departmental doors were 

longer. "I do not think we can ;>roceod fast with political development

until we expand tl.e social services," ne told Parliament in 1949. 'Vur job
23 ...is to build up good living conditions." Hall had taken a particular

interest in problems of health, labour organisation, and co-operative self- 

help. Creech Jones followed up Hall's initiatives in these fields and 

appointed new committees and advisers on a variety of other topics: economic 

research, colleges of technology, pesticides, mineral resources, and primary 

products. And during his tenure a major legislative measure, the Overseas 

Resources Development Act of 1948, created large-scale economic machinery 

designed to help "build up good living conditions": the Overseas Food 

Corporation and the Colonial Development Corporation, with borrowing powers 

of £55,0 0,000 and £110,OOO,OOO respectively. The Food Corporation was made 

responsible to the Sinister of Food, and its first important task was to take 

over the ailing Kast African groundnuts scheme from the United Africa Company. 

The Development Corporation, responsible to the Colonial Secretary, was set 

up on a more ambitious scale. Designed to operate in an tvrea between 

welfare grants and commercial investment, by 1951 it was running fifty-three
O A

schemes for which &3o f 000,000 of capital had been sanctioned. Neither

22 The Colonial Empire (1947-1948). pp.2-3.

23 HCD vol. 467 col. 1407 (20 July 1949).

24 HC 167: Colonial Development Corporation: Report and Accounts for
1951 (UMSG, 1952), p.1.
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Corporation worked at first with great success. Uad luck and inefficient 

management brought the Development Corporation a loss of <L4,50C,QOO in 

three years, much of it in abandoned undertakings, while calamitous failures 

with groundnuts and Gambia poultry brought the Food Corporation much 

opprobrium. There were, however, many modest achievements in matters of 

farming, public works and public health in several colonies, and once 

established the Corporations did retain the inspetuu of going concerns with 

hopes of better fortunes ahead. In addition, Colonial 1 evelo;meKt and 

Welfare funds were augmented with a further £20,000,000 in 1950. Ixteasive 

I rivate investment, too, wes always officially encouraged. All capital

input was useful; by his own account, Creech Jones never felt any
25 

ideological compulsion to "impose socialism" on the colonies.

Inevitably, quick results were not easily co^e by. The field for 

development was an exceedingly rocky one, and much of the labour appeared 

to be in vain. But the effort was self-evidently meritorious, and on the 

whole thi problems were technical rather than political; hence CreecL Jones 

won praise fr-/m many quarters for this general area of policy. With regard 

to questions of constitutional change, however, the situation was different. 

In spite of his belief that time was not yet ripe for the major decisions 

Creech Jones found himself confronted by tough political problems and much 

political criticism, for in this area of policy there vaa already great 

scope for conflict between the objectives of interested parties.

His approach to the task of developing new political structures had two 

aspects. On one hand, he aimed to group small territories into larger, 

more viable units; on the other, to decentralise power to local communities. 

The first objective was seldom controversial, at least as he pursued it: 

negotiations for a West Indian federation, the creation in 1947 of the 

Malayan Federation, the establishment in 1948 of the Last African Common 

Services Organisation on the model of the Central African Council set up 

three years earlier. It was the second objective, or rather the questions 

of method, form and timing involved, that aroused the political difficulties.

25 bee his contribution "The Labour Party and Colonial Policy", in
A. Creech Jones (ed.), New Fabian Colonial Essays (Hogarth Press, 1959),

pp.21-3.
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The problem of transforming governments responsible chiefly to the Colonial 

Office into governments responsible chiefly to the colonial peoples vas
Of-*

always the main dilemma of coloniol policy, K.nd Creech Jones's intention 

was to pursue tl-.e traditional solution of acrpur>inti;.g colonial peoples 

with responsibility in piecemeal fiteges, by vay of regultted entry to 

Legislative Councils, to the central administrations, and to local govern­ 

ment. Inevitably he came under fire for making the puce too fttst or (more 

often) too slow; for not embarking upon an ex|e^>ive "crash programme" 

for staffing the highest levels of administration with local people, or for

professing too uncritical a faith in British-style local government as a
27 

training school for "democracy". The most important criticise, however,

concerned his attitudes towards two kinds of c lonial minority: first, the 

white settlers, and second, the violently active nationalists.

Viith reference to the first, it has been said that he was sometimes so 

immersed in the details of colonial improvement as to lose his sense of 

where th*> levers of real power lay. Consequently he lott valuable chances 

to make "liberal" decisions about the future power-structure of multi-racial 

territories. "It was particularly unfortunate, for instance," according

to one subsequent critic, "that - for the best of motives - he gave Uoy
28 

fcelensky such authority in Northern Rhodesia." There is some point to

this charge. Creech Jones always detested the idea of political and racial 

domination of settlers over natives, and while in office resisted ail overt 

moves towards a settler-controlled Central African federation. Ru' equally 

he believed that African territories desperately nredid the productivity of 

settlers both in agriculture and in industry (and es >ecially, in Northern 

Rhodesia, in copper miring). It followed that settler communities hud to

26 See M. Wight, The Development of the Legislative Council 1660-1945 
(?aber, 1946), y.82. Wight describes the dilemma of the Crown Colony system 
thus: "In BO far as it remains paternal, it unfits the colonial people for 
the necessary experience in self-government...in so far as it confers power 
Upon them which they are incompetent to use, it defeats its own ends of the 
peace, order and good government of the colony." Loc.cit.

27 E.g., "the political progress of the territories is dependent on the 
development of responsibility in local government...without sound local 
government a democratic political system at the centre is not possible." 
The Colonial Empire (1939-1947). p.37.

28 'Plavus' (in this ca.se, John Hatch) in New Statesman, 6 Dec. 19t>3, 
DU.822-3.
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ijo kept reasonably contented: indeed, augmented by immigration, 

and economic progress, in his view, would eventually rauko racial and

political problems aoru amenable to solution; in the interim he had t>,
29mark time. But it was this interim which gu,ve determined bettltr

politicians scope for political manoeuvre. Obviously, though, Creech 

Jones's position was extremely delicate. Given all the circumstances of 

the tuae, and in particular the lack of outstanding African leaders, it is 

difficult to see what other courses were open to him.

Vith reference to the second, the criticism was different. It appeared, 

airnoly, that Creech Jones - along with many others - was alow to discern the 

real force of nationalist "agitation." Bound up as he was with Colonial 

Office plans and "guidance", he seemed reluctant to accept that the pace 

and character of events might also be determined willy-nilly by political 

initiatives emanatin/t from the colonies themselves.

There was as yet little evidence of this trend, which was to become 

much more apparent in the various constitutional crises of the fifties. 

Host crises in Creech Jones's time, as earlier, were of a kind not 

immediately relevant to constitutional issues. The beginnings of a war 

against Communist guerillas in Malaya in June 1948 was one, watched with 

great anxiety at homo because of the immense foreign exchange value of 

Malayan rubber and tin. Rioting miners a-nd stray police bullets in l^nugu, 

Nigeria, in 1949, set off another. But one event - the Gold Coast rioting 

of 1943 - was different in kind from these, and had significantly different 

consequences. From the official point of view the Gold Coast was a 

progressive model colony, complete with an African majority in the 

Legislative Council. ]"arly in 1948, however, riots took place- and a newly- 

formed nationalist party was able to use the situation to arouse much 

political feeling. Creech Jones appointed a commission under Mr. Aiken 

Watson, KC, to in uire into the circumstances. The commission went well 

beyond th<* t^nr;« o" reference he had giv- n it and recommended far-reaching 

constitTitional refom, supporting its argument with an exhaustive list of

29 A. Creech Jones, "British Colonial rolicy with Particular Reference to 
Africa", International Affairs. Vol. XXVII No. 2 (April 1951), pp.179-82. 
(Article adapted from a speech given in November 1950).
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grievances soon to be typical, mutatis mutandis, of almost all territories. 

There was the discontent of ex-servicemen vho "by reason of their contact 

with other peoples" had developed a "political and national consciousness", 

and now felt disappointment with conditions at home - which made them "the 

natural focal point for any general movement against authority." There was 

a "general suspicion" of Government measures. There was the "frustration" 

of educated Africans who saw "no prospect of ever exercising political power." 

There was a "universal feeling" that Africanisation was "merely a promise 

and not a driving force" in Government policy, '^here was the "spread of 

liberal ideas" to act as one incentive to action, and the "achievement of 

self-government in India" to act as another. These were only the political 

complaints; there wen5 numerous social and economic ones as well, 

beginning with "resentment at the growing concentration of certain trades" 

in foreign hands.

Creech Jones's response to this report was to authorise a committee, 

composed of "moderate'Gold Coast Africans, to suggest a scheme of constitu­ 

tional advance. Prom this committee 1 s report and subsequent deliberation 

by the British Government there emerged a new Constitution with an almost 

entirely African legislature and a predominantly African ministry. Both 

Africans and Britons, according to the Colonial Office report for 1949-50, 

could take heart, for such a document

"could huve resulted only from a fruitful partnership...(They! can 
also take heart from ti <- manner in which the people of the Gold Coast 
...refused to be coerced into irresponsible action by a handful of 
extremists of the Convention Peoples Tarty, agitating for immediate 
self-government by a campaign of 'positive option 1 ''.

That one ol the i'arty's extremists - indeed its founder - was i.wame Nkrumah, 

gaoled for his "positive action" in 1949, was not then u significant fact. 

What did emerge from this statement was a continuing belief that the 

Government still held the whip hand} thut a form of guidance expressed as 

"fruitful pa-rtnersliip" vould continue to determine the pattern of events.

30 Col. No. 231: Report of the Commission of Inuuiry into Disturbances in 
the Gold loaat (,l .JO, 1948), pp.7-8.

31 The Colonial Territories (1949-30). p.8.
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This in spite of all the trends unearthed by the Watson Commission, which 
had shown clearly that in this "model" colony an adherence to the principle 
of guidance had reduced colonial policy to an unproductive clash of 
frustrated altruism against frustrated nationalism. In fact these events 
presaged a future in which concessions inceasingly had to come from the 
Colonial Office side; for in many territories each concession, instead of 
placating the nationalists, was to be treated only as a basis for demanding
the next, with the nationalists often withholding cooperation of any kind

32 until it was granted.
In February 1950 an eventful ministerial career was ended when Creech 

Jones lost his parliamentary seat at the general election. From the depleted 
ranks of his colleagues Attlee settled upon his Minister of National 
Insurance, James Griffiths, to be the new Colonial Secretary. Griffiths, 
sixty years old, was characterised by a warm-hearted and somewhat emotional 
approach to public affairs. Like Hall he was a Welshman with a background 
in the Miners Federation; and like Hall he had very little practical 
knowledge of colonies. His main concern, taking the 1948 declaration of 
purpose as his theme, was to push on with the long-term plans and lines of 
development begun by his predecessors. More specialists were brought in to 
work on the development of trade unionism, cooperative self-help, and local 
government. Constitutionally, negotiations already in train were continued: 
a new constitution with more regional devolution and greater African partic­ 
ipation in Nigeria; continued discussion of the possibility of West Indian 
federation; and new constitutions in the Last African territories. There 
were also discussions concerning closer association among the Rhodesias and 
Nyasaland, but no clear decisions on this issue were announced during 
Griffiths tenure. Conflicts between settlers and Africans did not yet 
hold the centre of the stage, and it was accepted, as Creech Jones said from
the sidelines in November 1950, that "as yet the issues of majority rule or

33 of ultimate independence [in plural societiesj are almost irrelevant."
The Gold Coast remained the constitutional pace-setter: by late 1951

32 Cf. the tactics described in K. Kzera, Constitutional Development in 
Nigeria. (Cambridge U.P., 1960) and T.J. Mboya, Freedom and After (Andre 
Deutsch, 1963).
33 "British Colonial Policy with Particular Reference to Africa", p.180.
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Nkrumah had emerged from prison to become Leader of Government business. 

The focus of disturbance, increasingly, was Malaya, where the outbreak of 

"banditry" was by 1951 regarded as full-sealo Communist terrorism and was 

costing the Government over £6,000,000 u year to fight. In his handover 

talk with his Conservative successor Griffiths admitted that this had

become "a military problem to which we have not been able to find the
34 answer." Meanwhile the most publicised issue of African policy was the

complex affair of Seretse Khama, heir to the chieftainship of the 

Baraangwato tribe in Bechuanaland; his morganatic marriage with an 

Englishwoman; his relations with the tribe and with his uncle, the regent 

Tshekedi Khanaj and finally the British Government's decision, exercised 

through the Commonwealth Relations Office, to exile Seretse from 

Bechuanaland for a period of five years. South African pressure appeared 

to have influenced the decision, and world-wide publicity at once made the 

issue a test case of the soundness of the Government's attachment to the 

principle of racial equality. AS such it was taken up as a discussion point 

by the educated elites in almost all colonial territories. The Government 

did not come out of it well.

This affair, together with the deepening bitterness of the Kalayan 

conflict, made a sad conclusion to Labour's term of office. For the most 

part Labour Secretaries of State had shown much conscientiousness and some 

imagination in seeking social, economic and political applications of 

liberal-humanitarian principles. It was unfortunate for the Government 

that most of its achievements took place outside the range of the political 

spotlight.

34 Oliver Lyttelton, Viscount Chandos, The Memoirs of Lord Chandoa 
(The Bodley Head, 1962), p.362.
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3. The Conservative Government: frt*n and. i'olicies

"The first duty of the Government, of any Government, is to deliver 
peace and order. Social, economic and political advance are a mere 
mockery unless we can do that."

Oliver Lyttelton, HCD vol. 522 col. 417 (16 Dec. 1953).

Churchill's appointee as Colonial Secretary was Oliver Lyttelton, a 

personal friend who had served as his Minister of Production in the war. 

Lyttelton was fifty-eight, and veil-known among parliamentarians as a 

somewhat inflexible man with an authoritative tone and manner. Although 

he came of a political family, his father having served as Colonial Secretaiy 

in balfour's administration, he was not a professional politician. He was 

a businessman by training and inclination, and had entered politics in 

1940 only ut Churchill's request.

Nevertheless he looked forward to a position of power and responsibility 

in the new government, and was enthusiastic wnen Churchill first mentioned

the Colonial Office to him: "Now there is a job and there is Malaya, which
"\f\ 

we are going to lose unless something is done." In fact neither Malaya

nor any other territory was "lost" during Lyttelton's three years in office - 

years which The Times was later to describe as "possibly the most stormy 

three years in colonial history", both because of "the stresses of the

colonial situation" and because of the Labour Opposition's dislike of
37 Lyttelton and his methods.

The beginning was not controversial. Lyttelton took an early opport­ 

unity to make a parliamentary statement on colonial policy, which, he said, 

was based on broad lines already accepted by all parties.

"First, we all aim at helping the colonial territories to attain self- 
government within the British Commonwealth. To that end we are seeking 
as rapidly as possible to build up in each territory the institutions 
which its circumstances require. Secondly, we are determined to 
pursue the economic and social development of the colonial territories

35 "Seductive though it is to be listened to with respect even when talking 
at random, I never wholeheartedly relished the ministerial life." Chandos, 
op.cit., p.431.

36 Ibid., p.344. He had a special interest in Malaya, dating from a 
pre-war commercial interest in tin.

37 Editorial, The Times, 30 July 1954.
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so that it keeps pace vith their political drveloy-nent. I should like 
to make it plain at the outset that His Majesty's Government intends

<

no change in these

This statement was perhaps most notable for explicitly putting politics
39 first, though the cautious tern "self-government" was still preferred to

"independence." But thits by 110 means implied any new programme for 

accelerating the rate of political advance. The progress of the colonies, 

Lyttelton later wrote, had to be "careful and if possible gradual and 

orderly." lie added that self-government was an end in itself but was in any 

case the only practicable objective, for two reasons: "we do not have the

force to govern without. . .consent," and "with modern communications, the
40 

consent has to be engaged by open and candid discussion of policy."

Lyttelton 1 s main reputation was for financial expertise, t»nd according
w A>

to The Times "it ̂ generally assumed that he would devote himself principally
37 to economic development." He did not; the "stresses of the colonial

situation" left him no time to do so. But to a large extent he was able to 

leave the economic pattern to settle itself. The recovery of sterling and 

the easing of post  war controls meant that he could confine himself to 

ensuring that funds were forthcoming. In May 1952 it was announced that he 

required the Colonial Development Corporation to undertake only such new

projects as had excellent prospects of a profitable return, on the under-
41standing that it "was set up to deal with cortanercial-type projects." The

Colonial Loans Act of 1952 doubled the sum total of colonial loans vhich 

could be guaranteed by the Treasury, raising the level to ,£100,000,000. In 

1953 it was announced that the current Colonial Development and Welfare Vet 

would be renewed after its expiration. Meanwhile in most territories 

measures of social and individual welfare proceeded along established lines

38 HOD vol. 493 col. 984 (14 Nov. 1951).

39 Similarly, the General Survey in the Colonial Office's first annual 
report under Lyttelton broke with precedent by listing political developments - 
in Malaya, Central Africa, Nigeria, East Africa and the Vnest Indies - before 
going on to economic and social matters. Cmd. 8553: The Colonial Territories 
1951-52 (HMSO, 1952), pp.1-10.

40 Cbaudos, op.cit., p.352.

41 Lord Minister, Under-Secretary of State: House of Lords Debates 
(henceforth IILI)) vol. 176 col. 1o11 (28 May 1952).
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relatively .fn e of directives from the Secretary of otatc. For adrninist- 

rators the main measure of Lyttelton 1 s term was the reorganisation of the 

Colonial Service, anno need in June 1954. The existing branchOP of the 

Service were to be merged into a newly-formed Oversea Civil Service, on 

terms designed to reassure officers that their careers find income would be 

safeguarded as colonies became self-governing.

But the dr.ys when a Secretary of State could devote personal attention 

to the detailed drafting of economic and administrative blueprints were 

fading. Through the force of circumstances Lyttelton's main attention was 

necessarily given to military and political matters. .Everywhere new 

arrangements and structures were called for as old ones cracked under 

pressure.

When Lyttelton took office the Malayan war ranked most important in his 

mind. His first act as Colonial Secretary, in November 1951, was to fly to 

Malaya to see for himself. Subsequently he appointed General Sir Gerald 

Templer as High Commissioner with a free hand to pursue a firm campaign. 

Some of Templer 1 s measures, notably the collective punishment of villages 

which had sheltered terrorists, were very firm indeed and aroused protests 

at home, but within three years the military situation was under control. 

The war, however, imposed much strain (augmented by a fall in world prices 

for rubber and tin) on local resources, and considerable financial aid to 

meet >falayan budget deficits, as well as military expenses, became necessary.

After his action in Malaya Lyttelton adopted the standard piecemeal 

approach to colonial affairs, considering the empire unit by unit. In the 

Vest Indies constitutional reforms were granted to individual territories 

while agreement was sought on the general form of federation. In Nigeria, 

a country which, like Malaya, he already knew well, the long-awaited federal 

constitution was introduced in 1952. Its working was disrupted by regionally- 

based dissensions a year later, but in two successful conferences in 1953 

and 1954 the future pattern of the country was marked out and Lyttelton 

earned much Nigerian goodwill for his adroitness in negotation. In the 

Gold Coast the office of Prime Minister was created for Nkrumah.

These were the less controversial areas, \vherever else Lyttelton 

turned argument and violence confronted him, and gave his term of office the
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dtnosphere of stress which became it,c hc^t re- orb" red cKvraeteriM. ic 

Tn Central Africa he worked hard for federation. CiiurchiJl h<.d 

him cit-rt b 1 ai icl ; e to push ahead vith thi.^ scheme for P nov British dominion.

A series of conferences nt various levels lod to the eventual implementation 

of a federal constitution, with a settler-controlled central ^o r-rnmout 

ami civil service, in August 1953. Hut although Lyttelton was a dedicated 

accoucheur, it was not an easy birth. There was vigorous opposition to the 

scheme from tho articulate minority of Africans in the Rhodesias and 

Nyasaland, and from the Laboxir Party and liberal groups at home. In 

Parliament bittor debates en<ied in divisions, until then a rare event on 

colonir.l issues. Whereas Lyttelton and the settler leaders Huggins a.nd 

Welensky spoke of the progress of all races by way of "partnership", with 

the settlers cast temporarily as senior partners, their opponents saw 

federation as a device for perpetuating white domination with all possibility 

of genuine African advance excluded. During the Federation's first year 

there were some visible economic achievements, among them the securing of 

a lar^e American loan for railways, and a comprehensive development plan 

was outlined. But critics continued to argue th t such "progress" bore no 

relation to tMo real politico-racial issues; that the African Affairs Board 

set up tinder federal parliamentary control to watch African interests would 

prove powerless, and that the scheme could not last.

During and after the political battle for federation a series of crises 

broke in various colonies, making it clear thflt London could no longer 

ordain the pace of events everywhere as peacefully as in the West Indies or 

as firmly as in Central Africa. In Kenya in 1952 there had been Colonial 

Office plans for a Royal Commission on land and population problems, for a 

ten-year development scheme, and for cautious constitutional revisions. 

At the end of the year Mau Mau transformed the picture. Nau h'au vas a secret 

society, based on the Kikuyu tribe, which aimed to expel immigrant races 

from Kenya, and to intimidate "loyalist" Africans, by force. By the year's 

end 270 people had been killed, all but fifteen of then Africans. The 

Kikuyu leader Jomo Kenyatta was arrested and convicted on a charge of 

organising the conspiracy, while his party, the Kenya African Union, was 

proscribed. As in Malaya Lyttelton felt that the immediate solution had to
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be a military one, nncl British trooj>s wore brought in. v ithin a year the 

Mau !iau forces, althou^n responsible for nearly a. thousand deatas, had lost 

over three thousand of their own number. In 1954, after two visits to 

Kenya, Lyttelton announced constitutional changes to accommodate the 

"legitimate" aspirations of all races. In one way or another five Africans 

were now to be associated with the Kenya Government; all were required to 

undertake "to prosecute the fight against terrorise with the utmost vigour." 4^ 

It was further agreed that by 1956 the Government would produce a report, 

with African cooperation, on the best method of choosing African members for 

the Legislative Council. By comparison with the radical aspirations for 

African freedom which had underlain Mau Mau, this advance was probably no 

greater than what might have been achieved in any case at this time. Indeed, 

it could be said thnt this drawn-out conflict was resulting only in an 

intensification of the racial bitterness which had been among its causes. 

The generalisation later became current that Mau Mau hastened independence 

everywhere olse in Africa but delayed it in Kenya.

Before the end of 1953 there were two more emergencies on Lyttelton's 

hands. In British Guiana a new constitution had provided for internal 

self-government and an election in April resulted in a government formed from 

the People's Progressive Party, an organisation based on rural Indian labour 

and led by Cheddi Jagan. In the ensuing months the British authorities 

became convinced that a Communist clique associated with Jagan was aiming 

at subversion of the whole administration. In October Lyttelton decided to

send in troops and suspend the new constitution in order to prevent "a
43 dangerous crisis both in public order and in economic affairs." He was

attacked in the Commons for taking this extreme step, and the Labour Party 

sought unsuccessfully to annul the draft Order establishing an interim 

government. Meanwhile in Uganda a double outcry had arisen: first, because 

Lyttelton, in an after-dinner speech, had suggested the possibility of an 

East African federation, which Ugandan Africans had interpreted to mean

42 Cmd. 9103: Kenya, ^'roposals for a Reconstruction of the Government 
(HKSO, 1954), p.4.

43 Cmd. 8980: British Guiana. Suspension of the Constitution (HMSO, 1953), 
.16.
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political control by Kenyan settlors on the f entral African j.-attorn; 

second, because of the constitution;:.! argument between the British (jovern- 

ment and Kabaka Mutesa II, the hereditary ruler and spiritual chief of 

Jiuganda. The Kabakn demanded that Jiuganda, as the protectorate's mo^t 

advanced component, should be separated fron t-  .? rest of Uganda and placed 

under the purview of the Foreign Office. When this was refused he publicly 

repudiated his responsibility, as outlined in afi agreement of 1900, to act 

upon the advice of the Governor. In November, taking a   tand on the 

protectorate's indivisibility, the Governor decreed and effected the !vabaka's 

exile. Thore wns little violence find the emergency was soon ended, but 

Africans from all ;arts of the protectorate rruiile comrnon cause in demanding 

the Kabaka'3 return. In December Lyttelton had to withstand an Opposition 

notion censuring his handling of African affairs. It was Parliament's first 

experience of a censure motion on this subject.

Typically, Lyttelton's oecretaryship ended in yet another parliamentary 

uproar. This tint the subject was Cyprus. The official view of Cyprus 

was that its role as a military fortress took it out of the main colonial 

stream, «.nd that the political aspirations of Cypriotn, both Greek and 

Turkish, were thus necessarily confined. In July 1954 the Minister of otate, 

Henry Hopkinaon,announced in the Coranons th it there would "never" be a 

change of sovereignty in Cyprus. The Opposition seized upon this and 

Lyttelton had to be summoned froi* the Colonial Office. I.yttelton rode the 

storm only by arguing that Ilopkinson had i-;eant that the Government would

never "abandon its responsibilities" in Cyprus until a stable life h«,d been
44 

ensured for minorities. In his view, this incident "made me think that

perhaps I should not niss politics so much...it was not an hour which
45 

increased any feelings of nostalgia which I might have entertained."

The forties had been a period when for the most part socio-economic 

initiatives frorn London held sway in colonial policy, rother than political 

pressures, us yet relatively feeble, from below. During Lyttelton's tenure 

the growing force of these pressures, foreshadowed by the Gold Coast riots,

44 HCD vol. 531 cols. 504-14, 548-53 (28 July 1954).

45 Chandos, op.cit., p.436.
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resulted in breakthroughs of violence a/id n".'u-rom: stc to.s of ener^ency, 

challenging the more sober official concept of tJie way colonial policy 

was destined to proceed; the nationalists had shown their strength, 

ijyttelton could loo), back on substantial f.chievcraonts in such areas as 

Malaya, Nigeria and the Vest Indies. But he left office with the Kenya 

emergency still to be ended, the deadlocks in British Guiana and Uganda 

still to be broken, and the question-narks over Central Africa and Cyprus 

still to be erased. All these problems he bequeathed to Alan Lemiox-Boyd, 

his successor.

Lennox-Boyd was a confident, energetic and friendly nan, then a.:;ed 

forty-nine. "Lxtremely tall, he had a natural exuberance which at times

appeared to vor^e upon flippancy and was resented by his political oppon-
46 

onts. Like Creech Jones he had for some time specialised in colonial

affairs, having been an Opposition spokesman on colonies before 1951 and 

subsequently Lyttelton's Minister of State for six months. His appointment

to the Colonial Office after two years as Minister of Transport und Civil
47

aviation vas thus a return to his chosen field.

There followed a tine of uncertain balance between recognised nation­ 

alist anbitions and official restraints. The colonies, especially in 

Africa, wore universally acknowledged to be "awakening", and the names of 

their nationalist leaders appeared with growing prominence in the world 

press. !3ut tho wording of official objectives remained unaltered: piecemeal, 

gradualist guidance, constitutional, economic and social, was the aim, with 

perhaps a stronger emphasis for tho time being on the maintenance of order 

in the face of unrest. And although bloodshed iu Cyprus during the later 

fifties, and in Nyasaland in 1959, showed thut "unrest" could be as

46 One man who had dealings with them all was later to compare l,ennox-t>oyd' 
"enveloping friendliness" with Griff iths's "warm determination" and 
Lyttelton's "vigorous raciness". Sir Michael filundell, So Hough a ttind. The 
Kenya Memoirs of ijir Michael Blundell (Voidenfeld and Nicolson, 1964), p. 270.

47 "liis devotion to the colonies was passionate", said The Times upon his 
retirement five years later. Editorial, 15 Oct. 1959. Creech Jones, in an 
otherwise heavily nualified tribute, allowed that Lennox-Boyd "worked hard, 
with fervour and enthusiasm, and was extraordinarily attached to his office". 
Venture (journal oi' the Fabian Commonwealth Bureau), Nov. -Dec. 1959, p. 9. 
Lennox-Boyd himself described Oliver Stanley as "a most important influence"
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inadequate a euphemism aa in earlier crises, the Government by 1959 could 

begin to point to actual examples of policy fulfilled as an earnest of its 

good intentions and superior wisdom. For independence was coming to 

colonies - the Gold Coast and Malaya, preceded by the Anglo-Egyptian 

condominium of the Sudan - for the first time since the Labour Government 

gave independence to the Indian sub-continent, to Ceylon and to Palestine 

a decade earlier.

The change of Colonial Secretary in 1954, in short, did not bring any 

immediate change in policies and issues at hand. Technical matters of 

administration and social provision remained in general the unquestioned 

purview of experts and officials. In 1955 the Colonial Development

Corporation under Lord Reith achieved Lyttelton's objective by showing its
48 first small profits, and the Development and Welfare Act was renewed to

provide £80,000,000 for the next five years. Private investment in colonies, 

which had always far outweighed public investment, continued to expand under 

the inducement of tax relief for overseas trading concerns provided by the 

1957 Finance Act. But the chief preoccupations of the Secretary of State 

himself, as of his predecessor, were necessarily political. Lennox-Boyd 

considered that the basic political battles over policy for most territories 

were long since fought and won, thut disagreement could at most be about 

questions of timing, and that the functions of the Colonial Secretary were

to travel and to negotiate, in conference after conference, towards agreed
49 objectives. And at any given time there was always evidence to suggest

that things were going as planned. In 1955 Hopkinson spoke of the Govern­ 

ment's continued adherence to the 1948 declaration of purpose, looked back

47 (cont.) on him: "In the year in which he was dying (l950j Oliver made it 
clear to me that he hoped I would take the same intense interest as he had 
done in colonial affairs and equip wyaelt to do so should the chance of 
service come." Interview reported in The Daily Mail, 7 Jan. 1959.

48 HC 260: Colonial Development Corporation: Report and Accounts for 1955 
(HMSO, 1956), p.11.

49 Interview with Lord Boyd of Merton (Alan Lennox-Boyd). In his Daily Mail 
interview Lennox-Boyd also pointed out that the modern Colonial Secretary "has 
to deal more and more with elected ministers. His difficulties have therefore 
become those of a Foreign Secretary; he is dealing with responsible elected 
Governments who are answerable to their supporters   he cannot embarrass 
them."



35

on a year in which constitutional reforms :iad been proposed or initiated in 

fifteen territories, and observed that

"the realisation in most cases...that they cannot hope to attain all 
their aims overnight   and indeed, that it is not in their real 
interests to do so - is one of the most remarkable features of present 
colonial development*..not less remarkable is the fact that, having 
gained power, the leaders have been very quick to realise its 
implications and responsibilities and have shown considerable courage 
in insisting on the need for the continued assistance of British 
officials and technicians for many years to come."

At the same time he thought it noteworthy that colonies were increasingly 

providing skilled personnel of their own. But development was, and would 

remain, "orderly", so that colonies could be self-sufficient well in time 

for independence. And for most of them independence still lay a long way 

off. As a rule the Government eschewed "target dates"; it preferred its 

gradualism to be of a pragmatic and adaptable kind. But when a United 

Nations Visiting Mission to Tanganyika in 1954 suggested that the territory 

would not be ready for independence for another twenty or twenty-five years, 

no-one in the British Government seemed to consider this an over-estimate.

Particular issues came and went. In 1955, as a remedy for its economic 

difficulties, the Maltese Government proposed integration of tlie island into 

the United Kingdom on the modal of Northern Ireland. The idea was received 

with some approval in Britain and was intermittently discussed until 

negotiations broke down over Maltese doubts about subsidies in 1958. A West 

Indian federation, of a sort, wai finally achieved in 1958 when a central 

government was established with minimal functions and finances. Some loose 

ends were tied up. In 1955 the Kabaka was authorised to return to Uganda 

following a comprehensive revision of the 1900 Agreement, by which the 

Baganda were given more representatives and a larger role in a strengthened 

central government. Late in 1956 3eretse Khama was allowed to return to 

Bechuanaland as a private citizen after promising to renounce all claim to 

the chieftaincy of the Bamangwato. A new tribal council was set up with 

Seretse's cousin as Chairman, Seretse as Vice-Chairman, and Tshekedi as 

Secretary, thus preparing tho way for the change which many Bechuanas were

50 HCD vol. 542 col. 1165 (21 June 1955).
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demanding, a Legislative Council in plu.ce of the chieftaincy. Concerning 

British ftuinna a commission appointed by Lyttelton had decided that his 

actions were justified, and the interim government continued in office until 

in 1956 Lennox-Boyd agreed with the Governor that further political advance 

could safely be attempted. At elections in 1957 Dr. Jagan's party again won 

a majority of the elective seats, Jagan claiming to have matured politically 

during the interregnum. In the major areas of "unrest", the military 

campaigns vere eventually brought to an end. In Malaya the number of 

terrorists was steadily reduced from the 1951 peak of about eight thousand, 

and increasing areas of the country vere declared clear, until in 1958, 

after the loss of some ten thousand terrorist and nine thousand military 

and civilian lives, the emergency was declared over. In Kenya artaed 

conflict was virtually at an end by 1956, at a cost of over ten thousand 

Mau Mau and over two thousand military and civilian lives, although 

emergency regulations were not officially lifted till 1959.

Two new centres of serious "unrest", however, developed during these 

years: Cyprus and Nyasaland. The Cyprus crisis was somewhat analogous to 

that of nearby Palestine in that the British Government was seeking to keep 

the peace between two national communites, with rival claims to the terri­ 

tory's soil, by withholding independence from both, and that international 

complications made this a matter of concern for the Foreign Secretary and 

the Prime Minister as well as the Colonial Secretary. In 1954 Hopkinson had 

said "never" to Cyprus. By 1956, after two years of the terrorist KOKA 

movement's fight for union with Greece, the deportation of Archbishop 

Makarios, and the Suez crisis, the Government w.is prepared to grant internal 

self-government but insisted on retaining authority for defence, external 

affairs and internal security. In 1959 the island's right to full independ­ 

ence was finally conceded, and plans were made for a bi-national form of 

government.

In its way the Cyprus affair was, as the Government oftep claimed, 

outside the main colonial stream: but less because of the diplomatic and 

military considerations stressed by the Government than because the capacity 

of Greeks and Turks to manage their own affairs had never been questioned in 

principle. The Nyasaland crisis, however, was well in the mainstream. 

Indeed nothing could have cut closer to the heart of the Government's policy
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for the areas of white settlement, which for years had b^en the roost 

controversial of its policies. In Kenya it was still pledging good faith 

to the settlorsj but the skilful manoeuvring of Mboya and other Africans 

for control of the Legislative Council convinced many that white supremacy 

in Kenya could not last much longer. Thus the Central African Federation 

was the main focus of all arguments about the feasibility of "partnership1 

on settler terms.

For some years the federal authorities had been seeking, with fair 

success, to project an image of political stability and racial peace in 

their territory. Karly in 1959 the image was shattered. Riotous political 

meetings initiated by Dr. Hastings Banda's Nyasaland African National 

Congress led to situations in which troops opened fire on African crowds. 

In a number of incidents during February and March some fifty Africans were 

killed by the security forces. The administration claimed meanwhile to 

have unearthed a Mau Mau-style plot to murder Europeans, Asians and moderate 

Africans. Early in March an emergency was declared, the Congress proscribed 

and its leadership imprisoned. Subsequently Lennox-Boyd set up a commission 

of inquiry under Mr. Justice Devlin; and four months later the commission 

announced some dramatic conclusions. Although Congress's resort to 

violence had fully justified the declaration of an emergency, the security 

forces had used "illegal force" and made "unnecessary arrests." The stories 

of a massacre plot were unfounded. Among Nyasaland Africans there vas 

"almost universal opposition" to the Federation. And Nyasaland under 

federation was "no doubt only temporarily - a police state."

The Devlin report made a remarkable impact. Hindsight suggests, 

indeed, that this was the first really decisive blow against the federal 

structure: the beginning of the Federation's end. But at the time the 

Government chose officially to reject the commission's main conclusions. 

They amounted, after all, to an indictment of the Government's own policies 

and attitudes towards Central Africa; and they were issued, after all, less 

than three months before a general election.

51 Cmd. 814: Report of the Nyasaland Commission of Inquiry (HtftfO, 1959), 

esp. p.1.
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Meanwhile, in May and July, attention bad been directed back to Kenya 

by the publication of tvo reports concerning the deaths of a number of 

Mau Mau prisoners at Hola detention camp. A coroner had reached the 

"irresistible conclusion" that eleven prisoners had died as the result 

of beatings by warders. The revelation of this tragedy aroused much 

indignation in Britain. In Parliament there were angry demands for the 

Colonial Secretary's resignation. And in fact Lennox-Boyd's battle with 

the Opposition over these two issu s, Nyasaland and Hola, was the dominating 

feature of the session's last few pre-election weeks.

But there was a much more creditable side to the colonial record with 

which the Government faced the election. In 1956, with the approval of all 

parties in Britain, the condominium of the Sudan had attained its scheduled 

independence: in 1957 the Gold Coast and the Malayan Federation had 

reached theirs. These were major events, particularly the transformation 

of the Gold Coast into Ghana. This was the first all-African colony to 

gain its independence. As such, its success or failure as a free state was 

awaited with the consciousness that this could be a test case for all the 

principles and methods of British policy. In the event its significance 

turned out to be a great deal wider than the Government had bargained for, 

since from the moment of its independence Ghana became a symbol and a 

prototype for nationalists in every other British African colony, just as in 

1948 the Asian ex-dependencies had served as symbols and prototypes in the 

Gold Coast itself. In many territories - for examplt Nyasaland - 

independence campaigns gained enormously in fervour, all the more so after 

many nationalist leaders - for example Banda - had seen Nkrumah's Ghana 

for themselves at the Accra All-African .Peoples' Conference in December 1958.

Yet even in 1959 the old Colonial Office assumptions had not really 

been demolished. In January of that year Lennox-Boyd convened a conference tc 

discuss the future constitutional progress of ),ast Africa. It was agreed

that Tanganyika might well achieve independence by 1970, followed by Uganda
52 and with Kenya much later, probably after 1975. Two months later Lennox-

52 Blundell, op.cit., pp.261-2.
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Novel's Minister of ;:tato, on a visit to Rhodesin, declared that "a holt is 
being called to tho rapid advance of colonial territories." Officially 
at least, the Government still hold those views at the time of thi- general 

election in October.

No British election ever had greater sifnificance for colonial policy. 
The governing pRrty gained a substantial number of nev, young, liberal-minded 
members. Harold Macmillan himself pained, for the first time, the authority 
in his party of a leader who had achieved a major electoral victory. 
Lennox-Boyd retired from his office; with Lyttelton nnd Lord Salisbury 
also retired the Cabinet now locked any authoritetive senior spokesmen 
for gradualism. And lain Macleod, well know? as a Tory radical, had the 
political courage to take on - indeed, to ask for - the Colonial 

^Secretaryship.
Almost overnight, it seemed, the tempo began to quicken. Macleod has

written:

"I think any Socrotp.ry of State would have decided th<;t there was 
little time loft in Africa to devise solutions. Those who now 
study and write about British colonial policy after the 1959 
General Ooction assume that some dramatic Cabinet decision was 
taken to speed up the granting of independence in Africa t and that 
f'acraillan's H.'ind of Change 1 speech was d< signed to announce this 
to the continent and to the world. This is not true. What c'.id 
happen vus that the tempo accelerated as a result oi a score of 
different deliberate decisions- For myself, some months before 
the elf.cticn and before of course I had any idea that 1 would 
become Secretary of State, I had convinced myself that for all the 
manifest dangers of moving quickly in Africa, tho dangers of being 
too tlow were greater."-*4

Many people on all sides of politics hr>d been similarly convinced for some 
time. )3ut now, beginning with the futeful Kenya C nfercuce called b 
Macleod early in 1960, the conviction began to find full expression in 
actual policy. No longer was much hoard of planned, orderly end gradual 
progress under British guidance; now, it seemed, to be gradual was simply

53 ;-;ir Koy Velensky, Velf-nsky's 4000 Days (Collins, 1964), p.'139.
54 lain Macleod, "Britain's Future Policy in Africa", Veokcncl -olegraph, 
12 March 1965.
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to court danger - the danger of massive colonial unrest which Britain 

could not hope to contain. No longer was there the old insistence either 

on "viability" as a necessary condition of self-government, or on the need 

to "contain the extremists" and create a responsible official class to whom 

power would eventually be transferred. Increasingly it appeared that there 

was really only one prerequisite for independence: that an organised 

political elite with fairly wide popular support should exist, and be 

willing to take over. And no longer were small minorities - in particular, 

European minorities in Africa - to enjoy politically privileged positions;

in Macleod's vords, "independence once? given to the African in the Gold
54 

Coast could not for lorrr be denied to his brother in Kenya."

A fev days before the election the Colonial Correspondent of The Times

had commented that the only possible radical decision in colonial policy
5 C 

would be to pull out, and that neither party would be so irresponsible. J

Yet in the life of the following Parliament, from 1959 to 1964, the feder­ 

ations of the West Indies and Central Africa were dismantled - the latter 

at the expense of settler domination - and independence came to British 

Somaliland, Cyprus, Nigeria, Sierra Leone, Tanganyika, Jamaica, Trinidad, 

Uganda, Singapore, North Borneo, Sarawak, Zanzibar, Kenya (under an African 

government), Nyasaland and Malta. In the ensuing years of Labour government 

other territories followed in steady succession: Northern Rhodesia, the 

Gambia, British Guiana, Bechuanaland, Basutoland, Barbados, the Leeward and 

Windward Islands, Aden, Mauritius, Swaziland. By the late sixties Britain 

was left with little more than a residue of tiny island protectorates 

scattered over the world's oceans. And a unique category of problems and 

issues had disappeared for ever from British political life.

55 "ijarty Policies for Africa", The Times. 25 Sept. 1959.
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CHAI'TEJi II 

T1IH COLONIAL OFFICE

"The work of the Colonial Office touches on every aspect of government."

The Colonial Office List, 1959 edition, p.4.

The post-war Colonial Office was a much-harried department. Opinions, 

advice, requests, claims, demands and warnings flowed in from many sources. 

.Parliament, press and public at home were only some elements in a complex of 

pressures to which individuals and organisations in the colonies, in foreign 

and Commonwealth countries, and in the United Nations all added their share. 

Some urged faster and some slower rates of change, but the vocal balance was 

apt to be on the side of more rather than less speed in the devolution of 

responsibility. "The Colonial Office, though at times attacked for going too 

fast," observed a Deputy Under-Secretary, writing in 1954, "is even more 

loudly urged to go faster and is regarded in some quarters as reactionary if 

it maintains a prudent pace."

To understand what these pressures   the domestic ones in particular - 

were directed at, we need to look at the functions and organisation of the 

Colonial Office; and, to appreciate their effect, at some indications of the 

Office's degree of accessibility to pressure.

1 . Formal Organisation and Functions

Administratively the Colonial Office formed part of the home Civil Service, 

and as such could be distinguished from the Colonial Service, or after 1954 

the Oversea Civil Service, whose members the Office recruited and whose work 

it supervised. Its raison d'etre was analogous to that of any other government 

department: in the comprehensive phraseology of the Colonial Office List, the 

essence of its work was to advise, assist and carry out the directions of the

Secretary of State "on everything pertaining to his responsibility for the good
2 

government of Colonial territories." This work involved an extremely wide range

1 Sir Charles Jeffries, The Colonial Office (Alien and Unwin, 1956), p.38.

2 The Colonial Office List, (Hi SO, 1959 ed.), p.4.
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of duties, for whereas otlior Ministers each dealt primarily with one broad 

aspect of governmental activity the Colonial secretary had to take an interest 

in every area of colonial government. Thi: vas true even of those areas vhere 

local authorities in colonies enjoyed a large measure of autonomy, a.s the 

1948 Colonial Office report pointed out in deliberately paradoxical terms:

"The Colonies are not governed from Whitehall; yet their governments 
are not established and then left without direction...They enjoy 
varying degrees of responsibility and inv, riably a large measure of 
autonomy...The Secretary of .State, hovever, is constitutionally re- _ 
sponsible to Parliament for the good government of colonial territories."

The Secretary of State was always a member of the Cabinet and the key 

member of the Cabinet's colonial committee. This committee took on different 

forras at different times. In the Labour Cabinet there was a Colonial Affairs 

Committee, presided over by the Lord Privy Seal, from 1945 to 1947, and 

subsequently a Commonwealth Affairs Committee under the Prime Minister. ' 

In the Conservative Cabinet from 1951 to 1959 there was a Colonial Policy 

Committee under the Lord Chancellor, normally with five members including the 

Commonwealth Relations Secretary arid the Foreign Secretary. In the Office 

itself, the Secretary of State was aided at ministerial level by a Minister of 

State and by a Parliamentary Under Secretary, these two being customarily in 

different Houses of Parliament. The official hierarchy consisted of a 

Permanent Under-Secr^tary, who was both principal policy adviser and head 

of staff; two Deputy Under-Secretaries; between seven and nine Assistant 

Under-Secretaries, each overseeing a group of departments within the Office; 

and between twenty-five and twenty-eight Assistant Secretaries, each in charge 

of a single department. These were all career officials, though the top jobs 

did not always go by promotion inside the hierarchy since a proportion of 

administrative and advisory posts were filled by officials seconded, or recently 

retired, from the Oversea Civil Service. In 1957, for expmole, there were 

forty such officials in the Office, including the Permanent Under-Secretary 

himself. The total establishment, during the years from 1945 to 1959, varied

3 The Colonial Empire (1947-1948). p.3.

4 Lord Horrison, Government and Parliament (Oxford U.P., 2nd ed., 1959), p.22.

5 Interview with Lord Boyd.

6 Reference pamphlet 3460: Administration cf the United Kingdom Dependencies 
(Central Office of Information, 1957), p.6.
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between about 1,150 and about 1,270. Staff was recruited by competitive 

examination and sifted into the normal grades, Administrative, Executive and 

Clerical. Because the Office functioned »uch more as a headquarters than as 

an executive department the proportion of administrative to other grades was 

relatively large; in absolute size, indeed, its administrative staff was "one 

of the six largest in Whitehall."7

Of the Office's departments between eight and ten, at different times, 

had "area" responsibilities, covering in various combinations the dependencies 

of East, Central and West Africa, the Far East, the Mediterranean, the Pacific 

and the Caribbean. The rest, varying in number over the years between twenty- 

two (in 1955) and twenty-nine (in 1949), had "functional" responsibilities. 

In 1957, for example, there were twenty-three functional departments comprising 

seven in the Economics Uivisiori, four in the Overseas Service Division, two 

in the Legal Division, two in the Social Service Division, and eight others: 

Establishment and Organisation, General, Information, Intelligence and 

Security, International Delations, Library, Police and Students. Most of these 

served to integrate technical advice and knowledge, which could be raade 

available to any territory, on some general aspect of under-devolopraont. 

As well as tiiis the functional departments were directly in charge of 

organising centrally administered services under Colonial development and 

Welfare, including scientific research, films, the welfare of colonial 

students in Britain (through the British Council), the establishment of 

colonial universities and colleges, and training courses for Overseas Service 

officers; ana with maintaining necessary contacts with other government 

departments - for example, the Economic Division with the treasury, the Board 

of Trade, and the Ministry of Supply; International .'delations with the loreign 

Office and the Commonwealth (delations Office; and Social Services vith tne
o

Ministries of Health, Labour and Education. On functional Matters ,,

7 The Colonial Empire (1947-1948). p.13. The namas of Colonial Office 
ministers, J'ermanent Undor-Socretnrios and Deputy Under-Secretarioa are listed 
in on Addendum to this chapter.

8 Colonial Governments. Thoir Functions and Relationship with His Majesty's 
Government, with the Colonial Office and with other Government Departments 
(issued by the Treasury for circulation in the Civil Service, 1951), pp.14 17.
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the .'Ocretnry of State vu.s also aided by expert Advisers, uho had their ovr 

staffs but lacked executive responsibilities, and by advisory committees and 

councils drawn from other government departments and the vorld outside. In 

1957 there were seventeen principal Advisers and twenty-seven advisory 

committees and councils.

These dimensions and subdivisions were oi comparatively recent origin. 

Araery mid his junior minister, William Ormsby-Gore, germinated the modern 

organisation by hiving; o.ff the old Dominions division into a separate office 

and adding a group of functional advisers and advisory committees to a

Colonial Office structure which in 1924 had comprised only one "general"
q 

department and ei/'ht geographical. But there was no really dynamic growth or

change for somo time thereafter. Changes were no more than piecemeal. In 

1930 three departments concerned with Colonial Service matters were set up. 

In 1934 the first Economic Department folloved, a child of the deprossion and 

the Ottawa Agreements. The department had a staff of two, of whom one vas 

an economist. But in general it remained the official viev that the adviser 

system, free of departmental encumbrance, provided the best means of cornbininp 

expertise with P proper regard for the different circumstances of different 

colonies, And for the nofvt p?;.rt the ruling conception of the Office's task 

remained that of supervising administr* tion. It was still not corimon for 

senior officials to have had actual experience of the territories they were

dealing with. Correspondence with colonial governments was still conducted
10 mainly by th«? exchange of despatches, a "decorous but somewhat leisurely"

method. And the "man on the spot" remained a powerful figure in his dealings 

with tho metropolitan government. Though the Treasury stipulated th&t 

Governors needed formal approval from home for all items of expenditure, and 

though the Office was just beginning to take an active lead on technical natters, 

the Governors normally held the initiative on matters of policy; unless there

9 For Araery's account of these reforms see his autobiography, My Political 
Life. Vol. II: War and Peace, 1914-1929 (Hutchinson, 1953), pp.335-8.

10 tfir Andrew Cohon, liritish 1*0!icy in ^hanging Africa (Houtledge and Kegan 
Paul, 1959), p.SI.

11 "I inherited from ny prudeco.ssors the tradition of trusting the man on the 
spot." Malcoln Mac Donald, Colonial Secret -ry 1938-40, in The Colonial Tjnpire 
1938-9« p.7.



49

vorcj positive re-'so ;S to the contrary the actions proposed ami reported in 

their despatc' es vcre almost always endorsed. The Governors thus sunplied 

the main notivo jwer of the whole system - to the extent that the system 

"moved" at all. In developmental natter*' , thnnV;* chiefly to the prevniling 

clinutc of economic thought, there seemed very little opportunity for 

movement; and in constitutional matters, very little need.

The breakthrough can«» in the late thirties and early war years. It was 

narked by the stimuli of Hniley's African ^iirvcy, t p Vest Indian riots, and the 

Hoyne Commission's interim report; and hy the responses of the 1940 Vhite 

Paper r,nd the first Development and Welfare Act. In this period the modern 

conception of developmental colonial policy becamn established, and with it 

the corresponding conce])tion of the Colonial Office as a dynamic "central

organisation for poliry-nakin nnd for giving <issistance, advice and guidance
1 3 

to tlio Colonial Governments." Vithin the Office the administrative response

to thiii char.^inj- conce]>tion extended over several years, coinciding with the 

var and the subserve* t transition to peace: roughly, i'ron 1938 to 1947. A 

comparison of the Office in these two years indicates the extent of 

organisational ciian.qe. In 1938 the Office establishment vas about 460; by 

1947 it vas 1,168. In 1938 the vSecretnry of State commanded the services of 

principal advisers on natters of ajjriculturo, education, labour, law and 

nedicine, a broad but by no means all-inclusive ran#e of subjects. By 1947 

another ei^ht Advisers had been enlisted, to deal with animal health, 

cooperation, denograpliy, fisheries, forestry, geology, surveys and development 

planning; this last advisership had been created in January 1945 to assist 

the Secretary of State in considering applications for money p-rants under 

Colonial Development and Welfare, ^he advisory committee structure expa ded 

similarly, the number remaining rouphly in step with the number of principal 

Advisers and other consultants. But tho most noteworthy structural change was

12 For fullerdescriptionp of the pre-war Office aeo A. Creech Jones, "The 
Colonial Office", Political L>uart< rly. Vol. AIV No. 1 (Jan.-March 1943); !,. 
Trevor *illiar,:.s, ''The Colonial Office in the Thirties", Historical .Studies ; 
Australia anct New Zealand, Vol. II No. 7 (May 1943); Kenneth Robinson, The 
jDilopunaa of Trustooahiji. Aspects of British Colonial Policy between the Wars 
(Oxford iJ.!/., 196"), p,;.20-37.

13 Sir Chnrles Jeffrios, Partners for Progress (llarra,:-, 1940), p.71. The 
discussion of adrninistr- tivo developments in this .nd ^he next parajnra;>h is 
based chiefly on material appearing in Lhe Colonial Office Lists and arnual
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the multivlici tion of functional departments. At the beginning of 1938 

there were five. Of these, three dealt vith the Colonial Service and the 

others were respectively labelled General and Economic. Later in the year 

the V/est Indian riots prompted the establishment of a Social Services 

Department. In 1939 came a Development Department, foreshadowing the 1940 

Act. ^ext, also a -roduct of circumstances, came a Defence Department. In 

the next few years new departments jostled for Office floor-space in 

increasing numbers. Some, such as the department set up to deal with 

prisoners of war in colonies, were no more than ad hoc bodies with a limi&ed 

life expectancy, but most, for example Communications, Public Relations and 

Welfare, were planned vith an eye for peace-time problems as well. L'ven so, 

further subdivisions became necessary after ti.e war to handle the colonies' 

external relations in the new world of the General Assembly, the Trusteeship 

Council, the Specialised Agencies, CrATT, OEl'C arid civil aviation agreements. 

In 1947 the functional departments numbered well over twenty, and their 

growth accounted for the major part of the increase in Office staff.

The post-war Colonial Office was thus the product of a long period of 

comprehensive reorganisation. By about 1947 the Office appeared to be 

adequately equipped to manage its new responsibilities, and the patterns of 

activity and organisation which had emerged by then did not ^vastly change 

in the next dozen years. Such changes as did take place may be briefly traced 

in terms of the same indices already used - staff, adviserships and functional 

dex>artments. *'or a time there were staffing difficulties as a result of the 

departure of temporary wartime personnel. But vacancies vere steadily filled 

and the establishment rose by annual stages from 1,168 in 1947 to 1,250 in 

1951. The political climate of the time, alive with demands for economies

and reductions, obliged the Office to apologise even for this fractional
1 4 growth, and in 1951 the Conservative Government did make minimal staff

13 (cont.^ reports for the years 1947 to 1960. For a more detailed 
treatment see Lee, Colonial Development and Cfood Government, pp.100-110.

14 The Colonial Territories (1949-50). p.14: "This figure is notably low 
in relation to the enormous range of Colonial Office responsibilities and it 
is worth noting the small size of the staff compared with that of the very 
large U.K. Ministries, which have, of course, direct executive functions." 
Perhaps it is also worth noting that Parkinson's Lav vas based partly upon 
an observation of the Colonial Office; see The Economist. 11 Nov. 1955, 
p.636.
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reductions "on grounds of economy." But for several years thereafter 

the figure settled at a natural level of about 1,260, and not until until 1957, 

when it was pared down to 1,247, was a tentative programme of small reductions 

instituted. The advisory structure, too, underwent relatively little 

alteration. The number of committees remained steadily in the high twenties, 

while the number of principal Advisers varied between thirteen and seventeen. 

Eleven adviserships remained constant throughout the period from 1947 to 1959: 

Agriculture, Animal Health, Co-operation, Education, Fisheries, Forestry, 

Geological, Labour, Legal, Medical and Surveys. Others operating at different 

times were Development Planning, which lapsed in 1948 when superseded by the 

Development Corporation; Inland Transport, from 1948 until abolished "on 

grounds of economy" in 1951; Training Courses for the Colonial Service, an 

advisership created for Sir Ralph Purse, from 1948 until his retirement in 

1950; Police, as from 1949; Agricultural Research, Medical Research and 

Pesticides Research, all as from 1954 (the Adviser oil Pesticides Research 

becoming Adviser on Tropical Products in 1958); and Security, a consequence 

of colonial "unrest," as from 1956. Finally, the number and grouping of 

functional departments also varied but little. The usual number was twenty-three 

or four, although departmental fission in the Economic Division produced a 

temporary rise to twenty-nine in 1949. There was, of course, a certain amount 

of reshuffling within the pack, and the steadiness of this figure did not 

necessarily denote continuity in all departments. One example of a relatively 

major reorganisation, probably the most important of the whole period, should 

suffice to illustrate the process. In 1955 there were twenty-two functional 

departments and in 1956 there were twenty-four. This net increase of two was 

the outcome of an extensive reshuffle involving the abolition of one department, 

Defence and General; the transfer of another, Communications, into the Economic 

Division; the amalgamation of two more, Economic General, and Commercial 

Relations and Supplies, into one; and the creation of four new ones, Library,

15 The Colonial Territories 1951-52. p.11.

16 Purse had been Director of Recruitment and Training for the Colonial 
Service from 1911 to 1948. His remarkable career is described in his 
Aucuparius. Recollections of a Recruiting Officer (Oxford U.P., 1962).



52

General, 1'olice, and Intelligence and security, the last three corning into 

being in the same year <*s the advisership on security.

Almost all of these functional arrangements were determined by the 

incidence of colonial problems arising from local physical, economic and 

social conditions. But the Office, through its area departments, was also 

very much concerned with problems arising from the political dependence of 

territories. Before the war the political tas;a could be described, broadly,

as supervision of administration. After the var the phrase "conduct of
17relationships" cane into circulation. Territories were seen no longer as

administrative regions but ruther as political entities standing in a special 

relationship to Britain. The relationship took different forms in different 

contexts but wherlever possible was conducted in a spirit of bilateral

negotiation. Objectives thought desirable by the British Government were
18 

pursued "by persuasion, advice and guidance rather than by actual direction.''

Formal and informal discussions vith official and unofficial leaders replaced 

discursive gubernatorial despatches as the media in which differences were 

aired and conclusions reached. Governors lost their old lonely proconsular 

eminence, but gained a new importance as coordinators and conciliators in the 

task of negotiating «ith nationalist leaders. The Secretary of btate himself 

came to have a special personal role to play. As political leaders in colonies 

gained in power and influence constitutional changes were more and more often 

worked out in discussions between them and the Secretary of State, vith the 

advice of his officials and the Governors concerned. Griffiths, for example, 

argued about a new constitution with the leaders of Kenya's races in 1951; so 

did Lyttelton in 1954 arid Lennox-Boyd in 1957. Thus the Colonial Office could 

claim that the pace of political advance, if excessively gradualist in some 

eyes, vaa at least based upon the outcome of practical discussions among 

political leaders on both sides. Official distaste for "target dates" always 

derived from a pragmatic belief that constitutional progress was basically a 

function of complex relationships among groups of human beings. Timetables

17 Jeffries, The Colonial Office, pp.200-1.

18 Administration of the United Kingdom Dependencies, p.1. See also above, 
Ch. I, n.49.
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19 
were irrelevant to a process which, it vas argued, noveci step by step in

consultation vith loc;,l opinion .ml vlio.se chief virtue was tlr t it sometimes 

produced unexpected results arid unanticipated rates of ciian.-e.

Around the end of the period the Colonial Office'« high point was passed. 

From about 1960 the number of staff vas cut buck year by y< ar. The number of 

subject departments vas, by 1960, dovn to tventy-one, unc! advisory committees 

to twenty-three. In 1901 most of the Office's technical functions were 

transferred to thy nevly-fomed Department of Technical Cooperation, vhile its 

political function^- filtered ptoadily into I.lie Commonwealth telationj Office 

until in July 1966, its task done, the Office vas formally an-j finally

disbanded. "Rut for most of the period with .hich we are concerned the Office
20 

vas riding a crest; the breadth of its responsibilities VQS never greater.

2. inistors c.nd Officials

A government department is more than a formally-organi^d administrative 

institution. It is also a- aggregation of people nmon^* whom there are 

informal working rol; tionnhips not necess? rily coincident with those capped 

out on the depa rtment*s organisational chart. To look at this aspect of the 

department is often to gain insights into its functioning,, ikc< o    lin/.jly, this 

section aims to supplement the foregoing account with a brief sketch of some 

informal factors in the working of th« post-war Colonial Office.

It should first be said that officials in the Colonial Office generally 

considered themselves to have an exceptionally fine esprit de corps. Sir 

Charles Jeffries, among others, has referred to an unwritten "Office code", 

based on a shared ideal of service. This code stood firmly against self- 

seeking, intrigue and personal rivalry among officials:

"I doubt whether any other official or unofficial organisation can bo 
more free from these evils than the Colonial Office as I have know it... 
there is undoubtedly a corporate spirit in the Office which keeps such 
tendencies firmly in check."

Indeed, according to Jeffries, the Office inspired in its members

19 r.g. by Sir Andrew Cohen: op.cit., pp.37-8.

20 The Office's activities are discussed in a different perspective in 
Appendix II, Colonial Office Expenditure.
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"a special kind of loyalty which, without being pretentious or 
sentimental about it, I can fairly describe as a sense of vocation. '

i'erhaps some allowance should be made for Jeffries' proprietary pride; 

but it does seem natural enough that an ideal of service amounting to a sense 

of "vocation" should exist in an Office which, alone among British government 

departments, had to meet a fiduciary responsibility for many aspects of the 

government, development and welfare of peoples not yet considered capable of 

handling these raatters for themselves. To assume the role of arbiter of 

another people's fitness for self-management, and meanwhile to exercise 

comprehensive governmental powers in the capacity of alien ruler technically 

uimccountable to the ruled, vus to undertake a task heavy vith moral 

responsibility. At different stages of Britain's imperial history, broad 

moral justification for alien rule hc.s been jound in the doctrines of white 

man's burden, duel mandate, trusteeship, guidance and partnership. For the 

immediate purposes of Colonial Office administrators, the sense of moral 

responsibility would presumably find its expression in a strong desire to take 

"right" courses of action: "right", that is, according to such abstract but

essentially moral considerations as justice, charity and fair dealing.
22 Jef fries, for one, maintains th; t this was so; and his view may be accepted

as a tenable generalisation about official principles, without prejudice to the 

probability th.it in actual decision-making situations official briefs also 

reflected due regard for more pragmatic considerations - convention, economy, 

prudence or "national interest", for example.

For their pi.rt, the post-war Colonial Secretaries have also spoken highly 

of the personal qualities of the senior officials. In interviews, both Creech

Jones and Griffiths described their officials as "dedicated," vhile Lennox-Boyd
23thought them a "superb set of men." Lyttelton, in his autobiography, has

gone into some detail. Sir Thomas Lloyd, his Permanent Under-Secretary, "was 

an example of the best in the Civil service...enlightened and broad-minded on 

colonial policy"; Sir Hilton 1'oynton, then a Deputy Under-Secretury, was

21 Jeffries, The Colonial Office, p.8.

22 Ibid. t p. 7. Cf. the credo outlined by Sir Cosmo Parkinson, a former 
Permanent Under-Secretary, in The Colonial Office from Within 1909-1943 
(Faber, 1947), pp.153-4.

23 Interview.5 with Creed. Jones, Griffiths and Lord Boyd.
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"brilliant" and had "many other merits"; Jir hilliaci uorell Sanies, then

an Assistant Under-Secretary, hud "good intellectual equipment, a transparent

character, and deep devotion to the cause of Africa." Even Lyttelton's

private secretary, apparently, "brought to his work a natural piety and
24 earnestness."

As might be deduced from these encomia, Colonial Secretaries appear to 

have enjoyed generally good working relationships with their civil servants. 

There were no spectacular disagreements on major issues. Griffiths, Lyttelton

and Lennox-Boyd have ail said that the Office went along very willingly with
25 tneir policies,*" while the civil servants, according to one former official,

considered themselves fortunate in having, in these three men, a series of 

"strong" Ministers.

The case of Creech Jones, however, was more complex. His appointment

as Colonial Secretary, in one view, was "rather like making a theoretical
27 prison reformer a prison governor." Creech Jones possessed great good will

and an unrivalled specialist knowledge, but the practical task which he set 

himself was truly formidable. Coming into office after the war with a range 

of ambitious plans, he could hope for success only be activating the Colonial 

Service as well as the Colonial Office, the business community as well as 

domestic and colonial politicians, and moving them all along appropriate 

courses. But he lacked the ruthlessness necessary to compel people to do what 

he v-anted them to do. By the very breadth of his sympathies, it appears, he 

was not always good at making decisions and giving orders; and he sometimes 

seemed to think that orders once given, were necessarily self-fulfilling, 

in spite of the interests with which they collided. It distressed him to 

discover how many people had a stake in resisting his policies. He sought 

to create local government structures and maintain a rate of constitutional

24 Chandos, op.cit., pp.347-8.

25 Interviews with Griffiths, Lord Chandos and Lord Boyd.

26 Interview with Lord Campbell (who served as an official in the wartime 
Economic Di ision, and later, us a businessman, was a member of the Office'sI""""" 
Advisory Committee).

27 Ibid. Cf. Harold Macmillan's comment: "lie was a very good poacher, but I
do not think he has been as good a keeper." BCD vol. 456 col. 1272 (24 Sept. 
1948 .   
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advance designed ttbove all to i.uplant a widely-based sense of "responsibility"

among colonial peoples - and was bitterly attacked by colonial nationalists
°8 

for trying to retard their progress.*" By appointing "liberal" governors

where possible he sought to mould the Colonial Service into a form more 

consistent with new ideas at home - and found himself accused of political 

appointments, and found, too, that in many colonies the local administrations 

resisted the new influences. Even in the Colonial Office itself he 

encountered what he regarded as "inertia," for all the wartime reorganisation
OG

and the spread of positivist ideas.*" Here at least, though, he was in a 

position to attempt effective changes, lie multiplied the number of advisory 

committees and made what were again described as political api>ointraents, for 

example to the Colonial Lconomic Development Council. By his own account 

he won an argument with Sir Ralph Purse on the subject of broadening the base 

of recruitment for the Colonial Service, fchen his Permanent Under-Secrotary, 

Sir George Gater, wished him to comply with certain work routines which 

Cranborne, Stanley and Hall had accepted before him, for example the joint 

reading of telegrams, he rejected these as outmoded and inefficient. In 

appointing Cater 1 s successor in 1947 he passed over th, heir apparent, Sir 

Arthur Dawe, in favour of Lloyd, whom he considered to be more talented and 

more progressive. For similar reasons he advanced Poynton over four heads

to a Deputy tinder-Secretarship and made :ndrew Cohen an Assistant Under-
29 

Secretary.

Lloyd, Cohen, Poynton, Gorell Darnes, Jeffries: simply to list the 

names of these officials is to invite speculation abou>, their personal roles 

in policy-making. This is not, however, a matter which can be taken up at 

length in this work, since it is far from germane to the goals outlined in the 

Introduction. It is taken for granted that the leading individuals inside the

28 Kwame Wkrumah has recalled a Labour meeting at which Creech Jones "was 
exposed to much heckling by colonial students who made a point of being present"; 
Autobiography, p.58. See also report of public meeting, Daily Telegraph. 
19 June 1948.

29 Interview with Creech Jones.

30 Speech by David Gammans (Con.), HCD vol. 453 cols. 607-8 ^8 July 1948). 
On "political appointments" see also Lee, op.cit., pp.57, 137.
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governmental structure were actively and continuously involved in policy- 

making; to the extent that this study is concerned, in later chapters, with 

influence over official decisions, it concentrates on the attempts made by 

parties and groups to exert influence frora their positions outside the official 

structure. Yet this sketch of the post-var Office could not claim to be 

complete, even as a sketch, without a reference to the remarkable personal 

role of one i^rticulur official.

Andrew Coheri had worked in the Colonial Office at Administrative level 

since 1933. In 1947, at the age of thirty-eight, he was app:in~ed Assistant 

Undersecretary in charge of the African Division, a capacity in which he 

was soon known, among colleagues, by the rather less formal title 'King of 

Africa 1 . Both Creech Jones and Griffiths regarded him not only as an 

excellent administrator but also as a man who broadly shared their political 

sympathies. Consequently, although he ranked no higher than fifth in the 

official hierarchy, both ministers chose to work closely with him. Vhen he 

left the Office in 1952 it was to become Governor of Uganda, an appointment he 

had requested and. obtained from Griffiths; and it was later known that had

Labour won the 1955 general election Griffiths would have brought him back
32to be Permanent Under Secretary.

Policy towards Africa in those years was deeply marked with Cohen's ic?etvs. 

More than any other official he incarnated the brand of paternalist liberalism 

characteristic of the government and the period. Hit was the brain, for 

example, behind Creoch Jones's local government reforms of 1947 and a good 

deal of the Labour Government's development planning. But by far the most 

intriguing example of his capacity to impress his minister is provided by the 

federation affair.

Griffiths had been open-minded on this issue. He thought that the Central 

African Council, on which Creech Jones hod based his hopes for economic and 

political progress, was working bu^ly and thnt something better could surely 

be devised. At the same time he mistrusted liuggins and was aware of the 

federal scheme's portents for a possible entrenchment of the Khodesian

31 Observer, 21 July 1968 (Report of memorial service for Cohen).

32 Interview with Griffiths; Chandos, op.cit., p.418.
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settlers* political domination; moreover be knew that liberal opinion in

general was moving against the idea, and vas himself advised against it
33 by Creech Jones and the Fabian Colonial Bureau, among others. Griffiths

respected their advice but in the event he respected Cohen's more. Cohen 

had decided that on balance he would have to su^ort federation. The scheme 

appeared to him not only economically desirable, for all the territories and 

all the races, but also politically necessary, chiefly as a means of checking 

the South African influence in Central Africa, if southern lihodesia did 

not join up with the tvo northern territories, so the argument went, it would 

be bound in the long run to be drawn into the orbit of its powerful 

southern neighbour; and as that happened, so its relatively liberal native 

policies would be increasingly supplanted by something like apartheid. It
"^ A

was Cohen*s advocacy that decisively influenced Griffiths. With Coheu's 

backing he determined to press on with an exploration of the federation idea,

and later described the pro-federation proposals of the 1951 London Conference
35 as "constructive" and worthy of consideration. This attitude fell

carefully short of a complete endorsement of the idea, but merely by keeping 

the discussion on the boil implied at least a cautious approval. In short, 

even though Cohen appeared to be arguing far out of political character on 

this issue, his influence with Griffiths was still powerful enough to override 

the counter-influence of moot of Griffiths's political friends and induce aim 

to act "out of character" as well.

It would be a mistake, however, to conclude too much about the balance 

of authority between minister and officials from this single exami-le. There 

is no evidence to suggest that Griffiths, or any other post-war Colonial 

Secret, ry, was consistently managed by his officials. The structure of 

authority over those fifteen years was clearly defined, with the minister, 

almost always, visibly in charge. Nor did the senior officials desire it

33 Interview with Griffiths.

34 Ibid., and see Griffiths's statement, HCD vol. 497 cols. 210-2 (4 March 
1952). Precisely when Griffiths made up his mind is not clear, liis acceptance 
of Cohcm's proposal that a conference of officials be convened was announced 
in November 1950, but there are indications that he had tentatively and 
unofficially accepted it as early as March - that is, within a month of coming 
into office, iiee Colin Lfys and Cranford rratt (eds.), A niew Deal in Central 
Africa (Heinemann, 1960), p.19.

35 HCD vol. 488 cols. 2315-21 (13 June 1951).
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otherwise. "^euse of vocution", "dedicutioi ..." , "trauspuic-ut character" - 

tnese, after ail, were the qualities typically attributed to the officials, 

both by their colleagues tUid by their political superiors.

3. i/otaestic pressures on the Colonial Office

To conclude this account it remains to consider some of the means by vhich 

individuals and groups in Britain sought to exert pressure upon the Office. 

But it is as well to clarify two points in advance. The first is tl.o sense 

in which the useful term "pressure" is to be understood: for it is not 

self-explanatory, in spite of a massive literature in recent years. The second 

is tiie way in which many of the domestic pressures on the Colonial Office 

differed in character from pressures on raoyt other government departments.

The term "pressure" may here be understood purely as a shorthand 

description of a process, namely the process of urging forms of governmental 

action directly upon people who possess the appropriate governmental authority, 

(..it this functional level of definition tho term "lobbying" may bo taken as a 

synonym of "pressure";. The advantage of using so basic a definition is that 

such factor* as the motives for pressure, the media through vhich it is 

applied, the techniques of applying it, and its effectiveness as measured by 

results may be either isolated for comment or left implicit, according to 

wnat is convenient in the context. Hence there is no need to assess, for 

example, the balance of "coercion" as against "persuasion" except in a 

discussion of the tecuniqut-s or, perhaps, the effectiveness of pressure. 

The purpose of the present discussion is simply to comment on ?one means used, 

or at leaat means available, for applying pressure. An evaluation of the 

techniques and. effectiveness of pressure is best loft for the discussion of 

particular cases; and of its motivation, for the discussion of particular 

organisations.

To point out the way in which many pressures on the Colonial Office were 

unlike those on otaer departments does, however, require a comment on motiv­ 

ation. .Domestic departments normally come under pressure only from individuals 

*'.nd groups whose own tangible interests are directly affected by the departments 

activities - such activities as reviewing farm prices, regulating trade, 

planning roads or equipping the Army. By contrast the Colonial Office, with 

its comprehensive responsibility for the government and welfare of alien
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^eo^los, lay open to t-ii unusually v:ide run^o of domestic pressures based 

upon ideals, beliefs and sympathies ivther than self-interest. This is not 

to say that it vas innune from self-interested pressures. Lobbying initiated 

by organisations in the colonies themselves (often with domestic   roups 

acting as middlemen) obviously came in this category, oo too, on the domestic 

scene, did lobbying by commercial, industrial u.nd agricultural concerns with 

interests in colonies, though for the most part these bypassed thy Colonial
1v ,

Office and dealt directly with colonial governments or t Crown Agents, further, 

lobbying by metropolitan groups and individuals on behalf of white settlers in 

colonies was often at least as self-interested us it vas altruistic: sometimes 

because the close ties of family and friendship were involved, sometimes because 

"disinterested" support for settlers was only one part of a syndrome of 

attitudes which also included self-interested support for colonial commercial 

activities. But there was still a great deal of domestic lobbying which 

could be distinguished by the fact that the lobbyists Lad no tangible interests 

at stake, in .articulti the lobbying by liberal-mi deci organisations on behalf 

of the indigenous populations of colonies. Specific political, economic and 

social measures urged upon the Office by these organisations were typically 

based upon a conviction that the development of colonies for the benefit of 

the inhabitants thenselves was self-evidently tin iraiortant, e\ en , morally 

urgent, task, ^nd thit convictio could stimulate lobbying at least as 

vigorous as could the concern for interests.

i» hat, then, were the iM.ans available for domestic lobbying of the 

Colonial Office? At the cost of some simplificttion, it is possible to 

distinguish at least four different means by vhich "forms of governmental 

t»ction" might have been urged directly upon Colonial Office ministers and 

officials. I'ressurt; could come, firstly, through the medium of informal 

personal relationships among ministers and officials on one side, end group 

representatives, KPs and assorted private individuals on the other; secondly, 

through the medium of formalieed relationships between organised groups and the 

Office; thirdly, through the medium of "expert a,dvice" solicited by the 

Office; and fourthly, through the medium of public parliamentary activity. 

There are possible objections to this categorisation. One is th t in practice 

t'=ese categories patently overlapped. An element of ,orsonal rel. tionshi^, for 

example, often underlay the other kinds of relationship; en individual like
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Sir Tom O'Brien could maintain informal personal relationships with Colonial 

Office administrators while lobbying them formally on behalf of the TUC , 

seeking to influence their decisions with expert advice through his 

membership of the Colonial Labour Advisory Board, and (had he wished to do 

so) prodding them with parliamentary Questions in his capacity as an HP. 

The only defence against this valid objection is that in the present context 

the categories are meant to serve purely analytic and expository purposes. 

Another objection is that it is possible to suggest other less direct means 

of pressure, such as the editorial, the letter to The Times, or the Trafalgar 

Square rally. But we are concerned only vith means of direct pressure on the 

Office - that is, pressure applied to particular individuals and compelling 

at least a formal response.

The first three of these categories will be commented upon here; the 

fourth, the category of public parliamentary activity, has several aspects 

will require a chapter of its own.

Of the first medium of pressure - the pattern of informal friendships 

and contacts among ministers, officials and £>eople outside the Office - there 

is little to be said, except that it existed. One notable example has already 

been mentioned in passing: the close and fruitful personal relations between 

Creech Jones and various liberal intellectuals. Cohen was a party to most of 

these relationships; according to Rita Hinden, for instance, if Creech Jones 

was too busy to discuss a particular problem with her he would suggest that
1 £

she "see Andrew about it." More generally, the increasingly numerous 

corps of academic experts on colonial affairs - vith Margery i'erham as their 

doyenne - were often able to urge their views upon the Office via the channels 

of personal relationship. Another example was that of businessmen, such as 

Sir Jock Campbell or F.J. ijedler (chairman of the United Africa Company), who, 

as former officials, retained friendly contacts with administrators to whom 

they had easy access if they desired it. And naturally enough, much of the 

lobbying by MPs took place in the context of their purely informal relation­ 

ships with officials or the Secretary of State, a practice recognised and

36 Interview with Dr. Rita Uinden.
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encouraged by - amon# others - Lennox-Boyd:

"As far as I am concerned, the door to the Colonial Office or the door 
to my room here, or the door to my private house, is always open to any 
Member, whatever his political viev, at any tine ho caras to take .,,, 
advantage of it; and indeed a vhole hostof.. [Members] regularly do so.""'

Obviously, the pattern ramified much more videly than these disparate examples 

can indicate. Suffice it that a good many individuals seriously concerned with 

problems of colonial policy had their contacts in the Office, and could, if 

they wished, use them to urge forms of governmental activity on people vith 

the relevant authority.

The second medium was the formalised relationship .hich existed between 

the Office and the representatives of organised groups. Letters from group 

secretaries, memoranda, interviews and deputations were the currency of this 

relationship. The Fabian Colonial Bureau, to take a prominent example, 

maintained a formidable correspondence with the Office pressing for action 

and information on a panoramic range of topics. On issues which appeared to 

merit it, the Bureau would also mount deputations. In the eventful years 

from 1950 to 1954 there were four Fabian deputations to the Colonial Secretary 

to argue against the establishment of the Federation, one to urge the 

development of a system of non-racial representation in Tanganyika, one to 

argue for reform of the Northern Rhodesian Constitution, one to seek information 

about developments in Nigeria, and one to discuss the problems of Nyasaland; 

in the same period there were also deputations to the Commonwealth Relations

Secretary concerning Seretfte Khama, the High Commission Territories, and
38 

Southern Rhodesia. The colonial department of the TUC, to take another,

worked similarly. During the fifties the General Council's annual reports 

invariably had a tale to tell about "ceaseless representations" to the 

Colonial Office concerning trade union laws and ordinances, living standards, 

strikes, or the review of wage structures in territories as diverse as 

Northern lihodesia, Malaya, British Guiana and Aden. These representations 

were usually conveyed in writing; as with the Fabians, the more dramatic 

technique of pressure by deputation was held in reserve for the most important

37 1IC.D vol. 538 col. 1378 (16 March 1955).

38 Fabian Society annual reports, 1950-1 to 1954-5.
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issues. For the i'UC r auch issues included the "need" to preserve the 

independent position of African trade unions in Kenya during Mau fr'au, albeit 

several trade union officials had been convicted on charges of membership 

of the Mau Mau Central Council; the protection of African trade union rights

in Northern Rhodesia under federation? and, in 1959, the detention and
39 

restriction of union officials in Nyasaland.

Handling the correspondence and receiving the deputations of domestic 

organisations in this manner took a large share of Colonial Office working 

time, but it was seldom thought of as time wasted. On the contrary, the 

capacity to collect opinions and "see people" was regarded as an important 

attribute of ministers and officials. Lennox-Royd, in particular, won 

auairation for his remarkable ability to see and be seen (or as Lyttelton

put it, to receive Michael Scott of the Africa Bureau "three times to anyone
4O 

else's once." ) In general terms, the Office was usually no le.ss anxious

to hear the views of the principal domestic organisations than they were to 

air then, for it naturally had a stake in maintaining close relationships 

with organisations known to be influential with certain colonial leaders, 

such as the Africa Bureau, or exceptionally knowledgeable in a certain field, 

such as the TUC. Thus it was not always a matter of organisations pressing 

the Colonial Office for information and action. The Office sometimes chose 

to meke confidential information available to the organisations as a matter 

of political common sense. In 1954, for example, the unpublished appendix 

(dealing with Mau Mau oaths and practices) of a parliamentary delegation's 

report on Kenya was circulated by the Office to a select list of organisations 

which included the Conservative Commonwealth Council, the Liberal Party, the 

Labour I'arty, the Fabian Society, the TUC, the Africa Bureau, the Church 

Missionary Society, the International Missionary Council, the International 

African Institute, the Royal .Umpire Society and the Royal African Society,

39 TUC annual reports for 1953, pp.213-5, and 1959, p.249-

40 Interview with Lord Chandos, In his Daily hail interview, Lennox-Boyd 
revealed that he would sho.tly be visited by a deputation from ivenya, a 
deputation from Vest Africa, a Sultan from Malaya, a group of peers, a retired 
governor, a constitutional lawyer, a leading churchman, the secretary of the 
British Empire Service League, and a wild-life expert - one at a time, and all 
on a single day. Daily Hail, 7 Jan. 1959.
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aa well as to individual MPs (on request) and to library strongrooms. 

Ey the sar/.e token, initiatives often cane frorr the official sicte in seeking 

the advice and opinions of domestic groups and individuals in advance of 

policy decisions. Here we corae to the third of the media of pressure. As 

mentioned earlier, the Colonial Office, like any other department, sought to 

avuil itself of unofficial expertise by associating outside groups and 

individuals with its own decision-making and advisory structure. It thereby 

provided taern with a ready-made means of urging governmental action: that 

is, of applying pressure.

This was noticeably true, firstly, in the technical and functional fields 

of Colonial Office work. Group representatives were regularly co-opted into 

committees to advise on a wide range of governmental activity in colonies - 

economic policy, administration, labour problems, education, local government 

finance, and so ou. Thus, the Colonial Economic Development Council, which 

existed from 1946 to 1951 and was intended, at least at its outset, to be the 

key advisory Committee to the Colonial Office, included at various times people 

with commerical interests in colonies (Sir William Uoodenough and bir Bernard 

Bourdillon, of Hardays DCO) and people associated with the Fabian Colonial 

Eureau (Lord ?aringdon, Sir Drummond Shiels, and lUta liinden). 42 Similarly, 

the Colonial Labour Advisory Committee sjrnad its not to include representatives 

both of the TUC and of the Overseas Kraployers Confederation. It was sensible 

and logical enough for these and other organisations to be so represented: 

indeed, it would hc-ve been surprising if they were not. The point to remark 

is simply that the Office had sufficient interest in the views of unofficial 

groups to create its own machinery for hearing tho^, over and above the 

independent efforts of the groups themselves to make their views known.

By no means all of the Office's co-opted advisers, of course, were group 

representatives. Many were simply private individuals distinguished and 

knowledgeable in specialised fields. Vbat is worth noting, if only in passing, 

is that a great many of these individuals did share a common profession - the

41 HCD vol. 531 col. 485 (28 July 1954).

42 For an interesting account of this Council's life-cycle see U.J. Morgan 

Colonial iJovelonnent (Overseas Development Institute, British Aid Series No *5
1 Qf-A I >\ c\ Ifl_A 1 

* 9
1964), pp.38-43.
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academic one. The prevalence of academics in and about the Colonial Office 

was not fortuitous. It had been accepted since the days when Lugard, Oldham, 

and later Ilailey made it their business to establish contacts with academics 

interested in colonial affairs that trained thinkers and research workers 

could offer valuable contributions to policy formation - especially if 

British mistakes and misunderstandings in India were not to be repeated in the 

African and other colonies. Creech Jones set the post-war pattern by showing 

himself sympathetic to academic influence. Under him Cohen, as head of the 

African Division, gave academics a wide platform to address his successive 

Cambridge conferences on African administration, while the head of the tfest 

Africa Department under Cohen, K.E. Robinson, was a man whose interests later 

led him to the Chair of Commonwealth Studies at London University. Academics 

were strongly represented on alrost all the advisory bodies, and not merely 

on those which dealt with education: of the two just mentioned, for example, 

the Economic Development Council included the West Indian economist W. Arthur 

Lewis and the historian Sir Keith Hancock, and the Labour Advisory Committee 

included, at various times, the labour economists A.D. Flanders, R. Firth, 

and D.T. Jack. The use of academics also became a standard practice on a 

series of fact-finding and advisory commissions in the colonies. The important 

J'.ast African Royal Commission of 1953-5, for example, with its wide mandate to 

investigate and advise on land and population problems, was predominantly 

academic in composition.

But it was not only in technical and functional fields that the Office 

made use of lay advisers. At times they were also invited to make invest­ 

igations and recommendations in the field of directly political problems, such 

*s the revision of constitutions and the resolution of political crises. The 

Office's political need to appear wholeheartedly concerned with the best 

interests of colonial peoples led inevitably to a heavy dependence upon 

commissions of inquiry in times of politic..! difficulty; it was far better to 

be seen accepting the considered recommendations of a manifestly impartial 

commission than to appear to be imposing a "Colonial Office solution." Hence 

there were very few major colonial crises between 1945 and 1959 which did not 

precipitate the appointment of an independent commission of inquiry. The 

membership of these bodies varied at least as widely as the membership of the
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technical advisory committees: former and current colonial civil servants, 

MPs, academics, businessmen, trade unionists and lawyers all rubbed shoulders 

on various commissions. The British Guiana Commission of 1950-1, for example,

comprised Sir John V/addington (a retired Governor), V.T. harlow (an academic
43historian), and Rita Hinden. Its successor, the British Guiana Commission

of 1953-4, comprised Sir James Kobertson (late Civil Secretary of the Sudan), 

Sir Donald Jackson (Chief Justice of the Leeward and Windward Islands), and 

George Woodcock (Assistant General Secretary of the TUC). The situation in 

Kenya in 1953-4 was reviewed by a delegation of MPs; and in 1954 Sir Keith 

iiancock was sent to help advise on a new constitution for Uganda. Here, too, 

it may be noted that there were very few commissions in which academic services 

were not used. The same was true of the related field of constitutional 

draftsmanship, a task for which political scientists such as i'rofessors >.C. 

Wheare and W.J.M. Mackenzie found themselves in some demand. The only major 

restriction on the use of academic ability was that academics could not expect 

employment as commission rs or constitution-mukers if they were too prominent 

as> committed publicists. Margery Perham never served on a political 01

constitutional mission chiefly because she was so influential as a publicist,
44 especially in her letters to The Times.

The Colonial Office normally accepted all or most of the recommendations 

of these and other commissions; though it was never bound to do so, us 

Lennox-iioyd's rejection of the Devlin Report in 1V39 snored very clearly. 

But the basic point, once again, is that non-official opinions on colonial 

political problems were not merely tolerated by the Oi'i'ice but alto, in many 

circumstances, actively solicited.

These, then, were three of the mo^t important media by which domestic 

pressures could be brought to bear on the Colonial Office. In later chapters 

they will be further considered, in conjunction with the motives and 

effectiveness of particular pressures, when domestic organisations u.nci their

43 In ar>ointing thid commission Griffiths sought also a balance of 
political symputnii's: Vaddington was Conservative, Marlov Liberal and llinden 
Labour.

44 Vor some general remarks on the role of academics see D.*. Low, "Academics 
and African Policy", Australian Outlook. Vol. XV Ivo. 2 (*tug. 1901;; also 

Neil Hope's rej oinderf ibid.. Vol. ,vVI Wo. 1 (April 19o2).
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activities with regard to specific issues are discussed in more detail. rV 

may nciv turn to the fourth medium, in some ways the most important one and 

certainly the only one of which the Colonial Office was constitutionally 

bound to take notice: the medium of parliamentary activity.
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Addendum to Chapter II : .CJQLOKIAL OFFICE fflNISTiJES. AND OFFICIALS

These lists cover the years from 9 January 1919, when l&lner was appointed 
Colonial Secretary, to 31 July 1966, vfoen tho Colonial Office ceased to 
exist a3 a separate department.

Bate of 
Appointment Office and Office-Holder Party

SECRETARY OF STATS

9.1.19
19.2.21
25.10*22
23.1.24
7.11.24
6.6.29
26.8.31
9.11.31
7.6.35
27.11.35
29.5.36
16.5.36
13.5.40
8.2.41
23.2.42
24.11.42
3.8.45
7.10.46
2.3.50
27.10.51
30.7.54
16.10.61
17.7.62
18.10.64
22.12.65
5.4.66

5.1.46 
2.3.50
2.11.51
8.5.52
20.12.55
19.10.56
17.1.57
19.4.62

. SvdntonJ

Vise, miner
Winston Churchill
Duke of Devonshire
James Thomas
Leopold Amery
Lord Passfleld
James Thomas
Sir Philip Cunliffe-Iister
Malcolm MacDonald
James Thomas
William Ormsty-Gore ^fLord HarlechJ7
Malcolm MacDonald
Lord Lloyd
Lord ibyne
Vise. Cranborne /Iferquess of Salisbury^
Oliver Stanley
George Hall /Vise. HallJ7
Arthur Creech Jones
Jame* Griffiths
Oliver Itfttelton /&.sc. Chandos 7
Alan Lennooo-Boyd /Vise. BoydJT^
Reginald i%ndling
Duncan Sandys
Anthony Greenwood
Earl of Longford
Frederick Leaf

fgNIST^i OF STATE (Office created in January
1946 and abolished in 
October 1964)

Earl of Ustowal 
John Du^dale
Alan Lennox-Boyd /Vise. Bovd 7 
Henry Ilopkinson ^U>rd Colyton^/ 
John Hare £. Lord Blakenliam../ 
John ihclay 
Earl of Perth 
I^arquess of

Con.
Con.
Con.
Lab.
Con.
lab.
National-lab.
National-Con.
National-Lab.
National-iab.
National-Con.
NationaJULab.
Coalition-Con.
Coali tion-Con.
Coalition-Con.
Coalition-Con.
Lab.
lab.
lab.
Con.
Con.
Con.
Con.
lab.
Lab.
lab.

lab. 
Lab. 
Con. 
Con. 
Con. 
Con. 
Con. 
Con.
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Addendum to Chapter II (continued)

I, KEKI3TERS
Date of 
Appointment Office and Office-Holder Party

10.1.19 
1 .4.21 
31.10.22
33.1.24
12.11.24
11.6.29
1.U.29
3.9.31
29.9.32
30.7.36
£8.5.37
15.5.40
4.2.42
1.1.43
4.8.45
4.10.46
8.10.47
2.3.50
5.11.51
18.10.54
19.1.57
1.12.58
31.10.60
17.7.62
20.10.64

10.10.65

5.4.66

PARIIAMbHTARY UNDERwSHXJRSTAKT

Leopold Amerv 
Edward a'ood /Vise, fell fax./ 
William Qnnsly-Gore /Lord Ilarlech^./
Lord Arnold
William Qraisly-Goro
William Lunn
Sir Dnunmond Shiels
Sir Robert Hamilton
Sari of PJ^raouth
iSarl de la warr
14arquess of Du/fcrinand Ava
Goorge Hall £' Vise. Hall,y
Harold lviacmillan
Duke of Devonshire
Arthur Creech Jones
Ivor Thomas
David Rees^CLliazas j£~Lord O^nore^
Thomas Cook
Sari of ilinster
Lord U.oyd
John Profutao
Julian Amery
Hu^i Fraser
Nigel Usher
Lord Taylor

^^Jrs. iSLrene vVhite
; lord Beswick

^Irs. i&rene ^hite
John Gtonehouse
Lord Besvdck

Con. 
Con. 
Con.
Lab.
Con.
lab.i    tm *r p

lab.
Hational-Ub.
National-Con.
Con.L^w j
Con. ?£•••(* *••-.<• •
Coaiition-JAb.
Coalition-Con.
Coalition-Con.
Lab.
lab.*   * <' 0

lab.
Lab.
Con.
Con.
Con.
Con.
Con.
Con.
lab.
lab.
Lab.
lab.
lab.
Lab.



70

;du£ Is Chapter II (continued)

. 0/FICIALS

ite of Date of
Dp ointment Office ajjd Office-Holder Appointment Office and Office-Holder

(1916)
30.8.31
30.6.25
6.10.33
2.7.37
1.2.40

28.5.40
13.4.42
1.2.47

20.8.56
20.8.59

Sir George Flddes
Sir James *%stcrton Smith
Brig-Gsn.Sir Samuel
Sir John ifciffey
Sir Cosoo Parkinoon
Sir George Gater
Sir Co&mo Parkinson
Sir George Gater
Sir Thomas Lloyd
Sir John Hacpherson
Sir Hilton Poynton

15.^.31
t8.3.42
13.4.45 
I. 2.47 
6.4.47

5.8.48 

1.7.56

20.8.59 

7.1.65

COffice created 
in 1931 )

Sir John Shuckburgh 
Sir vvilUam Battorshin
Sir Arthur Daw 
Sir Sydney Caina ^ 
Sir Charles Jeffries > 
Sir Charles Jef fries 
Sir Hilton Poynton / 
Sir Hilton Poynton ^ T .^ Sir John Ifertin J Jolntr 

Sir John Martin i
(retired 1965) ' Joint 

Sir Williani Gorell Barnes
(retired 1963 ) J
Galsv,*orthy

The Colonial Office ^.st (various yoars)
Pod *8 ParliacaentaLry ConnariSOJG (various years)
D.E. Dutler and Jennie Freeman, Dritis|i Political

Facts 1900-1960 (Jfacmillan, 19631 
The Official Index to gie Times*
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CHAPTER III

PARLIAMENT

"The Parliament at Westminister in the supreme law-making, and Her 
Majesty's Government the supreme policy-making, authority for the 
colonies. In neither do the inhabitants of the colonies participate 
nor are they represented. Criticism of colonial policy in the House 
of Commons is, therefore, of obvious cardinal importance."

S.S. Raraphal, a self-designated "colonial", in a letter to 
The Ti^nes. 27 Uec. 1952.

1, The lioles of MP.a
In constitutional theory Parliament possessed fairly wide powers in 

relation to the Empire. The normal instrument of legislation in colonial 
matters was the Crown in Council, which possessed both statutory and 
prerogative powers for the purpose; but legislation b Order in Council 
could not be repugnant to parliamentary statute, had to be laid before 
Parliament, and had to be enacted on the advice of ministers responsible 
to Parliament. And Parliament itself could legislate for colonies in 
certain fields. For the Empire as a whole, it could pass acts dealing with 
constitutional organisation, legal organisation, international relations, 
defence, finance, and economic and social development. For particular 
territories, parliamentary legislation might be required to federate, 
unite or separate certain areas; to empower the Crown to establish 
colonial constitutions; or to deal with financial matters, for example 
by authorising the Treasury to guarantee specific colonial governmental 
loans, legislation both by Parliament and by Order in Council was 
deliberately circumscribed in that British policy aimed to foster the

1 This chapter is concerned only with the House of Commons. But the 
Upper House ha£ never lacked a leavening of retired Governors (e.g. Lugard, 
Ilaileyand Milverton), former Colonial Secretaries (e.g. Kwinton, Harlech, 
Salisbury, Hall, Chandos and Boyd) and others well qualified to discuss 
colonial affairs; accordingly their Lordships have heard raany well-considered 
debates on the subject. For some brief evaluations of the House of Lords's 
role in this context see H.M. Stout, British Government (Oxford U.P., New 
York 1953), p.373, and the Fabian Colonial Bureau's Downing Street and 
the Colonies (Alien and Unwin, 1942), p.80.
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of the local authority of Legislative Councils; but it was Parliament 

which acted as the final arbiter of the distribution of authority.
In practice the powers formally attributed to Parliament were generally 

exercised through it rather than by it. That is, Parliament provided 
the necessary legal fraraevork for the legislative process, for the 
supervision of Orders in Council, and for determining the distribution of 
authority between Britain and colonies, but the actual decisions taken in
Parliament's name were usually arrived at elsewhere. The topic of Parliament's

2 formal powers vis-a-vis colonies will be pursued no further here.
Concerning Parliament's "real" powers, roles and functions there is 

much more to be said. Parliament is widely and critically discussed 
nowadays; we are made continually aware, for example, of the view that 

Parliament needs drastic reform if it is to continue performing its 
"historic" functions under modern conditions. As a result anyone who 

ventures to describe the operation of Parliament, even if only with 
reference to a single governmental field, feels some compulsion to define 

an attitude towards the subject generally.
The usual argument runs as follows. A line may be drawn between the 

central function of government (that is, of ministers and their executive 
bureaucracy) which is to make and implement decisions, and that of Mi's, 
which is to "supervise" the government. Such functions as the represent­ 
ation of grievances and the broad discussion of policy are all ancillary 
to this central function. But the amateur MPs of today lack the capacity 
to carry out their task, for several reasons - the vast scale and baffling 
cowplexity of modern executive responsibilities, the oligarchic rigidity of 
the party system which ensures the domination of Cabinet over parliament­ 
ary proceedings, and so on. MPs are "impotent" and "frustrated". The 

goal of reformers is to equip MPs with some at least of the supposed 
instruments of effective supervision, for example by strengthening the 

committee system and the office of the Parliamentary Commissioner.

This argument could, of course, be made to apply with special force

2 For discussions see Wight, Development of the Legislative Council, 
pp. 137-40; Kathleen Stahl, British and Soviet Colonial Systems (Paber, 
1951), pp. 27-9; Lee, op.cit.. pp. 61-2.
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to the field of colonial affairs, in that the number, diversi
ty and remote­ 

ness of colonial governments made effective parliamentary sup
ervision of 

their activities very difficult indeed. If we were to hold to the 

customary argument the main task of the present chapter would
 simply be 

to describe HPs 1 frustrations in the colonial field, and perhaps to 

discuss vays in which parliamentary supervision might have be
en improved. 

This theme is indeed a recurrent one in the following discussi
on. But 

the terras of discussion go wider than this, for in fact the custo
mary 

argument is valid only up to a point. That is, although it is valid for 

a wide range of parliamentary experience, it is still open to the criticism 

that it does not account for the whole range.

la the first place, with reference to HPs 1 relationships with 

government, the case for pessimism is often too strongly state
d. The 

common view that MPs are virtually unable to affect the govern
ment's 

policy decisions and activities will always require emendation
. Members 

do retain some smai i. capacity to supervise the bureaucracy and influence 

government decisions: supervise, by means of existing committees, 

Questions, private intelligence networks, and informal contact
s with 

ininisters and civil servants} and influence, above all by means of govern­ 

ment back-benchers 1 pressures upon their party leaders. So far from 

being rubber stamps, lobby-fodder, or voting automata - as th
ey have

been variously described - a good many back-bench MPs are ext
remely

3 
political animals who carry undoubted political weight.

In the second place, the usual analysis can be criticised for 

concentrating on only one feature, albeit the central one, of 
parliament­ 

ary life. The relationship of A?& with government is not their sole 

raison d'etre. A.ii. lianson made the essential point most succinctly 

when he observed that the demise of Parliament would involve 
"the virtual

disappearance of everything characteristically detaocratic abo
ut our

4 
political Miay of life" - such as the party system and the whole apparatus

3 This point has been well and truly established by Ronald Butt
's The 

Power of Parliament (Constable, 1967). See also H.K. Dowse and Trevor 

Smith, "Party Discipline in the House of Commons - A Comment,
" Parliamentary 

Affairs Vol. XVI No. 2 (Spring 1963).

4 A.Jl. Hanaou, "The Purpose of Parliament," Parliamentary Affairs 

Vol. XVII No. 3 (Suaraer 1964), p.295.       
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of general elections. The individual MI' lives in a web of relationships 

made meaningful by these "characteristically democratic" aspects of the 

systemj relationships, th«t is, not only with ministers and the 

bureaucracy, but also with his party, his constituency, interests which 

he "represents", and the public at large. It may be true, in a sense, that 

most of his activities are merely ancillary to his central relationship 

with government, but in general this is too simplified an account of the 

complex parliamentary life as the back-bench MP lives it. All his political 

relationships are intertwined, even interdependent, and to appreciate 

the significance of a given parliamentary action by an MP - for example, 

a speech in the House - one must first understand in which of his sever­ 

al overlapping roleu he is acting. Thus, ho might be delivering the 

speech with his party primarily in mind, in an attempt to improve or 

define his own party standing or simply to strike a blow in the overall 

party battle. H« might be raising a topic because in his view it is 

obviously of some importance, such that serious and informed individuals 

(like MPs) would have no right not to discuss it. Or he might be out 

to air a constituency issue, as part of the process of nursing his 

electors. He might be raising the grievance oi' a particular interest 

group with special reference to some other group, or he mi&ht be regarding 

himself as a publicist - concerned, as Eraanuel Shinwell put it, with 

using the House "as a sounding board to illuminate the minds of the 

public on important topics." In each of these capacities ho might see 

himself as one who acts within the nexus of a relationship with government: 

that is, in taking the party line, or in speaking for his constituency 

or for interests, or in seeking to form public opinion, he mi^ht be 

attempting to influence policy-makers or to impinge upon executive actions. 

But equally, he might not - each kind of activity could have significance 

sui generis.

To revert from the general to the particular, it becomes necessary 

to apply this analysis of M's 1 activities to the field of colonial

5 HCD vol. 589 col. 412 (12 June 1958).
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affairs. And in fact it is not difficult to see th* t an .IP concerned 

vith colonial probieas couiJ uct in any or several o! these roles (with 

the obvious exception of the role of constituency representative). 

Thus, an HP who raised a colonial issue in Parliament - say, the ill- 

treatment of Mau Mau detain es - might do so vith the general intention 

of urging the Colonial Secretary, and through him the Kenya Gorernraent, 

to take remedial action. Equally, he might have raised the issue chiefly 

in order to promulgate his party's views and policies and to discredit 

those of the other party; or because he considered it to be self evidently 

an important issue, involving questions of principle, and therefore 

meriting the attention of other MPa; or because he regarded himself, in 

some sense, as a representative of the detainees' interests; or because 

he felt it necessary to educate the ignorant British public about the 

issue; or because of some combination of these motives. His activity, 

in short, coal'' be seen to conform to the normal patterns of parliamentary 

behaviour.

In some ways, however, colonial i: sues were unlike any others thnt 

came before the House, and the point of rlPs 1 activities could not aLvays 

be fully appreciated without reference to these unusual aspects. Apart 

from the basic element which, for many MPs, differentiated colonial 

issues from all others - the fact that they were charged with all the 

moral implications of the use and abuse of power exercised by trust - 

there were several factors which influenced the consideration of colonial 

affairs. These could be summarised as geographical remoteness; the almost 

total lack oi impact made by colonial matters upon the lives and interests 

of the British populace; and the fact that British policy aimed at the 

deliberate devolution of power and responsibility from London to the 

colonies. (Other aspects, for instance the range and complexity of 

colonial problems, and the chronically poor supply to MPs of detailed 

information about them, could be said to differ only in degree from similar 

aspects of domestic problems.) ouch daunting factors as these naturally 

discouraged many rfPs from taking any close interest in the subject at 

all. But they also affected the activities of those who did maintain
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an interest: in particular, in their roles as representatives and as 

publicists.

Firstly, as representatives, liritish colonial policy, unlike French, 

never provided for the direct representation of colonies in the metro­ 

politan legislature. "I want to put one or two points about iianaibar," 

said the Labour HP James Johnson in 1958, "because...Zanzibar has no 

member here to put its case." His attitude was shared by many of his 

colleagues. Over the years the idea that MPs v/ere the vicarious represent 

atives of colonial peoples was frequently expressed, and was sometimes
7 

reinforced by a quasi-constitutional argument running roughly as follows.

All British ministers ought to be constitutionally responsible to the 

people whom they governed: responsible both directly, at elections, and 

indirectly, by way of accountability to the people's elected represent­ 

atives. But the Colonial Secretary, who presided ever the fortunes of 

the colonial peoples, was responsible to them in neither of these ways. 

In other words, the tvo most essential sanctions upon his actions were 

lacking. Therefore a clear duty fell upon British MPs to fill the 

constitutional vacuum. The colonial peoples could be seen as being, in 

a special sense, their joint constituents, for whom parliamentary 

representation was all the more necessary in that they were voteless 

constituents. True, they were supposed to enjoy official representation 

in their own territories: in some cases through chiefs, in others through 

nominated or elected members of Legislative and Executive Councils. 

But the argument for representation at Westminster was not invalidated 

by this. AS lonjj as decisions affecting colonial peoples were made not 

only in the territories but also in London, it remained arguable that a 

system of purely local representation was inadequate and should be

6 fiUJ vol. 587 vol. 1665 (9 May 1958). See also below, pp. 111-5-:

7 For typical expositions sve the editorial "Parliament and the Colonies 
Empire, Sept. 1946, p*1j th » editorial "The Labour Movement and the 
Colonies," Venture, Nov. 1957, p.1j W. Arthur Lewis, H. Scott, li. Wight, 
and C. Leguia, Attitude to Africa (Penguin, 1951), p.7; or the comments 
by k>..S. Kaiaphal noted at the head of this chapter.
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complemented by the representation of colonial interests (however 

defined) in the British Parliament. In some cases, indeed, the nature 

of local representation appeared to reinforce the case for vicarious 

representation. Thus Johnson, who articulated this point probably 

more often than any other MP, argued in 1956 that the metropolitan 

representation of Africans in Northern Rhodesia vas in fact their most 

important safeguard against the kind of "representation" which they 

could expect in a self-governing federation:

"There is no doubt that they have a protection, when questions can 
be asked about their affairs. It is a protection for them still 
to be able to look to Westminster and not be cut off, as they,, 
might be...if they were to be joined with Southern ithodesia."

This notion of a special representative duty underlay a good deal of 

parliamentary activity, notably the activity of several Labour HPs in

Opposition - the "honourable Members for Africa," as they were sometimes
9 known.

But if the nature of British policy gave rise to the idea of 

vicarious representation, it also created a task of some difficulty: 

the task of drawing the line between matters which could be left for 

local representation and those meriting representation in Parliament. 

In a general way almost all MPs, even - or especially - those who 

advocated bringing colonial affairs under much closer parliamentary 

supervision, declared themselves in favour of the speedy development 

of internal self-government in colonies. In theory, this should have 

meant that there was no need for any colonial problem capable of being 

settled locally to have come before the House. But the line deraareating 

the permissible area of MPs 1 concern was not so readily drawn. One 

complicating factor has just been mentioned: the nature of local

8 HCD vol. 553 col. 658 (1 June 1956). For an earlier version of the 
argument see Johnson, Vol. 497 col. 305 (4 March 1952).

9 In his earlier back-bench days Creech Jones had sometimes been 
referred to as the "unofficial member of the Kikuyu at Westminster." 
Richard Pankharst, Kenya: The History of Two Nations (Independent Publish­ 
ing Co., 1954), p.80. In later years the designation was most often applied 
to^Brockway, who often spoke as if MPs 1 responsibilities towards their 
domestic constituents and towards the colonial peoples were the same in 
kind. See e.g. I1CD vol. 535 col. 2769 (22 Dec. 1954).
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representation in several multi-racial territories over most of the 

1945-59 period. If the people of indigenous race appeared to be under- 

represented, then for several MPs it followed automatically that they 

should receive strong representation in Britain regardless of how much 

formal self-government was enjoyed by the territory - that is, as they 

saw it, by the territory's immigrant race or races, '-tore generally, a 

large number of MPs were prone to consider that in this realratof fiduciary 

power almost any problem could be shown, if pursued far enough, to 

involve issues of principle and hence to merit metropolitan attention: 

regardless, again, of the territory's ostensible degree of self-government. 

Even more generally, it could be said that with so many flue shades of 

devolution distributed among so many colonial territories it would be 

extremely difficult to make consistent distinctions between what was of 

local and what of parliamentary concern. In short, there was no obvious 

intermediate position between representation at MPs' own discretion and 

no representation at all. The result was intermittent conflict between 

Colonial Secretaries and the more zealous MPs about what were, and were 

not, topics clearly within the House's purview and the minister's sphere 

of answerability. kyttelton felt that MPs should refrain from troubling 

him "about such things as the dismissal of a clerk in a post office in 

some colony." But in general the impracticability of drawing lines 

put the benefit of doubt on the side of the MPs. During a debate in 

June 1955 William Blyton (Labour) raised a problem concerning the rights 

of trade unionists in the Gold Coast, with the comment:

"The Minister tnay reply that this is a matter for the Government 
of the Gold Coast, for which he is not responsible; but if employers 
...create bitterness and resentment among colonial peoples by 
their actions, the responsibility is ours for maintaining the 
peace of that colony."

In reply Lennox Boyd observed that

"no doubt...constitutionally-minded people might be a little un­ 
certain as to ray exact standing in this matter in view of the 
large measure of internal self-government in the Gold Coast"

10 HCD vol. 530 col. 1602 (22 July 1954).
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- but he wont on nevertheless to answer iUyton's points, and to declare 
the British Government's attitude towards the unionists' difficulties. 
A minister might or might not approve of a particular topic being raised; 
but he could not prevent it, and most topics, once raised, did elicit 
some kind of ministerial response.

Representation was not the only parliamentary function thought to 
ta.ke on a special significance. So too, from time to time, was the 
closely related function of publicity. The incentive to act by public 
rather than private means in this field was unusually strong. A good 
indication of this was the fact that (juestionw in Parliament on colonial 
affairs sometimes outnumbered MPs 1 letters to the Colonial Office in 
a ratio of nearly two to one, whereas for domestic departments such as

- and Tx>cal Government or the Home Office the ratio of Questions
12 to letters in the period was usually more like one to six or seven.

The basic reasons might be outlined as follows. Firstly, whereas the 
operations of these domestic departments inevitably gave rise to many 
minor grievances for which MPs 1 letters were a suitable vehicle, f.lmost 
any colonial problem which reached the House ecmlcl be seen by sympathisers 
- as was suggested above - to e:;ibody large issues of principle, and 
hence to merit the public spotlight. Secondly, nany MPs felt (justifiably) 
that public and parliamentary ignorance about colonial affairs was greater 
than on raost other subjects. In view of this, MPs have at various times 
presented two distinct arguments: first, that the bad image of "colonial­
ism" should be countered by arousing greater public pride in British

13policies; and second - especially if they vere Opposition MPs -
that the Colonial Secretary should be made more fully subject to

14publicity qua political sanction. The second of these two arguments

11 Ibid., Vol. 542 cols. 1457, 1465 (22 June 1955).
12 These ratios have been estimated on the basis of a count of Hansard 
(see Table I, p. £8 , and information published in i).J*. Chester and 
Nona Bowring, ynestions in Parliament (Clarendon Press, Oxford U.H., 1962), 
pp. 104, 172.

13 E.g. George Vigg, HUD vol. 503 cols. 2441-2 (17 July 1952).
14 E.g. Anthony Wedgwood Henn, "The Colonies in the House of Commons," 
Venture, Feb. 1957, pp.6-7.
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(clearly a special case of the broader argument for vicarious 

representation) was probably, in practice, the more important. The 

consequence of publicising soaie unheard of colonial problem in Parliament 

was that it would become known to a number of MPs and perhaps to news­ 

paper readers at home and abroad. This publicity might not always be 

unfavourable to the Colonial Secretary, but mi^ht well oblige hira in 

some instances to re-examine the strength of his case. Chester and 

flowring make the point that

"When one thinks of the worries of the Colonial Secretary in recent 
years...one cannot but wonder at the added strain of hiving to 
prepare careful answers to...Questions...knowing that each answer 
will recoive publicity and be examined carefully, not only by the. 
Member but by thousands of people in this country and abroad."

Prom the Opposition's point of view, to remove him even this short 

distance from the impunity which domestic ignorance might otherwise 

allow him could be regarded as an achievement.

lu passing, it may be noted that for their part colonial leaders, 

both indigenous and European, were generally willing to accept parliam­ 

entary activity on their behalf. MP» could be useful to them in a 

variety of ways, for example as private lobbyists and political advisers, 

but not least as representatives and public spokesmen within the 

prestigious environment of Westminster. If they sought political or 

economic concessions from the British Government, a well-timed Question 

or adjournment motion could be an important factor in their calculations. 

If they desired more publicity in their own territory, parliamentary 

utterance by an amenable MP was a good way to create it; for debates 

and Questions on colonial subjects were usually well reported in the 

colony concerned, and sometimes throughout Africa if it was an African 

colony. la general, parliaraentary deliberation about their affairs 

was followed with interest by colonial political elites. The West 

Indian George Padraore, who later became Nkrunmh's chief political 

adviser, recognised a real demand when in 1946 he began to edit a monthly

15 Chester and Bowring, op.cit.. p.261.

16 Ibid.. p. 177.
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digest of proceedings, for colonial consumption, entitled Colonial 
Par 1 iataentary Bulletin.

So far wo have suggested, in very broad ter:as, the kind of inter­ 
pretation which may be placed on the public proceedings of the House of 
Commons. To sum up: every HP .uaintains a web of significant relationships, 
as a result of which he may act in any of sevoral roles on a given 
issue; and with reference to colonial affairs, the roles of represent- 
ative$and publicist often acquired a heightened importance. In the next 
two sections we will consider and analyse .some relevant opinions and 
some statistical data about the actual nature and extent of 141*8 ' activities.

2. MP»' Activities; Some Opinions

How conscientious have flPs really been in meeting their presumed 
responsibility to their voteless colonial constituents? Very different 
answers have been given to this question, both by onlookers and by 
*fTs themselves. It is fair to say, however, that the dominant tradition 
over many years has been one of pessimism and complaint. These two 
observations, separated by twenty-two years, are typical of many:

"Parliamentary supo-rvision is of a somevhat perfunctory kind. 
The House of Commons has in the past shown little general interest 
in colonial^ policy and finds increasing difficulty in arranging 
time for ^ it__/. . .Very few Members take a continuous interest in 
colonial problems. The weight of other responsibilities makes 
the physical task of doing so almost intolerable." (1942.)

much larger unconaidered field, and one in which Parliament's 
disinterest verges on abdication, is that of colonial affaire... 
There is little political advantage to be gained from colonial 
debates. As the colonies themselves* have no direct representation 
at toystrainster, they cannot force attention on themselves. As a 
result each individual colony gets remarkably little parliamentary 
time devoted to its problems until disorder breaks out there." 
<1964.) 18

17 This publication comprised verbatim transcripts of selected debates 
and Questions, unadorned by editorial comment. It ceased publication 
in 1949.

18 Downing Street and the Colonies, pp. 80-2; A. Uill and A. whichelow, 
What's VronK with Jr'ftriiament? (Penguin Special, 1964) t pp.33-5. I'or 
other comments in similar vein see e.g. Bernard Crick, The Reform of 
Parliament (Weidenfeid and Nicolson, 1st edn., iyt>4), p.163, a,nd J. Harvey 
and L. Bather, The British Constitution (M»cmillan, 1963), p.494.
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Between them, the.se comments libt aost of the reasons usually offered 

to account for Parliament 1 *) ovserved "«.; is interest." In soae respects, 

apparently, it can be attributed to circiuustaaces regrettably beyonu the 

ordinary iiPs 1 control: lack of parliamentary tiuie, the weight of 

other responsibilities," the lack of direct colonial representation. 

In at leuttt one other respect some of the blame uiay be put on . ifs theu  

selves and reproof added to regret: the lack of "political advantage" 

to be gained from colonial debates. Both couiiaents are by outsider t> 9 

but i-u.Ji> themselves have olten made similar criticisms   though with the 

emphasis usually on the circumstances beyond their control. Opposition 

i-Ii's 1 revival, during the fifties, of the old proposal for a standing 

ootiiaittee on colouial affairs was perhaps symptcraatic of their style 

oi self-cr iticisu. L)y malting this proposal Mi's cuuld advertise their 

genuine concern for colonies, and claim thut even ii raany of theiu were 

ill-informed or spent too little time on the i»ub.,ect, this was less the

result of apathy or party considerations than of purely procedural
, . . . . 19 
limitations .

at least some onlookers have- been prepared to 

differently, in I9o3, reviewing the fifties, Joi*n Hatch reminisced:

one recalls the passion raised by questions iikv the deport­ 
ation of the Kabaka, the emergencies in Kenya and British Guiana, 
Cyprus, Malta, Central Africa, Singapore, one realises what a lo,rgftn 
part colonial issues took in the parliamentary life of thut tiiae."

It taay be noted, though, thut sicipiy to point to parliaj4ientary excitement 

over colonial crises is ^uite coupatioie with wider sentiments of regret 

at parliamentary apathy. In the forties and earlier it had always been 

allowed that even the more lethargic MPs were liable to develop an 

interest in any territory undergoing spectacular "disorder." luring the 

fifties, disorder appeared to be the almost permanent condition of some 

territories . MPs, naturally, took note; in addition, party differences 

developed, i'et it could still be said that the interest prompted by

19 oee below, pp. //5"-Z2...

20 John Hatch, "The Opposition's Part in Colonial Policy," Th« listener. 
25 April 1963, p.702.
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disorder was not the desired kind of parliamentary interest. What was 

desired was an interest that would be sustained, informed, shared by a 

large body of rtjps, and directed towards all colonial Blatters - not just 

the critical ones.

On the whole, then, impressionistic generalisations have been of 

the regretting type. But they should by no means be accepted without 

further discussion, if only because none of the generalisations quoted 

so far offers any specific comment on the details of the overall scene: 

the relative use of various parliamentary procedures, the spending of 

parliamentary time, the actual number and party distribution of Members 

showing a special interest in the field, it is worth noting a few 

further opinions bearing upon these details - though inevitably the 

picture will vary according to different points of view, and it will 

remain difficult to dogmatise.

Firstly, the relative use of different procedures. What emerges 

here is a notable contrast between attitudes towards debates and attitudes 

towards questions. Particularly in the immediate post-war years, it 

would appear that colonial debates could clear the House as nothing else 

could. Perhaps the most traditional feature of the annual Supply day 

debate on the colonies was the expression of disappointment, by those 

; r«sent, at the absence of their colleagues. "The thin attendance this

afternoon" (Kenneth Younger, Uibour, 1947)) "it makes me sad to see so
21 

few honourable Members here" (Max Aitken, Conservative, 195O; these

phrases typified the refrain. On this indication at least, the impression­ 

istic view of parliamentary apathy would appear to be soundly based.

To turn to juestions, however, is to discover a completely different 

prevailing attitude. Questions were widely seen as an index of positive 

parliamentary enthusiasm, and not only in the fifties but earlier as 

well. lounger in 1947 could go on to observe that "the flood of Questions 

with which the Colonial Secretary is faced every week" showed "the 

interest which haa been taken since the war in colonial matters." A

21 HOD vol. 441 coi. 325 (29 July 1947); Vol. 490 coi. 473 (11 July 

1951).
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few uionths eariier the Conservative Kclward keeling had taken the 

opportunity of the Colonial Secretary's question day to congratulate 

the house on its diligence:

"Is the i'riiae Minister aware that 45 of the fir^t 46 questions 
today were devoted to the colonial empire? Is that not proof 
that this House does take an interest, contrary to what is 
some times alleged, in the colonies?"  J--

in 1951 an academic observer agreed that the increasing number of 

Questions on colonies, and especially the higher pro portion which were

followed up by suppleraenturies, was a significant indication of "interest
23 

and knowledge."'" And in 1955 the i-ian c he &» t e r G uar d i a n lent the weight

of an editorial comment: "Surely this pressure on question time is 

proof of an interest that is not reflected in the opportunities afforded 

for debate."24

These contrasting sets of observations should suffice to provide a 

prima facie case for scepticism concerning easy generalisations about 

"interest" or "apathy". Certainly the discussion of Members' attitudes 

would hardly be complete without a fairly full consideration of the 

relative use, and usefulness, of questions and debates. This is 

attempted below.

Secondly, as to estimates of parliamentary tiroe spent on colonial 

topics by comparison with other topics. At least two such estimates, 

on a very restricted scale, were attempted during the period: both by 

colonial specialists, and both provoking their authors to express 

despondency. The first was offered by the Conservative i)avid Gaiomans 

in July 1948.

ing the past year, apart from the Ceylon Independence Bill and 
the Overseas Resources Bill, which also dealt with the food 
supplier of this country, we have spent only seven hours in 
discussing the affairs of 60 million of our fellow British subjects 
. . . /"~But_y the House spent 95 hours over the representation of the 
People Bill, wMch, incidentally, took away the university 
representation of colonial graduates, and 111 hours in discussing 
the Town and Country Planning Bill."

Gararaans therefore concluded "that there is something wrong in our

22 HCD Vol. 434 col. 1324 (12 March 1947).

23 Stahl, British and Soviet Colonial Systems, p. 30.

24 Editorial, ilanchester Guardian. 24 June 1955.
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25 
sense of proportion and in our sense of responsibility."

Perhaps there WPS. It is cle«r enough hov fev were the stimuli 

to domestic interest at the time: even FO, the discrepancy appears 

£ross. The process by hich Gamnsn? arrived t>t the minuscule figure of 

seven hours, however, is open to question. Presumably he took into 

account only the n ine Adjournment debates on colonial topics which had 

occurred since the Supi>ly debate of July 1947; these averaged half an 

hour in length, vith the longest running to some four hours*. The 

Supply ctebfte itself, which lasted for over six hours, must hsve been 

excluded from the reckoning. Clearly, he also excluded not only the two 

Bills mentioned - which, between them, were debated in the House for 

some fourteen hours - but nlso debates on the year's crisis territory, 

Palestine, which occupied about mother thirty. By wav of postscript 

it naay be noted that during the month in which he spoke - July 1948 - 

there were another two six-hour Supply debates and another two half hour 

.Adjournment debates on coloniel topics. But in any case it is doubtful 

whether any such bald computation of time spent in debate cen be very 

fruitful* Ve heve already noted preliminary evidence th/j t such parliament­ 

ary interest as existed found public expression less in debates than in 

Questions. Gaoimans did not take v'*uestions into eccount in his assessment 

of the House's "sense of proportion"; nor, for that matter, the discussion 

of ministerialfcStatements, nor any form of offstage activity. His 

limited observation about debating tirae, therefore, conveys very little.

A more comprehensive calculation was made several year? later by
O £

Wedgwood Benn. He estimated that in the course of the 1954-5 session 

(replete with crises in Kenya and Uganda) the House spent approximately 

110 houre, out of the session*; total of 1320 hours, on colonial masters: 

nine hours in ^uestions, six in hearing and discussing ministerial 

statements, and 95 in debates. A colonial specialist at the tirae, 

Wedgwood Benn thought it cause for gloom that "less than 9?'" of the 

session should ht;ve been devoted to colouit s. But it would certainly be 

possible - and by no means arbitrary - to d isput his interpretation of

25 iiCD vol. 453 cols. 606-7 (8 July 1943).

26 Op.cit., p.6.
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the figures: to express surprised plt.-a.sure, for example, that iVrl lament 

was able to spend thus "almost 9{, >" of its time, in view of the enormous 

array of claimants for its attention. In short, such exercises as these 

are obviously perilous, i^ot only do they necessitate large value 

judgments concerning the relative importance of scarcely commensurable 

subjects; they also use time as a measuring-stick vhere it raay be quite 

inappropriate. Time spent on Questions, in particular, is hardly the 

best indication of their significance.

Thirdly, as to the actual number of interested iPs. Obviously, the 

total range of Members who ever took an interest in a coloniui topic is 

not .susceptible to precise estimate, ftor would such a catch all category 

be of any great interest. The hard-core specialists contented themselves 

vith observing a general widening of interest over the years, without 

putting a figure to it. Griffiths, as Opposition spokesman, noted in 

1952 "an ever-growing number on all sides of the House" who showed, some 

concern; by 1959 Brockway, specialist par excellence, could declare th t 

his chief impression of change during his tinte in the House was "the

number of Members...now who are interested in colonial issues mid who
27have visited the colonial territories.'*'* As for the specialists them­ 

selves, there h ve been isolated attempts to estimate their strength 

more precisely. In the late forties, according to one well-informed 

onlooker, the number of labour specialists could be put at fifteen to
OQ

twenty. ^ The number rose until at its high point the party had "twenty

or thirty MPs., veil-informed and vigilant, all of w? om know their subject."

1/uring the- fifties, the hard-core members of the Conservative back-benchers 1
30 Colonial Affairs Committee also numbered between twenty and thirty.

These might sv?ern to be small or large proportions of the whole parties, 

according to one's expectations or by comparison with specialists in 

other fiolds such as public finance or foreign affairs. Their numerical

27 HCD vol. 503 col. 2345 (17 July 1952); Vol. 603 col. 1332 
(17 April 1959).

28 Inlerview with Dr. iiita Hiiiden.

29 Fenner Brockway, Outside the Hight (Alien and Uiiwin, 1Q(>3), p. 156.

30 Interview with Gerald layers, formerly Commonwealth and Colonies 
officer in the Conservative Research Department*
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strength, however, is not necessarily the mo tit sign ifieont fact about 

the specialists. There must obvioi^sly bo a division of labour among 

IPs* specialisations, and in colonial affairs - as in any field - 

what presumably m^tt red most was the degree of aeal and offecxiveness 

with which the specialists did their work. The immediate reason why 

these rough estimates arc nevertheless oi' some value is that they hexp 

to bring so;ae perspective into generalisations about the apathy or 

interest of Parliament. .i'or such generalisations can too easily create 

the impression of i'ariiainent t-s &ome kind of holistic entity capable of 

registering its own degrees of interest Mid apathy: an impression 

which can seldom assist analysis ami usually impede & it. To atoribi^e 

degrees of interest and apathy to identified ills, on the other hand, 

is both more real is-..ic and more likely to promote accurate general ibution.

This review of observations on the relative merits of various 

parliamentary techniques, the spending of parliamentary time, and the 

range of specialists, should indicate that the tusk of comraeuting upon 

Far1iaraent and colonies is more complex than might have seamed apparent 

when we first noted some broad observations on the subject. Accordingly, 

ve may nov turn froia opinions to fcorae facts and statistics vhich way help 

to clarify the picture. Only pastiin^ comparisons with other topics are 

made, since - for the tvc reasons already sugge&t&d - such comparisons 

are seldom a helpful ex rcise. The chief purpose of whi't follows is to 

illustrate the use made of different pariiamentary devices and the kinds 

of topics which attracted most attention within the field. On this 

basis it will be possible to identify the more important colonial 

specialists and their technique* of public activity; further, to note 

some of the differences, in ter:us of activity, between members of the 

two major parties.

3. MPs* Ac'ivitias: Some Facts

(i) :[uestiona

Between 1945 and 1959 the Colonial Office was a heavily questioned 

department. The figures for questions in each calendar year, for Colonial
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Office Question days, and for the average number of Questions per week, 

are as follows.

B

C

D

TABLE I31 

QUESTIONS: TOTALS AND ADAGES

June -Dec, 
1945

256

5

4

51

1954

1046

35

9

30

i

1946

1073

35

11

31

1955

981

30

10

33

1947

990

36

11

28

1956

1164

34

8

34

1948

949

34

11

28

1957

1334

45'*

9

42

1949

905

34

12

27

1958

1258

65

14

38

1950 1951

773 790

25 29

10 9

31 27

Jan-Oct. 
1959

1045

50

11

42

1952 1953

796 1015

31 33

9 9

26 31

A i Total Questions

Bt Wo. of C.O. 
Question Days

^': ho. of days 
C.O. 1st or 
2nd on rota

D: Average no. of 
Questions per 
sessional week

A 

B

C

D

A~ The G.O. came onto the Question rota twice a week in June 1957.

The totals are remarkably high by any standards. In June 1956 a i'iember

could point out "that more Questions are nov being asked on colonial
32 

affairs than on any other subject;" in the 195^-9 session the Colonial

Office stili headed the liot, outstripping such hard-pressed departments 

as the Ministry of Transport, the Foreign Office, the Treasury and -the 

Board of Trade. As in ail fields, the great majority of these questions 

were put down for oral answer (the actual proportions may be seen in row 

A of Table il). On several occasions Colonial Office questions occupied

31 Based on a count of Hansard.

32 Leslie hale (Labour), HOD vol. 553 col. 704 (4 June 1956).

33 Chester and Bowring, op.cit.» p. 210.
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the bulk of Question Time, and at least once - on 20 October 1954 - 

the vhole period. So much oral questioning naturally placed something 

of a burden on ministerial stamina. Ijyttelton has described how, on 

16 December 1953, he had to rise "from a sitting to a startling posture" 

eighty tinier, and later "felt as stiff a s if.../he_/ had made a
"\A

hundred at cricket." " On 8 December 1954 and fairly frequently 

thereafter, L.ennox-Boyd lightened the burden by adopt ing the system 

whereby both he and his Minister of State cooperated to answer Questions 

on the same day. This did not, however, solve the problem as Members 

saw it - the problem of ensuring that as many aa possible of their 

starred Juestiona actually received oral answer. On seven occasions 

between 1947 and 1959 various iierub^rs put i'orwuru the suggestion taut 

an extra Minister of State should be appointed at the Colonial Office, 

partly to enable at least one minister to L>o coustuntij ou duty in 

the colonies arid partly to improve the position in the House. In March 

1954, tor example, Jtuaes Joluisou ttsked:

"Is the Prime Minister not aware of the feeling on both sides of 
the House th^t colonial affairs are hecorrin,^ so va.«?t thnt they 
need nore than two ministers in this Chamber? Is he also aware 
that the Secretary of State for Colonies hss become so peripatetic 
lately that this, combined with the unfortunate absence of his 
colleague the Minister of State, has meant that for weeks ori 
end we have had no minister from that Department at the Box to 
answer Questions, which is unfortunate bo^h for this iiouse and 
for the Empire?" 35

No Prime Minister was prepared to accept this kiud of proposal ("One 

has to strike a balance between the duties to be performed and the 

number of ministers which this House would willingly tolerate," said 

^den in 1955. ) But each expressed his willingness to consider any 

other solution for the problem. In June 1956 oeslie -»ale proposed that 

Colonial Office Questions should corae onto the rota twice a week.

34 Chandos, op.c.it., p.402. Lyttelton says that Colonial Office 
Questions on that day occupied the whole of Question Tide. In fact 
they fell some wjvy short of this.

35 HOD vol. 525 cols. 1049-50 (23 March 1954). questions in similar 
vein were asked by Vernon Bartlett (Independent), 2 Dec. 1947; Frederic 
Harris (Con.), 12 May 1952; James Johnson, 23 April 1953, 16 June 1955 
and 31 July 1956; and Losmond JDouuelly (uab.), 30 June 1959.

36 Ibid.. Vol. 542 col. 755 (16 June 1955).
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tt.A. Butler, Leader of the House, rejected the suggestion in view of 

the "conflicting claims" of several departments for an extra question

day. But he admitted the strength of the case, and left the door open
37 for discussions "through the usual channels". Almost a year later he

announced that after discussions vith the Opposition and "a careful

analysis of the numbers of Questions submitted to particular ministers,"
38 the Government had decided to accept the suggestion. Thus, on 25

June 1957, the Colonial Office joined the Treasury, the Foreign Office, 

the Board of Trade, and the Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Hood 

as a "double-turn" department, receiving questions on Tuesdays and 

Thursdays in place of its traditional Wednesdays. Th- . t the case for 

reform had indeed been strong is shown by the figures in row B of 

Table II. Questions answered orally, expressed as a percentage of 

Questions put down for oral answer, hnd fallen from a high point of 

1\% in 1949 to 38^ in 1956 and the first part of 1957. Ulearly, the 

reform succeeded. The proportion rose to 55?" in the second part of 

1957, and in 1958 reacried 63/- - a uiglier proportion than at any time 

since the three years 1948-50.

39 jy

QUESTIONS : PROPORTIONS

A: Starred Questions as /» of 
total questions.

B: ,/uestjons answered orally as 
^ of starred questions.

lear 

A 

B

46

71

58

47

32

51

48

75

69

49

82

71

50

82

64

51

32

54

52

81

48

53

78

53

54

80

45

55

79

46

56

71

38

57

59/76

38/55

58

67

63

59

70

56

37 HCD ., Vol. 553 cols. 704-5 (4 June 1956).

38 Ibid., Vol. 571 cols. 610, 614-5 (30 tfay 1957). Note also prior 
comments by James Callaghau and ^ennox-Doyd on the progress of the 
discussions, Vol. 569 cols. 653, 758 (6 May 1957).

39 Percentages calculated on the basis of a count of Hansard. IMo 
calculation is made for the period July-December 1945 as starred and 
unstarred Questions were not distinguished in the Hansards of that period,
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Why were there so many Questions to the Colonial Office? What 

kinds of subjects, within the field, provided the most material for 

Questions? And who were the most persistent questioners?

One general answer to the first of these queries is to be found in 

a point discussed earlier - the point that the parliamentary functions 

of representation and publicity acquired heightened significance with 

regard to colonial affairs. The Question was Easily the most appropriate 

device for the fulfilment of these two functions. Questions enabled 

the HP qua representative to pinpoint topics, to corapel ministerial 

answers, and to challenge these answers; and since Questions were 

asked and answered continually whereas colonial debates were relatively 

infrequent, they also provided a steady supply of material for colonial 

newspapers and other organs of publicity. Apart from this general 

consideration, three other points may be made. The first is that 

Question Time provided the best means at Parliament's disposal for 

dealing rapidly with large numbers of heterogeneous topics; and it 

hardly needs stressing that colonial affairs was a field of singular 

vastness and heterogeneity. The second is that detailed information 

about colonial affairs was unusually - indeed, notoriously - difficult 

to obtain by any alternative means. It was true that MPs could exploit 

their own informal contacts with Colonial Office ministers and officials, 

and could, if they desired, consult all publications of the colonial 

governments in the Office library. The Office also maintained extensive

public and parliamentary information services whose value MPs never
40 questioned. Further, Members could sometimes gather knowledge at

first hand while visiting colonies, whether privately, on a party, 

parliamentary or governmental mission, or under the auspices of the 

Commonwealth Parliamentary Association. For all this, it was inevitably 

the case that a vast amount of miscellaneous data about governmental 

responsibilities and activities should remain deep in the files of the

40 "I am sure," said Griffiths in 1952, 'that all who take an interest 
in these matters...will join me in paying tribute to the excellence of 
the literature from the Colonial Office." HCD vol. 503 col. 2345 (17 
July 1952). The work of Sir William McLean, who became honorary
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several colonial administrations. The only way - apart froca writing

letters - in which MPs could tap these sources of information at short
, . 41 

notice was to put down questions.

The third point is that over the years government policies and 

actions in many territories became subjects of controversy. In 

consequence M?», especially Opposition MPs, increasingly sought the 

means to expose and to criticise these polities and actions. It was 

at Question Time that the Colonial Secretary was most readily available - 

and, in theory, most vulnerable. This no doubt had some contributory 

effect in stimulating the high rate of questioning. Certainly it was 

observable that Colonial Office question Time, from the early fifties 

onward, seldom lacked the element of hostility. Griffiths and Lennox- 

3oyd both had to endure a good deal at the hands of their respective 

Oppositions at Question Time. Neither, however, was ever so belaboured 

by his Opposition as was Lyttelton, who has testified to the strain: 

"The Colonial Office ship raroly faced anything but the roughest
A 1

weather at Question Time." It was a strain that Opposition MPs did 

not hesitate to impose.

To turn to the next query: what was the subject-matter of Questions? 

For obvious quantitative reasons, an answer to this query can be 

attempted only in terras of broad categories. It is necessary, therefore, 

to establish some kind of typology of Questions according to subject. 

A cursory glance at any list of Colonial Office questions suggests at 

least three categories at once: "politics", "economics", and "rights". 

The "politics" category can be taken to include any Question concerned

Parliamentary Liaison Officer in the Office in 1931 and held this post 

for over thirty years, was particularly appreciated; see e.g. remarks 

by Dr. H.B. Morgan (u*b.), Vol. 441 col. 338 (29 July 1947), and Sir 

Patrick Hannon (Con.), Vol. 465 cot. 1256 (25 May 1949).

41 The need to unearth the answers to ijuestions, of course, sometimes 

created enormous additional burdens for hard-working "men on the spot." 

According to Lennox-Boyd, over 70$ of the Questions to the Colonial 

Secretary had to be referred to colonial Governors for answers* HCD 

vol. 569 col. 758 (o May 1957). For an anecdote see Margery Perh^rT 

The Colonial Reckoning (Fontana edn., 1963), p.81 '

42 Op.cit., p. 349-
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with the constitutional situation of a colony: emergency situations;

and general problems affecting its advance to independence in the light

of British policy, such as the recognition of its parties or the

reflection of its racial composition in political institutions. "Economics"

would include any topic connected with a colony's economic structure

or its progress towards economic viability, such as the grouping of

its peasant farmers into cooperatives or the initiation of mining

operations by the Development Corporation. "Rights"- meaning both

social and individual rights - would include any topic connected with

the dignity and welfare of colonial people as people, such as the

medical and educational activities of missions, individual cases of race

discrimination, or the treatment of detainees and prisoners. Clearly

these categories can overlap, but in cases of doubt it is always feasible

to try to assess primary emphasis. Consider, for example, this yuestion

asked in March 1958:
" To what extent /_ does__/ the Kenya Government now propose to 
implement the recommendation of the Royal Commission on Land in 
East Africa that the Highlands in Kenya should no longer be 
subject to exclusive occupation by white settlers but should 
be available for African farming under proper safeguards?" 43

This was a Question with profound economic and social implications. But 

given the crucial political importance of tne "land question", as an 

issue affecting the whole pattern of Kenya's constitutional development, 

the questioner's primary emphasis could surely be said to be political.

But these categories do not cover all the possibilities. Two others 

are necessary. One of these, loosely describable as "British-orientated", 

can be taken to include any yuestion in which the primary emphasis was 

on the usefulness of colonies to Britain (in such respects as the 

provision of military bases, markets, commodities, or manpower) or to 

Britons (chiefly those with commercial or other financial stakes in 

colonies). The other category may be called " dtninistrative", and would 

include problems of organisation, methods and efficiency in colonial

43 John Stonehouse (Lab.), HCD vol. 584 col. 1403 (20 March 1958).



governments. These five categories - "politics," "economics," "rights," 

"British-orientated," and "administrative" - are arbitrary, but should 

at least be comprehensive.

For a breakdown of questions into categories tvo sample calendar 

years have been chosen: 1949 and 1958. In 1949 Creech Jones was long 

established in office, and the successes and failures of Labour's 

polities were increasingly apparent to all vho followed colonial affairs. 

There were no major crises (groundnuts were the Minister of Food's 

headache). In 1958 the devolutionary process was well advanced under 

the supervision of Lennox-Boyd; but the situation was complicated by 

a major crisis in Cyprus. The breakdown, comprising all oral and written 

Questions (excluding supplementaries) is as follows.

TABLE III 

QUESTIONS: BY SUBJECT

1949

Pol.

EC.

Kts.

Br-or.

A dm.

LAB

139

112

95

7

114

467

CON

59

94

10

67

80

310

OTHtJIS

39

22

37

2

28

128

TOTALS

237

228

142

76

222

905

1958

Pol.

EC.

Rts.

Br-or .

Adm.

LAB

427

169

294

2

99

991

CON

98

53

30

14

67

262

OTHERS TOTALS

3 528

1 223

324

16

1 167

5 1258

These are no more than lump sums, and it would be a mistake to 

over analyse them. But a few comments are possible. Some commonsense 

impressions are borne out; for example, it is easy to see in the totals 

how much more activity at Ouestion Time was precipitated by matters 

of politics and rights in the later year than in the earlier. This is 

only partly explained by the Cyprus crisis, for when the number of 

Questions about Cyprus in these two categories - 113 and 20 - are sub­ 

tracted from the 1958 totals, the figures are still about twice their 

1949 counterparts. In 1958, too, as all the important colonies were
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seen or assumed to be rapidly approaching self-government and subsequent 

independence, there was a decrease in the numbers of questions about 

administrative and British-orientated matters. By coincidence the total 

numbers of economic Questions in the two yoars were virtually the same; 

it may be apposite to note that in 1949, when problems of self-government 

and independence were still largely theoretical, colonial economic 

development had already been a matter of practical legislative concern 

for several years.

The comparisons by party show how membera of both niajor parties 

were much more active at Question Time in Opposition than in Government} 

how much greater was the activity of Liabou' MPs than that of Conservatives 

in both yee.rs, especially the latter; and how within the categories 

there is evidence to support some further popular impressions, ^abour 

Members asked a great many more Questions than did Conservatives about 

matters of politics ami rights. (In 1949 almost all of the 76 questions 

in these two categories under the heading "Others" were asked by ^abour 

Independents and Communists). By contrast, Conservatives asked more 

Questions than did Labour MPs about British orientated matters, though 

from the very small totals in this category it must be assumed that 

neither side regarded the Question as the best device for expressing 

British-orientated attitudes. Finally, there was some convergence on 

matters of economics and administration.

The compilation of these figures also provides an opportunity to 

note the most active of the colonial specialists within this area of 

parliamentary activity. In 1949 both sides had their insistmt  .question­ 

ers. Among Conservatives David Ganrnans (on all subjects), Douglas 

Dodds-Parker (on administrative, economic and British-orientated subjects), 

and Sir Richard Glyn (on economic subjects) could, be seen as counter­ 

parts to ijabour's Reginald Sorensen and Frederick Skimiard (in the first 

three categories), and Thomas Eeid and Herbert Hughes (mainly economic). 

Hut in 1958 the new generation of Conservatives included no single 

Member, except perhaps Patrick Wall, who for enthusiasm at Question 

Time was able to match uabour's Fenner Brockway, James Johnson, John
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Stonehouse, John Rankin, Stephen Swingler, Barbara Castle and Lena 

Jeger, all indefatigable questioners in the first three categories. 

As for the total number of questioners in each party, there were 53 

Labour, 67 Conservative, and ten others (including two Communists) in 

1949, and 77 labour, 42 Conservative, and three others (including one 

Liberal) in 1958. But these figures are not very significant, since 

the sources of supply of Questions, as distinct from the people who 

asked them, were fairly limited in number.

This is not the place, however, to pursue the party-political im­ 

plications of theae figures and facts. Our concern in this section 

has not been to analyse party attitudes and performances in any detail, 

but simply to gain an impression of the scope and subject-matter of

Questions on colonial affairs, the uses to which they could be put,
44 and the identity of questioners. A similar analysis may now be applied

to debates.

(ii) Debates

The main distinction for present purposes is that between debates 

initiated by front-benchers and those initiated by back-benchers. In 

the first category are debates on Supply, on Rills, on Supplementary 

Estimates, on particular Government or Opposition motions, and sometimes 

on the Adjournment; in the second, almost all debates on the Adjournment, 

debates on Private Members' Mations, and some debates on the Consolidated 

Fund Bill. (Front and back-benchers may both initiate sub-debates in 

the course of the Address-in-Reply.) Our aira here is briefly to review 

the use made of the more important kinds of debate in the field; the 

frequency of their occurrence, their subject-matter, and the purposes 

which they served.

Firstly, Supply debates. The parliamentary year includes 26 

Supply days on which a series of general debates, on topics selected 

by the Opposition, are held. As Table IV indicates, 25 Supply days were

44 Further discussion will be found in David Goldsworthy, "Parliamentary 
Questions on Colonial Affairs: A Retrospective Analysis," Parliamentary 
Affairs, -/o e «,*->.
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devoted to colonial debates over the whole period, an average of 

nearly two per year - by no means a meagre proportion of the number of 

days available. The changes in the content and style of these debates 

were closely related to the broad development of political interest in 

colonial affairs. To examine the uses of Supply debates, therefore, is 

to bring the wider change of attitudes into conveniently sharp focus.

TABLE IV 

DEBATES: SUPPLY

Date Subject Initiator Govt. or 
Oppn.

9/7/46 Colonial Affairs
25/7/46 Malay States
29/7/47 Colonial Affairs
8/7/48 Colonial Affairs
22/7/48 Colonial Empire (Economic Development)
20/7/49 Colonial Affairs
12/7/50 Colonial Affairs
27/2/51 Malaya: Situation
29/5/51 Colonial Development Corporation
11/7/51 Vest Indies
4/3/52 Central African Federation DIVN.

29/4/52 Central African Federation
17/7/52 Colonial Affairs
24/7/52 Central African Federation
16/7/53 Colonies and Backward Areas: Dev't
22/7/54 Kenya
16/3/55 Colonial Affairs
14/5/56 Cyprus DIVN.
6/6/56 Kenya (Situation)

19/7/56 Cyprus DIVN.
19/2/57 Cyprus DIVN.
6/5/57 Colonial Territories and South 

	African Protectorates
4/6/57 Central African Federation, Kenya

	and Tanganyika (Racial Policy) 
26/6/58 Cyprus 
22/7/59 Central Africa DIVN.

Hall G
Hall G
Creech Jones G
Creech Jones G
Dodds-Parker 0
Creech Jones G
Griffiths G
Eden 0
V. Fletcher 0
P. Smithers 0
Griffiths 0
Griffiths 0
Griffiths 0
Gordon Walker 0
Shinwell 0
Bottomley 0
8ottomley 0
Griffiths 0
Creech Jones 0
Griffiths 0
Callaghan 0

Callaghan 0

Lennox-Uoyd G
Lennox-Boyd G
Gaitskell 0

Thus, in the first few post-war years one good indication of the 

relatively low level of interest in colonies was the fact that the
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Opposition only once exercised its right to initiate a Supply day 

colonial debate in an area of the field chosen by itself. On this 

occasion Dodds barker led off in a debate on economic development, 

a subject chosen in the wake of the Overseas Resources Development 

Act. On all other occasions the Opposition simply put a day at the 

Colonial Secretary's disposal, in effect to enable him to read out an 

annual report on the "progress of the dependencies." This was a 

continuation of pre-war custom. Attendance was invariably poor, just 

as it had been at the pre-war debates - when it had been common practice, 

indeed, to mount the colonial affairs debate on the afternoon of the 

Royal Garden Party, a much higher priority for most of His Majesty's 

legislators. It was this kind of generalised debate, with the Colonial 

Secretary delivering his report for one and a half hours out of six 

and desultory contributions filling up the remaining time, that a good 

many contemporary observers had in mind when they deprecated the 

parliamentary attitude to colonial affairs. The Fabians' criticism 

was typical:

"Perhaps a. dozen conscientious MPs are all who bother to attend... 
The annual debate is usually a dull affair. The custom of 
trying to survey the whole Empire in one speech, and of allowing 
Members to ride their hobb/-horses at random, kills all coherent 
discussion." 45

But back-bench MPs themselves were no less dissatisfied. David Rees- 

Villiams declared in the 1947 debate:

"I said last year and I repeat today, that there is little value 
in debates of this kind. They are far too wide...I know from 
ray own knowledge that in various parts of the colonial Empire 
the inhabitants are feeling that we neglect them in this House 
to a large extent, and they point to this one unsatisfactory 
day as one of the reasons for that feeling." 46

A few weeks later Rees-Williams became Under-Secretary at the Colonial

45 Empire, April 1947, p.4. On the 1946 debate similar comments 
were made by the Manchester Guardian» 10 July 1946, and the Observer. 
14 July 1946. The former pointed out that the poor attendance could 
not be blamed entirely on the Garden Party, since at 9 p.m., when 
the summing-up speeches began, the attendance was sti^l only 38.

46 HCD vol. 441 col. 318 (29 July 1947).
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Office and was not again heard from on this theme. But in the 1948 

debate at least eight speakers were: their "sense of frustration and
A1

disappointment," as one of them put it, ' was very apparent. During 

these years there were various proposals for reform, une M-f1 suggested 

that the Colonial Secretary's report should be circulated in advance,

and his main points "set to music and sung," in order to save eighty
48 minutes. Several felt that the single all-embracing debate should

be replaced by a series of shorter "regional" debates. Conservative 

speakers occasionally pointed out that Supply debates were held in

Opposition time, and suggested that the Government might satch this
50 by providing aore flays for colonial debates out of its own time,

AS it happened, 1950 was the last year in which a Supply debate 

of the old annual-report style was held. The format changed as a 

result not of procedural tinkering but of a change in parliamentary 

attitudes, produced in turn by colonial events and developments in 

policy. In 1951 the Opposition proved willing to make three of its 

Supply days available for debates on specific colonial topics - the 

Malayan situation, the poor performance of the Colonial Development 

Corporation, and the future of the Vest Indies - the first two of 

which could be described as controversial subjects. This change of 

practice set the pattern for the ensuing decade. Only twice more, 

in 1957 and 1958, were Supply day debates initiated by a Government 

speaker; only thrice more, in 1952, 1955, and 1957, were there general 

debates ramifying over the whole field of colonial affairs} only once 

more, in 1953, was there a debate on a topic of primarily economic,

47 John Kankin (Lab.), HCD , Vol. 453 col. 688 (8 July 1948). 
Also David Gaftmaus (Con,;, cols. 606-7} utho iJrior-Paimer (Con,), 
col. 635; Haden Guest (Ub.), col. 642; Thomas He id (r<ab.), col. 658; 
rdgar Granville (Lib.), col. 678; Cyril Dumpleton (Lab.), col. 681; 
John Hare (Con.), col. 685.

48 Kenneth i'ickthoru (Con.), ibid.. vol. 441 col. 329 (29 July 1947).

49 Roes-Williams, loc.cit., and Lennox-Boyd, ibid., Vol. 490 cols. 
431-2 (11 July 1951).

50 Beresforcl Craddock, ibid., Vol. 477 col. 1437 (12 July 1950), 
and Lenuox-Boyd, loc.cit.
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rather than political, interest. All the other Supply deb tes, nine 

in number, were regarded by the Opix>sitioii as providing opportunities 

to criticise tho Government on specific, politically controvertial 

areas of policy: Central Africa four tiraes, Cyprus three times, and 

Kenya tvice. .Several took place in what was plainly a highiy-chai god 

partisan atmosphere, and five, as the Table shovs, vere jiressed to 

the point of division. The contrast vitli the earlier period could 

hardly bu;v© been stronger.

A broadly sirailar pattern is visible in the list of topics in 

Table V. This table groups together all the other colonial debates 

wnich took place on front-bench initiative during the period, excluding 

only debates on Bixls. It is presented chiefly as further evidence 

concerning the kinds of colonial topics which had an airin^ in Pariia- 

iaent and the relative frequency of their recurrence. It also provides 

a slightly more detailed guide to the areas of party conflict, lie re 

we may briefly trace, once more, the broad contour of change. The 

earlier years were quiet. Neither front bench sav any reason to 

introduce (notions for debate on colonial affairs; it is true that the 

Government initiated three lengthy debates on the Palestine situation, 

but this was widely regarded *aore as an issue of foreign poixcy. The 

later years of the fjabour Government appear as something of a trans­ 

itional period, with motions introduced - and a division forced - on 

those aspects of the Government's developmental schemes which left it 

most obviously exposed to attack on grounds of waste or inefficiency. 

Thereafter, throughout the years of Conservative government, the eaphasis 

was firmly on political matters, Government and Opposition alternated 

with motions for full-scale debate on lively issues. Sixteen out of 

twenty-five debates ended in divisions. In the peak year, 1953, there 

were six debates, culminating in a motion of censure on the Government's 

general handling of .African policy. In respect of these debates, it 

seeias fair to conclude again that colonial affairs did not lack a 

reasonable share of the parliamentary timetable.
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TABU; v
DEIUTKS: (H:VT,iii,i^T OPI Do a* .TC

Date Subject

19/11/45 Nigeria: Constitution
31/7/46 D . .. 
1/3/46 Palestine

31/1/47 Palestine: Jewish Terrorism
25/2/47 Palestine: Government Policy
11/11/47   , A . 
12/11/47 Palestllie

24/2/49 Colonial and Middle Eastern Services
West African "reduce Board
Colonial Development and Welfare

19/10/50 Colonial Development Corp'u: Report
13/3/51 Gambia (c.ii.C. Poultry Scherae) ;JiVN
7/11/~2 Colonial Affairs
25/11/52 Kenya (bituation)
16/12/52 Kenya DIVN
24/3/53 Central African Federation DIVN
4/5/53 Central African Federation DIVN
27/7/53 iihodesia and Kyasaland Federation (Con­

stitution) Order in Council: Motion for
Address DIVN

22/10/53 British Guiana i>IVfc
7/12/53 British Guiana (Suspension of Constitut­

ion) DIViN
16/12/53 Affairs in Africa i>JVN
9/7/54 Federation of Rhodes ia and Nyasaland

((rift of Mace)
16/2/55 Kenya
5/12/55 Cyprus
14/3/56 Cyprus 2 DIVNS.
26/3/56 .Malta (Hound Table Conference)
1/8/56 Lieretse Khama
26/7/57 British Caribbean Federation
25/11/57 lihodesia and Kyasaland (Constitution)

DIVN.
18/2/58 Rhodes ia and Nyasal&nd Electoral

Bill DIVN.
1/4/58 Malta
27/11/58 Northern Khodesia (Constitutional

Changes) JlVl-i.
3/3/59 Nyasaland (State of Emergency) DIVN.
4/3/59 Federation of Rhodesia and Nyasaland

(Hon. Member for Vednosbury) DIVN.
19/3/59 Cyprus   DIVN.
16/6/59 Ho la Detention Camp 2 DIVNS.
28/7/59 Nyasaland (Report of Commission of

Inquiry) 2 DIVNS.

Initiator

Stanley

Morris on

Stanley
Bevin

Creech Jones

ttees Williams
Uees  Villiaras
Rees-tfillioms
Griffiths

. Lennox-Boyd
Lyttelton
Griffiths
.Griffiths
.fjyttelton
. Griffiths

 Lyttelton
.Lyttelton

.Chuter Ede

. Gri filths

Crooks hank
Bottoraley
Macmillan
Bevan
Lennox-Boyd
Griffiths
Lennox-Boyd

Callaghan

Lennox  Boyd
Lennox  Boyd

Lennox-Boyd
Cullaghan

Callaghan
Lennox-Boyd
Soskice
Manningham-
Buiier

Govt. or
Uppn.

0

G

0
G

G

G
G
0
G
0
G
0
0
G
0

G
G

0
0

G
0
G
0
G
0
G

0

G
G

G
0

0
G
0

G
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The only other category of debates initiated by front bench 

speakers was that of debates on Bills. Colonial Bills are listed in 

Table VI. One thing is immediately apparent from this table: the 

striking difference, in terras of subject-matter, between debates on 

Bills and the kinds of debates tabulated earlier. The content of 

liilis depended, of course, upon the Government's planned or ad hoc 

legislative requirements, and in colonial affairs it was only on rare 

occasions that these requirements fell within an area of current parlia­ 

mentary interest. Through the years* from 1954 to 1958, lor example, 

the events in Kenya, Central Africa, Cyprus and nalta - for that mtter, 

the very existence of these territories - could not be predicated froa 

the titles of any Bills passing through Parliament. The reason was 

siraple. In so far as metropolitan legislation was required for these 

territories it was effected by Order in Council and not by parliamentary 

enactment. For all territories, indeed, the Order in Council was the 

legislative instrument norraaiiy used; legislation by Parliament was 

required only for the circumscribed purposes outlined at the beginning 

of this chapter. In terms of the content and relative frequency of 

debates on Bills, then, it is not possible to trace any overall develop­ 

ment of parliamentary concern, as it was with other kinds of debates, 

let it is interesting to survey the list of titles for the very reason 

that most of them dealt with topics other than those of immediate 

contemporary interest. How many topics which otherwise might never 

have received attention in the House found their way into debate by 

way of the legislative door?

The answor, it appears, ia not many. There were thirty Bills in 

the period. Of this total nearly half consisted of successive rein­ 

carnations of developmental and financial measures: six Overseas 

Resources Development Bills, four Colonial Development and Welfare 

Bills, and two Colonial :xmns Bills. Apart from these, four provided 

Tor the independence, respectively, of Ceylon, Palestine, the Gold 

Coast and Malaya; two more for the federating of formerly separate
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units in Central Africa and the West Indies? and one for the; con­ 

ferment of statehood on Singapore. The remainder, about another 

dozen, vere an exotic miscellany* a Bill on Naval Defence, a Bill 

on Divorce Jurisdiction, Bills to transfer responsibility for the 

Cocos Islands and Christmas Island to Australia, and so on.

TABLE VI

DEBATES: BILLS

Date 
(Second Heeding) Short Title

8/3/46
24/1/47
6/11/47
21/11/47
10/3/48
19/11/43

27/5/49 
1 5/7/49 
30/6/50

9/11/50
20/2/51
14/11/52
6/5/53
20/10/54
31/1/55
2/2/55
24/11/55
29/6/56
25/7/56
11/12/56
5/7/57
1 2/7/57
21/1/58
21/1/58
28/1/58
12/5/5U
11/7/58
2/2/59
-i/3/39

Straits Settlements (Repeal) «Ull /_ Lords_y
Malta (Reconstruction) Bill
Overseas Resources Development Bill
Ceylon Independence Will
Palestine Bill
Colonial Loans Bill _ _
Colonial imval Uefence Bill /. Lords /
Colonial Development and Welfare Bill
Overseas Resources Development Bill
Colonial and Other Territories (Divorce Jurisdiction)
Bill / Lords_7
Colonial Development and Welfare Bill
Overseas resources Development Bill
Colonial Loans Dill
Rhodesia and ftyasaland federation Bill
Overseas Resources Development Bill
Cocos Islands Bill
Colonial Development and welfare Bill
ueevrard Islands Bill ^ Lords^y
British Caribbean Federation Bill
Overseas iiesources Development Bill
Ghana Independence Bill
Tanganyika, Agricultural Corporation Hill
Federation of Malaya Independence Bill
Cayman Island and Turks and Caicoa Islands liill
Overseas Service jJiij.
Overseas Resources Development Bill
Christinas Island
S tit to of Singapore
Malta (Letters Patent) Bill
Colonial Development and Welfare Bill

Only three Bills in the period - those which fell within an area
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of high current interest - were the occasion for prolonged second 

readings and numerous committee amendments: the Palestine Bill, the 

third Overseas Resources Development Bill, and the Rhodesia and Nyasa- 

land Federation Bill. Most of the others were regarded as uncontroversial 

and debated at much less length. It may indeed be assumed that some 

of these topics would never have been debated had not the relevant 

Bills been introduced, and that these Bills therefore fulfilled a 

marginally useful function over and above thftt of legislation. For if 

it was desirable to maximise Parliament's attention to colonir.l matters 

then any debate, however fleeting, was presumably better than no 

debate. Hut the list is a very short one, and too much should not 

be made of it.

Before going on to consider the debates initiated by back-benchers 

we may perhaps draw some threads. It can surely be said that colonial 

debates on front-bench initiative were nor markedly lacking in quantity 

at least. That there were nearly a hundred of these debates in fourteen 

years may not in itself serve to refute generalisations about pnriia- 

mentary indifference - we would need to know a good deal more about 

attendances, for example, before this could be claimed - but it certainly 

offers them no support. As for subject-matter, it appears that oil the 

whole these debates were concerned with major issues, wnich in most 

cases meant colonial crises. This alight at first appear to bear out 

the complaint that M?s took insufficient interest in "routine" colonial 

matters. But it must be allowed th t fro t-bench debates in any field 

have normally - oven necessarily - dealt with major issues. The area 

in which to seek out evidence of parliamentary concern with leaser 

matters is that of private Members' debates. These vo may now review.

From 1945 to 1959 colonial debates initiated by back-benchers, 

including Adjournment debates, debates on Private iiembers 1 Motions, 

and debates on the Second Consolidated T\»nd Hill, numbered 142 - 

virtually all of wh.ch were, in fact, Adjournment debates. In Table 

VII those debates are tabulated in the same manner as were Questions 

in Table III (for an Adjournment debate may bo regarded as a for ; of
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extended Question, serving similar purposes from the MP% point of 

view and compelling a ministerial response in the sa;ae way). IJach 

debate is categorised by the party of its initiator and is also graded 

into one of the i'ive subject-categories according to the initiator's 

own interpretation of the subject in his speech, l^roia this tabulation 

we may hope to learn more about the kinds of "routine" colonial topics 

in which "IPs of the two major parties most consistently profe&aed an 

interest, and also about the identities and activities of the colonial 

specialists.

TABU'I VII

DKBATES ON BACK-Bi: ,CH INITIATIVE

1945-51 1951-9

CON TOTAI

Pol.

^c.
Ets.*

Br-Or.

Adra.

6

17

12

f.
1

38

5

3

1

6

3

18

11

20

13

8

4

56

Pol. 

EC. 

Rts. 

BrvOr.

Adra.

LAB

29

10

24

2

7

72

CON

3

3

3

2

1

12

TOTALS

32

13

27

4

8

84

* There were also two debates in this category on Liberal initiative.

The relative proportions indicated by the figures in the "Totals" 

columns are fairly siinilur to thobe indicated by the figures for 

questions. In the earlier period the subjects which .IPs chose for 

debate revealed a predominant concern with economic uiatter&j in the 

later period the priorities changed and matters of politics and rights 

came into their own. There were relatively few debates on British- 

orientated or administrative matters, although it may be noted that 

half the Conservative-initiated deba^es in 1945-51 fell within these 

categories

Members of both parties were relatively roore active in Opposition 

than in Government. Again the overall predominance of uabour hl's
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in both periods, was marked. Among individual initiators Uabour 
outnumbered Conservatives by 51 to 21 . Brockway was the dominant 
figure with twelve debates, over half of them to do with questions 
of rights; next were James Johnson with eleven and Eirene Vhite with 
seven, both chiefly concerned with political matters; Ernest Kinghorn 
with six, mainly on economic subjects, all initiated in the period 
1947-9; Stonehouse with five, in the politics and rights categories, 
and Arthur Skef f ington w ith four, in the economic. Among the Con­ 
servatives there were no really persistent initiators, though Gararaans 
and Keeling might be mentioned for their five and three debates 
respectively, on assorted topics, in the Opposition years 1948 to 1951.

) Other Forms of Activity

To round off this survey of parliamentary activities it remains 
to consider three other forms: the Early Day Motion, the petition, 
and - in a very limited compass and for a very limited purpose - the 
ordinary back-bench contribution to debate.

Since the publication of Miner's Back-bench Opinion in the House
of Commons it has become accepted th«t findings based on Early Day

51 Notion statistics should be treated with extreme wariness. It is
plainly unreasonable to regard all signatures to all motions as true 
indicators of the signatories' commitment to the attitudes expressed. 
Lacking insights into the motives of signatories, we can at best 
regard only the signatures of a motion's sponsors in this way. It is, 
however, reasonable to regard a heavily-supported motion as significant 
in a way that a virtually unsupported   ne is not.

But in any case, there have not been many Early Day Motions bearing 
upon colonial matters. Between 1945 and 1959 back-benchers put down 
some 1200 motions for debate "on an early day". Of these only 48 had 
direct or indirect relevance to colonies; and of these 48, 28 attracted

51 S.E. Finer, H.B. Berrington and D.J. Bartholomew, Back-bench 
Opinion in the House of Commons 1955-59 (Pergaraon Press, Oxford, 1961), 
pp. 8-10; see also the review of this book by Sir Edward Fellowes, 
formerly Clerk of the House, in Par1iamentary Affairs. Vol. JvV No. 2 
(Spring 1962), pp. 244-5.
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so fev signatures that it vould be pointle.'is to regard them as revealing 

anything about "back-beach opinion." The remaining twenty motions are 

listed in Table VIII.

TARLK VIII

KARLT HAT MOTIONS
.52

Party No. of 
i)ate Subject support signatures

26/2/51 Commonwealth and Colonial Policy
8/4/52 Collective Punishment (Malaya)
9/4/52 laaperiai Preference
7/7/52 Land Utilisation in Kenya
19/5/53 liataangvato (Chieftainship)
21/7/53 Casualties in Kenya _
24/11/53 iienaudti ^tute Dinner / Colour jJiscriiainatiou/
1/2/54 Bombing of Africans /in Kenya_y
4/3/54 Kenya (Peace Overtures)
26/4/5S Furtherance of Development of Commonwealth

Kaw flatorials
19/6/56 Recognition of the Devotion to Dirty of Her

iittjeaty's Forces in Cyprus
28/6/56 Kenya (Administration of Justice)
30/7/56 Krnpire Preference
4/12/56 Cyprus I-raergency Uegulations
2/2/59 Conditions in Kenya Prisons and Detention

Camps   __
23/2/59 Cyprus ^ in Tiraiae of Her Majesty's I7orces__/
24/3/59 Discriminatory Legislation in Southern

ivhodesia
6/5/59 Church of Scotland's Hole in ^yasaland
17/6/59 Pensions of Colonial and Ex-Colonial Divil

Servants _
7/7/59 Detention Without Trial ./ Kenya, Northern

Hhodesia and Myasaland^y^

Lab
Lab
Con
Lab
I>ab  Lib
Lab
Lab
Lab
Lab

Con

Con
Lab  Lib
Con
Lab  Lib

Lab-Lib
Con

Lab  Lib
Lab-Lib

Con-Lab-Lib

Lab

106
131
42
199
65
51
47
23
73

136

41
57
44
69

183
208

120
21

181

51

Short though it is, the list does provide another clear picture 

of the differing concerns of activists in different parties. The pre­ 

occupation of Labour and Liberal activists with matters of "politics" and 

"rights" is easy to see, as is the Conservative activists* concern 

with iuperiui economic development and the application of the Government's

52 Source: Register of Early Day Motions, House of Commons Library. 
Qualifying phrases in square brackets have boen added where the subject- 
matter of motions is not self-evident.



108

firm measures in Cyprus. No less evident, as further confirmation of 

points made earlier, is Labour's general predominance in the field. 

Among individuals, Broadway co-sponsored ten of the total 48 motions, 

Leslie Hale eight, Eriene White six, Wedgwood Benn five, and John 

Dugdale, Jennie bee and Desmond Donnelly four each, whereas no Conservative 

sponsored more than two.

This being said, it should be repeated that the number of motions 

gaining any real support was extremely small, indeed, if the two short 

periods April-July 1956 and February-July 1959 are excluded, the grand 

total for the remaining thirteen years is ten. Perhaps because of the 

scant publicity surrounding them, Early Day Motions clearly did not appeal 

very greatly or very often to MPs as a vehicle for expressing their views 

on colonial topics.

Petitions, too, hi ve seldom been attempted - a fact which may be 

attributed mainly to the extreme difficulty of collecting signatures, 

and even thumbprints, among colonial populations. Between 1945 and 

1959 there were only four. All were concerned with promoting the 

political causes and personal rights of colonial subjects, and all were 

presented to the House by Labour Members. The first and second, 

concerning the utilisation of Kenyan land, were presented by Brockway

in July 1953. One of these, organised over a period of two years,
53 bore 158,642 African signatures and thumbprints; the other, with the

same text, 16,434 British signatures. The third, presented by Brockway

in March 1954, concerned the Khama issue and bore 10,839 British signatures.

The fourth concerned the rights of Cypriots, bore 7,970 British signatures and

was presented by Wedgwood Benn in May 1958. None made any discernible

impression; petitions, it would senm, should be regarded mainly as

further testimony to the energy of their organisers.

Finally, back-bench contributions to debate. These are mentioned 

here not in any attempt further to isolate attitudes, but solely to 

provide a corrective to a possible distortion in the foregoing analysis.

53 Cf. Brockway's Outside the Uight. p.57, where for no apparent reason 
the figure appears as 67,000.
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This concerns the identification of specialists. Each form of activity 

so far analysed has indicated a great preponderance of Labour activists, 

In this chapter no attempt is made to explore the reasons for this 

preponderance. But whatever the reasons, it would be wrong to conclude 

from the evidence so far reviewed that the Conservative Party was 

virtually devoid of colonial specialists. Of activists within certain 

important categories of activity, yes; but this is as far as the 

conclusion may go. The Conservative specialists, it would appear, 

must be identified by means other than those so far used. For this 

purpose the device readiest to hand is that of a roll-call of back­ 

bench contributors to colonial debates. Though Labour Mi's may have 

predominated in other parliamentary activities, in debate the number 

of contributors from each side was carefully balanced by the Speaker 

or Chairman so that neither side could predominate. To list the 

names recurring most frequently in colonial debates over a long period, 

therefore, should provide a fair guide to a party's self-professing 

colonial specialists. Such an analysis may suitably be applied to 

the twenty-five Supply debates on colonial subjects between 1945 and 

1959, since Supply debates were widely recognised, especially in the 

earlier years, to be the province of those "really interested" in 

colonial affairs.

A roll-call reveals that in theto debates 57 Labour back-benchers 

delivered 134 speeches and 64 Conservatives delivered 125 speeches - 

figures whose congruence reflects credit upon the efforts of successive 

Chairman to preserve the party balance. And in Table DC the names of 

those li?s who spoke fairly regularly in these debates are listed.

It will be seen that on the Labour side a fairly familiar set of 

names crops up once again. On the Conservative side, however, there 

are several names which have not appeared in any category previously 

discussed. They are presented here as a rough guide which, for lack 

of any other means of identifying specialists, may serve until the 

party as such is discussed more thoroughly.
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TABLE

BACK-BENCH MPS MAKING THREE OR MORE SPKECHF.S Ift SUPPLY DEBATES, 1945-59 

9876

CON

J. Johnson 
T. Heid

J. Dugdale Mrs. E. White

P.M. Bennett P.V. Harris P.H.B. Vfal

LAB

CON

A.P'. Brockvay 
H.B. Morgan 
R.T. Paget

Ij.il, Guest 
Mrs. u.M. Jeger 
F.E. Noel-Baker 
M. Philips Price 
J. Rankin 
X. Robinson

S.S. Avbery
II.D. iiughes
D.E. Rees-Williams
R.V. Sorensen

J.D. Barlow
A.D. Dodds-Parker

A.E. Baldvin 
P.V. Donner 
V. Fletcher 
L.D. Gamraans 
P.P. MacDonald

C.J.M. Alport 
G.B. Craddock 
C.E. Pousonby 
J.H. Robinson

In this section ve have investigated the use of certain parliament­ 

ary devices. On the whole, the findings of the investigation suggest 

that MPs met their responsibilities rather well in the colonial field: 

better, certainly, than has sometimes been maintained. Questions on 

colonial matters were prolific, for long periods outnumbering Questions 

on any other subject. Debates, too, came to be held frequently if 

irregularly. "We have had many debates on colonial matters in the 

past two years," said a Colonial Office Minister in 1955, adding "I

think that colonial ministers have taken part in more major debates
54 than those of any other department." In one way or another probably

a quarter of the Houses back-bench Members took some part in colonial

54 Henry Hopkinson, BCD vol. 542 col. 1162 (21 June 1955).
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discussion during an average session of the fifties.

Yet we can nover ..resume to pronounce dogmatically upon whether 

the levels of parliamentary interest and activity in a field are 

"sufficient." £ven if we argue that these levels appear to have been 

higher than was sometimes contended, we cannot dispute the point that 

they mi^/ht h^ve been higher still - had circumstances permitted. The 

argument that colonial affairs would have been much better dealt with had 

certain proposals for parliamentary reform been given effect is u common 

one, and has been powerfully put. accordingly, before concluding this 

chapter and this part of the study it is advisable to look at these 

proposals for institutional reform and to essay a judgment on their 

merits.

4. Proposals for Reform

Two kinds of reform have been advocated: direct colonial

representation at Westminster, and a standing colonial committee of
55 

one or both Houses of Parliament.

Of theae, the first was leas important and much less canvassed. 

The awakening of interest in colonial matters around 1940 - aided, 

perhaps, by a wartime sentiment of imperial unity against the foe - 

produced a few discussions of the idea. Creech Jones, for example,

55 Another idea sometimes put forward was that of a Grand Colonial 
Council or Colonial Assembly. Such a body would h-ve provided for 
regular meetings in the metropolis of representatives from Britain and 
the colonies, and would presumably have discussed common problems and 
policies. The Africa Conference convened by Creech Jones in 1948 was 
regai-ed by some as an attempt to realise this idea. But the experiment 
was not repeated, and. the idea is not discussed here since it had no 
implications for the working of Parliament. For discussions see p.g. 
Gomruans's letter to The Times, 11 A^ril 1951, and subsequent correspond­ 
ence; speeches by Lord Ugaiore (formerly iMvid itees-Viliiarcs, Creech 
Jones 1 * Undersecretary), and U>rd Milverton, HuDvoi. 190, cols 912 3 

6 (2 P«b. 1955); Sir Hilary Blood, "A Crown Colonial CouucL," ' ~" '
affairs, vrol. -X i*u . 2 (Spring 1957).
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debated it with Professor V.M. Macmillan in the coluras of Empire; 

the ex-Governor Sir Donald Cameron advocated a version of it in The

Spectator; the Pabian Colonial Bureau weighed the arguments in its
56 

pamphlet Downing Street and the Colonies. Thereafter it was seldom

heard of until three Uibour MPs - Samuel Segal, Leslie Hale and Harold 

Bavies - successively brought it before Parliament in the later forties. 

Segal in 1947 considered that the current electoral boundary commission

provided an opportunity "on a small, limited scale of bringing our
57 colonial friends to ait among us." Early in 1949 Hale asked the

Colonial Secretary if he would appoint a departmental committee "to
CQ

consider the French system of colonial parliamentary representation," 

and later in the same year Davies, more ambitiously, asked the Prime 

Minister if he would recommend a Royal Commission "with a view to

considering the advisability of establishing colonial representation
59 in the House of Commons." To each Question the answer was an unambiguous

no. The idea made no further appearance in public life (although over­ 

tones of it were later perceptible in the scheme for the integration of 

Malta into the United Kingdom, which would have entailed Maltese 

representation at Westminster on the Northern Irish model).

The main arguments for and against the proposal may be distilled 

from these scattered exchanges. The first argument used in favour of 

it was that it would bring greater "realism" into Parliament's consider­ 

ation of colonial affairs. In Professor rtacrnillan's words, the surest 

way to bring "even a high-brow audience" down from the clouds to 

actualities was "to confront it with the case put directly by even quite 

humble spokesmen of the colonial peoples themselves." Colonial MPs

56 Empire, fcov. 1941, p.4j Spectator. 8 May 1942; Downing btreet and 
the Colonies (1942), pp. 84-7.

57 H£l)vol. 441 col. 359 (29 July 1947).

58 Ibid.. Vol. 460 col. 135 (26 Jan. 1949).

59 Ibid.. Vol. 470 col. 1873-4 (7 Dec. 1949).
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would bring a more realistic consideration to colonial questions, make 

discussion more lively, and replace MPs 1 "existing indifference and 

complacency" (Downing Street) with a firru sense of responsibility. 

Secondly, the scheme would fulfil a valuable symbolic function: it would 

"demonstrate to the colonies that we really want to feel them at one 

/ sic__7 with this House of Commons" (Davies), and provide a "constant 

living testimony of our colonial dependencies" which would augment their 

"dignity and status" in Britain (Segal). Thirdly, direct representation 

would be of practical use to the representatives themselves. Their 

participation in the British legislative process would provide good 

training in the detailed routine of government; they could also do 

useful public relations and committee work at Westminster (Macmillan)  

It would be better to enlist responsible colonial MPs than to persist 

with the policy of enlarging Legislative Councils while reserving 

arbitrary powers for Governors, since "complete responsibility, even 

if the field be limited, affords much the sounder school of training" 

(Caraeron), Finally, metropolitan representation would please colonial 

political opinion much more than "what is called constitutional progress 

in colonies" (Macmillan).

The main argument against the proposal was that it ran counter to 

the whole centrifugal trend of British policy (Downing Street, Creech 

Jones). Metropolitan representation might be appropriate in an integrated 

colonial system like the French, but not in a multifarious and decentral­ 

ising one like the British. It would be quite illogical to take away 

from the colonies those leaders whose ability and experience were the 

very qualities which the nascent local polity needed most. Secondly, 

the practical difficulties would be vast. Herbert Morrison, replying 

to Davies f s Question, pointed our that

"there are round about fifty colonies and dependencies which all 
have their individualities and whose constitutions vary very much. 
It was thought that it was better to go on handling them in regard 
to their individual circumstances, encouraging development towards 
self-government, and so on, rather than sot up a Royal Commission 
which we thought would get into great difficulties,"

Th« main difficulty, it was usually argued, would be to discover a basis
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for representation. The 7(> million colonial people could hardly be 

given equal votes lest their representatives swamp Parliament, iiut 

however many there were, the presence of colonial MPs - if they were 

really to function as MPs - "would completely confuse the politics of 

this country" (Thomas Reid, in a Supplementary to Davies's yueation). 

There could hardly be a system of one representative per territory, for 

the territories were highly differentiated in size and constitutional 

status. But how would representation distinguish between tiny island 

protectorates and large self-governing colonies? Whatever the basis, 

the more advanced territories would inevitably consider their degree 

of self-government comparatively diminished (Creech Jones). They were 

also much too varied in their internal social and racial compositions. 

How would representation work for the trade interests of West Africa, 

the settlers of Kenya, and Indian immigrants everywhere? In these 

respects there would be far too many problems of precedence (Downing 

Street). There would be other practical difficulties too. "The most 

ardent of present Members find themselves severely hampered by the 

restrictions of parliamentary procedure" (Downing Street). Colonial 

Members would be unlikely to prove capable of securing more time for 

colonial matters than was already provided} their own time would be   

wasted and they would suffer frustrations. The final argument was 

simply that most colonial political leaders probably had no desire to 

serve in Parliament anyway, bein^ much more interested in making progress 

in their own territories (Downing street, tteid).

Obviously the arguments on both sides varied in plausibility. It 

is not apparent, for example, why it should be thought that relevant 

training in the routine of government would be better imparted to 

colonial politicians in the House of Commons than in their own Legislative 

Councils. And on each side some arguments were nullified by superior 

arguments on the other. Thus the opponents* contention that colonial 

MPs would find little to do in the House was well enough countered by 

the advocates' reasonable suggestion that colonial MPs could do appropriate 

committee and public relations work. At the same time, the advocates 1
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rather dubious contention thut representation would make? colonial 
politicians feel "at one" with the House, and would also plat .-.be colonial 
political opinion, was undermined by the argument that colonial leaders 
might not wish to serve in the House even if they could.

In retrospect, it is clear that the objections to the acheme were 
always much more convincing than the arguments for it. The by-product 
of a period rife with altruistic "plans for the colonies", it did run 
against the whole trend of British policy and the aspirations of 
colonial politicians. And had it been established it would have run 
counter to events. The advocates of the plan in the early forties could 
not foresee the way in which the forces of colonial nationalism would 
corae to govern policy formation. But with hindsight it is not difficult 
to imagine how colonial HPs in Britain would probably have been regarded 
as "stooges", and hov, cut off from pover bases in nationalist movements 
at home, thoy would hv v«* become increasingly remote from the central 
policy-making dialogue. As for the repercussions of colonial represent­ 
ation on Parliament itself: according to the advocates, colonial iv!Ps 
would have brought greater realism to Parliament's consideration of 
colonial affairs, and would hrve helped to replace attitudes of 
"indifference and complacency" vith interest and a sense of responsibility. 
In the forties this was no doubt quite a plausible line to take. But 
in fact, as we saw earlier, parliamentary attitudes came to change in 
the desired way without any help from a system of colonial representation. 
In this respect as well as others, therefore, it is fair to regard the 
plan only as a historical curiosity. Of much greater importance was 
the idea of a Standing Colonial Committee.

Proposals for specialised subject committees of Parliament, as a 
device to promote qualitative improvements in parliamentary supervision 
of the executive, have by no means been confined to the field of colonial 
affairs. This field, however, has often been singled out as one in which 
the case for a specialised committee was particularl / strong, basically 
because of the sheer "extent and diversity" of the subject and the
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chronic paucity of up-to-date information about it. Unlike the

proponents of direct colonial representation, whose premise wa.M th t MPs 

vere indifferent, they argued from the premise that MPs were frustrated.

The peak period for discussion of this idea was, once again, the 

period of new colonial stimuli and metropolitan responses from 1938 to 

about 1943. The idea then remained dormant until revived in 1956 by 

members of the labour Party, chiefly left-wingers, who advocated it 

intermittently until 1960. It is this second debate which, though less 

intense than the first, is discussed here: partly because it falls 

more nearly within the period under general consideration, partly because 

the earlier debate has already been described elsewhere.

Labour Members' espousal of the committee idea in 1956 was one 

aspect of the overall rethinking of colonial policy which the party was 

undertaking at th t time. No doubt it also owed somethinglto the fact 

of being in Opposition, for the party had ignored it when in power. The 

first indication of a renewed interest in the idea came in a speech by 

Bevan on the Kenya situation in June.

"There is a grave breakdown in coramunication between Parliament 
and what is happening in the colonies. Ve have been considering 
this for some time, and we are going to make certain proposals 
to Parliament for revising the constitutional machinery. . .The 
purpose of the proposals will be to bring the Colonial Office 
under a more continuous examination. . . vie are not really trying 
to do our duty by the 70 million people who depend upon us in 
the colonies merely by putting down questions «.-very six weeks."

A few months later, at the 1956 Party Conference, Jennie Lee moved, 

and the Conference accepted, a composite resolution on colonial policy 

which included this sentence:

"This Conference, deeply concerned.. .that until colonial territories

60 Crick, The Reform of Parliament, p.162; Hansard Society, Par.iamentary 
Reform, 1933-1960. A Survey of Suggested Reforms (Cassell, 1961), p. 51. 
t>ee also Colin tegum, Must Ve Lose Africa? (W.H. Alien, 1954), pp. 223-4.

61 David Goldaworthy, "The Debate on a Parliamentary Committee for 
Colonial Affairs", Parliamentary Affairs. Vol. XIX No. 2 (Spring 1966), 
esp. pp. 193-8.

62 MSii vol « 553 cols. 1194-6 (6 June 1956).
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attain responsibile self-government -the House of Commons should 
maintain the most vigilant check on the exercising of the power 
of the Colonial Office, considers that...the^National Executive 
Committee and the Parliamentary Uibour Par£yA investigate the entire 
question of the relationship between the Colonial Office and 
.Parliament with a -view to making such reforms aa are necessary in 
order to improve parliamentary control over this department."

Explaining the resolution, Miss Lee made clear what vas envisaged:

"In the House of Commons again and again those of us who are 
concerned with colonial affairs are in great difficulty because 
we cannot get at the facts quickly enough. Kven now we do not 
know if somebody wanted to ourn down Georgetown in British Guiana... 
We want a Standing Committee of the House of Commons to which the 
Minister will answer and which will be a fact-finding and fact- 
checking concern." 63

64 Shortly afterwards Wedgwood Benn argued alon^j the same lines in Venture,

and in May 1957 the matter was raised, for the first time in thirteen 

years , in the House. But James Callaghan, as the front bench spokesman 

on colonial affairs, seems to have had reservations on the subject. At 

any rate his point was made very tentatively:

^Another matter which I want to raise...is the committee system. 
I am no lover of the committee system as such...but I think there 
is a case for considering here, to put it no higher than that, 
whether wo do not need another forum outside this Chamber in which 
the affairs of these territories can be considered at regular 
intervals and in which information can be obtained.../ At preaentJ7 
I am relying upon newspaper reports and on the voluntary work 
done by a number of devoted persons...This is really a rather 
slapdash way of doing it...and 1 aia, therefore, putting the thought - 
it is not a proposal - that we ought to consider whother there is 
not a better way of organising our affairs."66

This was not potent advocacy, and it elicited no response from the 

Government. In 1958, however, there arose a major opportunity for reform 

when a Select Committee on Procedure was appointed. Two of its six

63 Report of the Fifty-l'ifth Annual Conference of the babour Party 
(the Labour Party, 1956), p. 165.~

64 Op.cit., p. 7.

65 The idea had last been discussed in a Supply debate on 20 July 1944.

66 HCD vol. 569 cols. 653-4 (6 May 1957).
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Labo r Members, ^eslie Hale and Wedgwood Ueim, were left-wingers on 

colonial issues and strong supporters of the colonial committee ilea. 

Support also came from some important witnesses. Sir Ldward Pellowes, 

Clerk of the House, agreed with an interrogator that a colonial committee 

would serve "to keep under more or less continuous review an important

subject which is only intermittently considered in the House, apart from
67 

L'uestioni" eked by a Conservative member why the Commonwealth

Parliamentary Association should not suffice for the purpose, he opined 

that the Association "was just a little too informal", meeting too 

infrequently "even for CPA visitors to give their impressions." U>195). 

He was unwilling to limit a colonial committee initially with precise 

terms of reference, but thought it might suitably question civil servants 

about administrative matters, examine Colonial i.stinirttes, and function 

as a public debating committee ('J328-30). Ministers could be asked to 

attend "occasionally" (^277)   There should be no reason why policy might 

not be discussed, provided a minister was present; although, as Feliowes 

put it, the House was not as a rule "inclined to encourage its committees 

to discuss policy" (^377). Other supporting witnesses included the 

leaders of both Opposition parties. GaitskeLl thought that MPs would 

be interested and, therefore, that "it could be done" ('^1004). Grimoud 

made the point that it would be better for the smaller and the less 

controversial colonies to be discussed in a committee than not   t all

The two witnesses who opposed the scheme were both veteran front­ 

benchers. Herbert Morrison's main point was that it would be wrong to 

delegate to a committee and thereby take away "the dignity of the floor 

of the House on these matters of public poliey"(L'460). The Leader of 

the House, K.A. Butler, trod a very orthodox path. He declared that a 

colonial standing committee would inevitably pattern itself on the 

precendent of the powerful French and American specialised committee s 

and "imagine it had a direct say in the administration of coionipi

67 HC& 2-1 of 1958-9, Report from the Select Committee en Procedure 
(HMSO, 1959). Minutes of Evidence, «j. 194.
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affairs." It was essential that the minister should "know where he is"; 

it voul-! be most confusing to have a specialist committee, which would 

only "got in the vay of administration and blur ministerial responsibility." 

The whole concept was a "muddle in our constitution" (Us 1159, 1161).

Thus the witnesses. The Select Committee itse ; f, in compiling its 

report, revealed divergent views on the subject. The eight Conservative 

members drafted a long paragraph which summarised the proposal for a 

colonial committee as they interpreted it, and outlined their reasons
s O

for rejecting the proposal. The kind of committee which, they thought, 

had general iy been advocated would riot be a particularly powerful body 

(though to maintain this wan to ignore Sir Edward Feliowes's views). 

It would apparently function purely ay a debating forum, informed uud 

advised by ministers in the capacity of ex off icio members. The main 

claim of such a body to usefulness, as the Conservative members sav it, 

would be thft it could provide time for the discussion of smaller 

territories. It might also - in some manner riot specified by the? 

Conservatives - Sf-ek to "assist" the Secretary of Stcite aid the Governors 

in th^ir tasks. But the^e did not appear to be very strong arguments 

for existence. The Conservative members rejected the proposnl, thus 

conceived, for four reasons. The firtt they derived, fairly obviously, 

from Butler:

"The main argument against the proposal, and one which convinces us, 
lies in the nature of the committee, which in our view would 
constitute a radical constitutional innovation...there is little 
doubt thrt the activities of such a committee would ultimately 
be aimed at controlling rather than criticising the policy and 
actions of the department concerned. In so doing, it would be 
usurping a function which the House itself has never attempted 
to exercise."

The second reason was the Morrisonian one* since colonial affairs 

were "important", it followed that they should be discussed only in the 

House, where ail might have a say. The third was that smaller territories 

could always be discussed upon Adjournment notion.- and in private

68 Ueport, pp. xxiv-xxv.
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Members' time. The fourth was thc«t people in colonies miijht think that 

the House, by relegating colonial problems to a committee, WKS under­ 

rating these problems.

In response, Hale drafted an alternative paragraph on behalf of the 

labour members. He countered the first objection by asserting that 

the committee could not possibly "be regarded as controlling, rather 

than criticising the executive" if, in terms of actual powers, it could 

do no aore than "refer questions for consideration by the House." The 

second and third objections were sound in theory, i-ut it was an 

inescapable fact that Parliament's time was limited; hence the evident 

usefulness of a committee which could make more time available. As 

for the last objection, Griwond'n point - better to have discussion in 

a committee than none at all   was surely sufficient rebutt, 1. Mule 

then went on to propose the kind of committee which he though should 

be recommended in the report. Rather anti-ciimatically, his committee 

differed very little from the model envisaged by the Conservatives. It 

would have thirty-two to forty members, established in proportion to 

party strength in the iiouse, and would meet for a fortnightly morning 

session; one Colonial Office minister would bo a member; and it would 

be a debating, not an investigntory, body. Where Hale parted company 

with the Conservatives was in his estimation of the committee's useful­ 

ness. According to him the committee could undertake constructive 

consideration of methods of colonial development and expansion, discuss 

economic planning, and consider plans for social, cultural and intellectual 

advance. It would also provide a meant: "of calling attention to the 

necessity for redress of grievances in the colonies in advance of fan 

emergency" - an aspiration on H*»le'» part reminiscent of a view some­ 

times expressed in the wartime debate that tours by parliamentary
TO committees would miniinis--- the likelihood of colonial crises.

69 HeTjort; Proceedings, pp. xiix-l.

70 See e.g. Lord Samuel, H'JJ vol. 121 col. 125 (26 i^ov. 1941).
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But Kale's plan could not really be equated with those of his vartime

predecessors. Whereas they had generally proposed an inquisitory body
71 with full resear h and travel facilities, he was advocating a debating

society which, however effective as such, yet lacked any power of 

scrutiny. It is open to speculation why Hale should have put forward 

no more than a minimal proposal. In Crick's viev, the lesson to be 

drawn was that "even reforming 1-tPs are - once again - obsessed with the

virtues of mere debate, as distinct from the need for more premeditation,
72inquiry and preparation." What is more probable is th't Halo was

simply advocating the most that seemed even remotely likely to gain 

acceptance. A stronger proposal would h ve met certain defeat; a weak 

one mi^ht just possibly pick up the maverick support of one or two 

Conservative members when it came to a vote. In the event it did not.

All the Conservative members stood by their draft, and Kale's amendment
73 

was lost by eight votes to six.

Vhen the Select Committee's report came up for debate in the Kouse, 

on 13 July 1959 and 8 February I960, the same arguments were rehearsed 

once again. Male's proposal, although defeated in the Committee, was 

discussed at some length, Some .speakers   mainly j'rivy councillors   

regarded it as the thin end of a potential wedge: an attempt to 

establish a single experimental committee as a precedent for several

more. This indeed it was, as the Conservative majority of the Select
74Committee had also recognised in passing. But as such it drew heavy- 

fire* Butler once more led the attack, referring darkly to committees 

"a 1'a.aericaine": "surely there would be a real danger of usurping
"7 Q (^7l,-rt.fiu~t«*v<f-)

the functions...of United Kingdom ministers." Hale, reintroduced his 

proposal in the form of an amendment motion, but the Government whips

71 Ooldsworthy, "Debate," pp. 195-6.

72 Crick, oj>«cit., j>. 163.

73 Keport; Proceedings, p. li.

74 Heport, p. xxv.

75 HCJJ vol. 609 col. 42 (13 July 1959).
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7 fi 
were applied and the amendment was defeated by 220 votes to 39.

Thus, with a flourish of parliamentary formality, seriou.^ political 

discussion of the idea came to an end. The government of the day was 

obviously committed to resisting any such innovation, and to judge by 

the attitudes of Opposition front-benchers such as Uailaghan and ilorrison, 

it was not apparent that a change of government would produce any change 

in the official view. In any case, time was now against the advocates. 

As colonies were transmuted one by one into new states the idea of a 

standing colonial committee steadily lost relevance. He was an egregious 

critic who could still write, so late in the imperial twilight as uecenber 

1963, that "the case for such a committee /, an'^ *o* one to debate i;efence

estimates/ ...remains the minimum and urgent ground for reform of the
77 parliamentary committee system." In fact, by this time "the case for

such a committee" scarcely existed*

This being said, it remains feasible - and is an intriguing 

exercise - to speculate about whether a coloaial committee, if established, 

would ever have lived up to its advocates' expectations. An inquisitory 

one might have, in the sense that the supply of information to interested 

Hi's mi^ht hfive been improved - though at the cost, no doub', of some MPs 1 

good relations with the Colonial Office. With any less powerful body, 

it is unlikely that the kind of information gleaned v/ould h- ve bettered 

that already available to Mi's belonging to party subject committees 

and to external organisations with their ovn colonial contacts. This 

is not to say that these sources were always adequate i'or .IPs' pu:rpos«ss< 

But it does mean that expectations for a committee with anything less 

than inquisitorial powers should never have been pitched too high. It 

would have been a deliberating body, whose merits would stern from the 

virtues of deliberation as such. About these, however, it would be 

wrong to dogmatise. We have seen that different sections of the 1958 

Select Committee estimated very differently the likely value of 

deliberations in a colonial committee. There is no saying which estimate

76 HOP , Vol. 617 cols. 171-2 (8 Feb. 1960)

77 Crick, op.cit., p. 164.
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vouid have corae nearer to reality, if only because we cannot know who 

would have manned the committee or the extent to which party feelings 

would have intruded. But it is reasonable to suppose that a committee 

in any form would have had certain minimal merits. It would hfve 

allowed for wore contacts among those i'lPa .aost interested and knowledgeable 

in the field, and its proceedings would have added to the sum of thought 

and consideration devoted to colonial affairs. From these contacts 

and interchanges a modicum of worthwhile ideas on non-controversial 

matters mi^ht well have emerged; or at least, there is no obvious 

reasoiiswhy they should not. Presumably there would also have been more 

publicity for the smaller territories an* more extensive vicarious 

representation of colonial causes anu grievances - activities whose 

value has already been discussed. Whether the existence of a committee 

would have created wider parliamentary interest and expertise in the 

subject is more doubtful, i'robabiy specialists would simply have become 

more thoroughly and efficiently specialist, iiut this would have been 

a useful enough development; and on balance, it must be allowed that 

interested .IPs rai-hi well have worked better - and certainly would 

have worked no worse - had there been a standing committee at their 

disposal.

This, oV course, is pure conjecture. As such it does not affect 

the conclusion of the central section of this chapter: that MPs 

generally dia better parliamentary work in the colonial field than 

some of their critics have suggested.

This is a very broad conclusion, and it would be wrong to complete 

the chapter vithout a final comment on those objections, already noted 

in other contexts, which it clearly invites. The first is that colonial 

events were nover really capable of commanding wide_ parliamentary 

attention unless they were "crisis" events - imperilling lives, property, 

good government, and so on. The second, the other side of the same 

coin, is that the genuine colonial specialists who did most of the 

work were extremely few in number.



124

The first objection contains a deal of truth. But it is tjuestion- 

able whether MPs should therefore be criticised. In any field it is 

natural for large or sensational issues to arouse the widest interest. 

In this field it is arguable, further, that many crises were the outcome 

of fundamental resistance to British policy by some colonial interest 

or other; thus it could reasonably be said that discussions of colonial 

crises were essentially discussions about the aims, the problems and 

the failures of policy in the field, surely en appropriate parliamentary 

concern. Apart from this, it can be argued that the objection does not 

contain the whole truth. In this respect MPa may be defended on the 

raore substantial basis of the evidence reviewed earlier. From this 

evidence some impression may be gained of the different degrees of 

attention actually &iven to "crises" by comparison with other subjects. 

The tables indicated that crises bulked large in the well-attended 

major debates initiated by front beuch speakers - which is where they 

might be expected to - but much less so in other areas of activity. 

In the ar a of Adjournment and other beck-bench debates (attended 

mainly by specialists), the distribution of topics among the five 

subject-categories suggests that colonial crises were far frora being 

the chief preoccupation of the debates 1 initiators. The figures for 

Questions are more specific. There were no .mjor crises in 1949 but 

over 900 Ouesttons to the Colonial Secretary, and in 1958 a protracted 

major crisis in Cyprus provoked no wore than 133 out of some 1260 

Questions. It is true th^t crises provoked most supplementaries, most 

heat and most publicity, but this, again, is a point applicable to any 

field of government. It remains noteworthy that most Questions dealt 

with lesser problems which nevertheless, in the opinion of interested 

MPs, merited a public airing.

We have already observed that the second point is a true one. The 

specialists were, in fact, never very numerous, ^et it would certainly 

have been Utopian to expect a corporate parliamentary interest in this 

field, as in any other. There must always be a division of parliamentary 

labour among specialisms, and what matters in the long run, in any
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field, is how well the nucleus of specialists do their vorkj hov 

liUiafcroufc they are is a secondary issue. To jud^o by the evidence the 

energy and enthusiasm, at least, of the colonial specialists could 

never have been in question. In 1957, shortly after coming fresh to 

the subject as principal Opposition spokesman, Callaghan paid them this 

tribute:

"In the last six months, during which I have been making a detailed
study of colonial affairs, I have marvelled more and more at
the devotion with which a number of hon. Members give practically
their whole time to following the affairs of our fe How-citizens
in our overseas territories. A great deal of devoted work
goes on in the House of Co.anons among hon. Members of all parties
which...is rarely acknowledged. It is valuable work." '&

It would of course be a mistake to overrate the importance of 

these activities - to go as far, for example, as the Conservative MP

who declared in 1952 that "everything we say J^ about colonies^/ is of
79such importance th t every word carries its weight across the sens."

But it would be no less a mistake to consider them lacking in all 

significance. As was suggested at th© beginning, the significance of 

parliamentary activity may best be understood in terms of the ability 

of MTs to fulfil the functions inherent in certain roles: party member, 

representative, publicist. We have seen, with reference to the tvo 

latter roles at least, that interested MPs did well.

78 UCD vol. 569 col. 656 (6 May 1957).

79 Frederic aVrris, ibid., Vol. 497 col. 284 (4 /lurch 1952).
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CiiAPTKR IV

LABUUH AND COLONIES: THE PABlAtt TEAKS

"The aiaa and aapi.rati.ona of our ovn Labour Hoveraent 

are at one with the alias and aapirationa of colonial 

people."
Mr. J. C. Prothero, a delegate to the 1947 Labour 

Party Conference (Conference lie ;Qrt« p. 115 )>

1. The Party Before 1943

(i> Party attitu'iea

"Labour", announced a party document in 1926, "haa hitherto 

naturally given little detailed attention to the Empire." "Naturally": 

it could be taken for granted, apparently, that colonial policy vaa 

not a matter of moment to a party founded to promote domestic change*
 

Certainly the party'a two prevar periods in government provided littl
e 

ovidence of a distinctive Labour approach to c lonial problems. Neither 

of Labour's Colonial oecretanes, J. H. Thomaa in 1924 and Lord 

Paasfield (. idixey Wobb) in 1929-31, was noted for special interest in 

the subject. Labour*a policy in 1924 haa been described as an 

"uninspiring" amalgamation of "routine Conservative" and "routine 

Liberal" policies, consisting of nothing more than "the lefence of 

the atatua uuo"."" lj»ssfield by 1929-31, according to hia Under-iSecretary

Druncaond Shiela, haa already "got into a Civil Service way of looking

3 at things". lie believed, reasonably enough, that colonial progress

oould not go faster "than our officials can bo persuaded to go" and 

that what vaa needed vaa "mainly a change of spirit"; but he quite

1 The iijapire in Africa : Labour*a Policy (The Labour Party, 1926), p.l.

2 Hichard Lyoum, The i*irat Labour (ioverncient 1924 (Chapnan and iiall, 

n.d. but 1957), pp.214, 216.

3 sir Drueaaond 3hiela, "Sidney v ebb aa a Minister", in Margaret Cole 

(ed.), The W«bba und their Work (Frederick Huller, 1949), p.206.
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failed to realise, according to Shiels, that "many of the younger 

men, at least, in the colonial field ... had already got this change 

of spirit and wore expecting a vigorous lead in its application from 

a Labour government." Today Passfield's tenure is reraonibered for 

three main measures: the Colonial Development Act of 1929, the 

initiation of administrative reforms in the Colonial Service and 

Colonial Office in 1930, and the reaffirmation in 1930 of the doctrine 

of African paraciountcy in Kenya. Of these, only the second could 

be attributed entirely to his initiative. The first gave effect 

to a proposal made earlier by the Conservatives and was designed 

primarily to alleviate British unemployment; and the third, an 

important pronouncement issued after intense lobbying from many sources, 

was, nevertheless, no more than a restatement of a principle already 

laid down by B Conservative government.

The prewar party should not, however, be judged only by these 

fleeting appearances in office. Viewed more broadly, the party in 

and out of Parliament never wanted for thinkers and publicists concerned 

with colonial affairs. From its earliest days, a strikingly broad 

range of attitudes towards Empire had coexisted in the party. The 

publication of Hobson's famous attack on imperialist economics - liberal 

and moral in inspiration but essentially Marxist in argument - had 

virtually coincided with the party's formation, and had readily won 

Labour adherents to its thesis that imperialism was an extension of 

capitalism, maintained purely as a means to "exploitation" in the 

interests of a privileged class. Implicit in this thesis was the 

conclusion that there could be no remedy for imperial ilia, nor salve 

of the socialist conscience, short of the liquidation of Empire - a 

course forcibly advocated in 1925 by so prominent a figure as Stafford

4 Ibid., p.207. Cf. Leonard Woolf's judgment of Passfield: "He 
was a progressive, even a revolutionary, in some economic and social 
spheres; where the British Knpire was concerned, he was a comnon or 
garden imperialist conservative." Leonard Woolf, Downhill All the 
An Autobiography of the Years 1919-1939 (Hogarth Press, 1967), p.236.

5 Shiels, op. cit., p.216.

6 Gregory, Sidney Ve.bb and Eaat Africa, Chs. Ill and IV.
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Crippa. But on the whole the noo-Marxist view, though destined 

for a strong revival in the fifties, carried little weight in the 

prewar period. At the other extreme some party members maintained 

doctrines of imperial federation and protection baroly distinguishable 

from the views of the Conservative Party's convinced imperialists. 

The idea of a tightly organised imperial federation acting as a 

world power bloc found Labour adherents at least until the twenties, 

araong them the influential trade union leader Ernest lievin. And 

the related idea of a coordinated imperial economic policy appealed 

to i.aany of the party's leading figures, among them Ra/asay JlacDonald, 

Oavald Hosley and again Bevin, in 1929-31. But because their primary 

concern was the wellbeing of British industry and the relief of 

British unemployment, the kind of imperial "planning" envisaged was 

intended as much to inhibit as to proraote colonial development. Thus 

Bevin, the only member of the party to sit on the Colonial Development 

Committee (otherwise composed of businessmen) set up under the 1929 

Act, frequently urged his view that there should be no development of 

new colonial industries which night compete with their British counter­ 

parts: "Ought there not to bo some control against the possible
7 development of coal in Tanganyika?"

Between these extremes there were a number of prominent party 

cumbers who could be described broadly as liberal-Humanitarians. Few 

of the writers and publicists in this number were MPs. In the interwar 

period they included such a diversity of raen as Norman Angoll, 

Leonard Barues, Roden Buxton and Josiah Wedgwood; Lord Olivier, one 

of the original Fabians and a former Governor of Jamaica; E. D. Morel, 

a Liverpool shipping dork of independent mind; Noraan Leys and 

rfocGregor itoss, who both lived in and wrote about Kenya; and Leonard 

Woolf, a fomer Colonial Civil Servant who for many years played

7 Speech by Bevin, Trades Union Congress Report 1930. p.286.
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secretary to Buxton's chairtaan of the party's Imperial Advisory 

Committee. Within Parliament the humanitarian view was ur<rod by

a small, all-party rroup of IPs in which Creech Jones, after hisa 
election in 1935, became Labour's leading figure. Generally the

humanitarians were free-traders, and anti-imperialists in the 

restricted sense that they denounced the abuses of the Crown Colo
ny 

system and advocated eventual self-government. But they discounted 

"liquidation" as a solution for the moral problems of Empire. The 

solution, in their view, lay in the traditional concepts of "service" 

and trusteeship. For most of them trusteeship implied some form of 

international supervision; for a few, Angell in particular, it 

implied tho full-acale internationalisation of colonial administra
tion. 

In either case the colonial relationship was regarded as a context
 

within which to serve indigenous interests, which, as liberal- 

humanitarians, they conceived chiefly in terms of welfare and the 

protection of individual and social rights. This conception of 

native interests had an important consequence. While approving broadly 

of "development" as an economic policy, very few of the humanitari
ans 

were prepared to support its current priorities - building up & 

plantation systems, settler enterprise, rural industries and the 
like. 

Lord Olivior, among others, argued that such concomitants of "dev
elopment" 

as the seizure of native lands, the disruption of native social 

systeus and the introduction of forced labour were evils that out
- 

weiglied economic advantages. We&gvood, whose views on this subject 

shaded into those of the doctrinaire anti-imperialists, often arg
ued 

that any form of development should be avoided because it could b
e

Q

administered only by capitalists and would thorefore lead to expl
oitation.

a In 1924 a "Commonwealth Group" of Labour back-benchers had been f
ormed 

by Dr. Haden Guest HP, with the aim of subjecting the Labour Gove
rnment's 

colonial policies to critical discussion. But the Government was unen- 

thusiastic about this and the group did not last long, Lyraan, op. cit.. 

p.216; see also Lord Haden Guest's reminiscences, liLli, vol.190 col.928 

(2 J?eb., 1955).

9 The ideas and attitudes of those mon wero clearly indicated by th
e 

titles of thoir books, e.g. Olivier's Vhite Capital and Coloured Labour 

and The Anatony of African Misery; Morel's The Black Man's Burden; 

Voolf's Lnpire and Commerce in Africa; and Dames's The Duty of U
mpire



131

Thus, for very different reasons, both the protectionist 

and the humanitarian elements in the party were substantially 

opposed to lar^e-scale development projects. In consequence it 

was hardly surprising that until the later thirties the party 

leadership too saw no pressing need for action in the economic field. 

But the leadership's static outlook extended into the political and 

social fields as well: and in these respects it was not always so 

easy to reconcile the leadership view with the views of other 

sections of the party. Throughout the interwar years the dependency 

(not, strictly, a colony} with the strongest claim to political advance­ 

ment was India. In office in 1929-31, MacDonald, Snowden, Lansbury 

and the other party leaders adhered to the report of the ^imon 

Commission which had recommended no changes in Indian representation. 

In doing so they were very much at variance with those Labour radicals 

who had already been canvassing Indian independence for a decade or 

more. Nor did the leadership ever show much inclination to take up 

as party issues the numerous social and administrative injustices 

unearthed by the humanitarians. On the matter of actual policy 

implementation, therefore, it would be wrong to overstate the influence 

of the radicals and liberals. Few of them got very far in the 

party hierarchy-of the party's i"ajor leaders only Lansbury had ever 

been associated with them; in particular no radical or liberal was 

ever appointed Colonial Secretary. True, under Buxton and Woolf 

humanitarians dominated the party's Imperial Advisory Coumitteej but 

this body, though it actively criticised Passfiold's Kenya po/icy, 

drafted many pamphlets, and regularly submitted papers to the National 

Executive, made little real impact on the attitudes of the prewar 

leadership. Such influence as Labour's "native rights lobby" did 

possess, as Professor itobinson has pointed out, could be attributed 

not so much to party support as°the non-party character of the wider, 

like-minded circle with which it had connections: the missionary

10 Voolf, Downhill All the Way, pp.238-9.
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groups, the churches, the Anti-Slavery Society and the sympathetic 
ox-officials, who were jointly capable, on some issues, of 
mobilising "a substantial part of what is nowadays called the 
Establishment".

But there was another sphere of party activity in which 
the liberal-humanitarians could and did come into their own. The 
several official pronouncements on colonial policy issued during the 
long years of opposition were increasingly permeated by their ideas. 
If these pronouncements bore little relation to the leadership's 
actions in the brief years of government, their evolution is still 
worth tracing as one element in the long prelude to 1945 - the year 
in which Labour first gained the freedom of action conferred by a 
parliamentary majority and first installed a liberal-humanitarian 
colonial specialist as a Colonial Minister.

.(ii) The Evolution of Policy, 1918-4512

The first pronouncement of any importance appeared in the 
official party document Labour and the New Social Order (1918), 
drafted almost entirely by the Fabians Sidney Vebb and Arthur 
Henderson.

"If we repudiate, on the one hand, the Imperialism that 
seeks to dominate other races ... so we disclaim equally 
any conception of a selfish and insular 'non-interventionism 1 
unregarding of our special obligations to our fellow-citizens 
overseas ... CandJ of the moral claims upon us to the non- 
adult races; ... the Labour Party stands for its Cthe 
Empire's]) maintenance and its progressive development on 
the lines of Local Autonomy and 'Home Rule All Hound 1 ; 
(and for} the fullest respect for the rights of each 
people, whatever its colour ... to the proceeds of its own

11 Robinson, The 'Jilemmas of Trusteeship, p.59. On Labour's prewar 
attitudes towards colonies see also Woolf, op. cit. t pp.221-38; 
J. Henderson, The Attitude of the Labour Movement to Imperial Issues 
1899-1924 (unpub. D.Phil, thesis, Oxford, 1965); and ianDavies, "The 
Labour Commonwealth", New Left Review. No. 23 (Dec. 1963), pp.75-80.
12 On this subject see also S. A. H. Ha(<£ji, The Colonial Policy of 
the Labour Government (1945-51), (Aligarh, India, I960), pp.1-16; 
Robinson, op. cit., pp.56-60; and Robert A. Brady, Crisis in Britain. 
Plans and Achievements of the Labour Government (California U.P., 1950) 
pp.579-81. '
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toil upon the resources of its ovn territorial home." 

These were orthodox liberal-hunanitarian themes: moral obligation, 

the prevention of exploitation and domination, progress towards 

self-government. ?Jext, however, the statement went on to advocate 

the "continuous participation" of Dominion and colonial leaders "in 

the moat confidential deliberation of tho Cabinet, ao far as .Foreign 

Policy and Imperial Affairs are concerned". 1'his notion of an 

integrated political high command had a traditionally "imperialist" 

ring, and perhaps read oddly in its context. But this was in fact 

the only occasion on which any such plan for political coordination 

found a place in an official party document. Thereafter liberal, 

and occasionally radical, ideas predominated. In 1919, for example, 

the element of international supervision found its way into official

policy at the special Congress which net to discuss the League of
14Nations Covenant and which pledged support for the mandates system.

Two years later a conference resolution gave strong expression to 

the party's vein of doctrinaire anti-capitalism. The capitalist

system, it affirmed, was responsible for "war and imperialism";
15in turn, imperialism "tends to perpetuate the reign of capitalism".

The 1926 Conference returned to the attack on a different front, 

carrying a resolution proposed by the Teachers' Labour L«agjp which
 

condeuned "the widespread reactionary and imperialistic teaching in 

the schools, particularly with regard to Jtopire Day celebrations".

lu the same year the party produced The limp ire in Africa: 

Labour's Policy. This was the first policy paper to deal exclusively 

and in some detail with t$(p colonial problems; it WHS drafted by

13 Labour and the Now Social Order (the Labour Party, 1918), pp.21-2, 
The frequent use of capital letters was a characteristic of Vebb's 
writing.

14 Report of the j.executive. Committee of the Labour Party. 1918-1919 
(the Labour Party, 1919), p.25.

15 Heport of the 21st Annual Conference of the Labour Party (the 
Labour Party, 1921), p.2o7. Labour Party Conference reports will be 
cited henceforth, in this chapter, in the form 1921 Conference Heport.

16 1926 Conference Report, p.265.
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Buxton and. Woolf of the Imperial Advisory Committee. Here the 

main liberal themes were reiterated and developed; the abhorrence 

of exploitation and racial injustice, the ideal of international 

accountability, the ideal of economic self-deve1opiaent by the native 

"as a free man" within the context of trusteeship, and, with it all, 

a supremely cautious programme for self-government. According to 

this programme native representation on Legislative Councils, when 

it eventually curao, must still precede the granting of "responsibility" 

to the Councils - "in order to prevent legislation in the interest of 

the exploiters before the natives have an effective voice". Meanwhile 

the proi>er area in which to acquire a sense of responsibility would

be local government, in the supervision of sanitation, irrigation,
17 roads and -/Vpossibly" - evlucation. In 1928 these ideas were

restated in the lengthy document Labour and the Nation. Labour would, 

make no compromise with colonial development policies "which undermine 

the independence, the social institutions and the morale of their 

inhabitants". It would suck to "protect thorn in the occupation 

and enjoyment of their land"; to "prevent absolutely for-ed labour"; 

and to "ensure that contracts between native workers and European 

employers are entered upon voluntarily and ... subject to the approval 

of a public authority". It would "encourage" the development of 

health and education services. It would transfer to native inhabitants 

"such measure of political responsibility as they are capable of 

exercising". It would seek to "strengthen and extend" the authority 

of the Mandates Commission. The party noted with satisfaction that 

wherever the principle of subordinating all other interests to 

native welfare had been observed,

"primitive people have achieved, in a comparatively short 
tine, results which decisively disprove the statement that 
they are incapable of social progress."

17 The Empire in Africa: Labour's Policy (the Labour Party, 1926), 
pp.7-9. &eo also Woolf, op. cit.. pp.233-4.

18 Labour and the Nation (the Labour Party, 1928), p.44.



135

The next policy document, The wolonies, appeared in 1933. Since 

Labour and the Nation the party had experienced two years in govern­ 

ment, and the new statement seemed to reflect this in being even more 

cautious on the subject of political advance. It was recognised that 

colonies differed too widely for a uniform policy to be practicable. 

The West Indies alone were "probably" ready for a degree of self- 

government; the African colonies, not least those with settler 

populations, remained very far from that goal. Perhaps to compensate 

for the conservatism of this judgment, the statement asserted - as 

none of its predecessors had done - that "socialism" was an immediate

objective in colonies, and that the ultimate vision was of "a
19 commonwealth of self-governing socialist units". But the content

of colonial socialism was not specified; nor could the term be 

readily applied to a developmental policy which continued to stress 

the purely negative task of opposing capitalist development and, in

outlining welfare schemes, made no mention beyond a reference to the
201929 Act of where the money was to come from. Finally, international­ 

ism was pressed to the conclusion of advocating an Open Door for 

colonial trade. Thereby, only one year after the National Government 

had demonstrated its faith in imperial preference by negotiating the 

Ottawa Agreements, the Labour Party officially discarded whatever 

sympathies it might have had for the preferentialist doctrine.

The evolution of policy reached its final stages in the war 

years. At the 1942 party conference it took perhaps its most 

intriguing turn. A policy statement was moved by Dr. Haden Guest 

IIP, the founder of the 1924 "Commonwealth group", as an amendment 

to the official NLC motion on colonial policy. Apparently unexpect­ 

edly, it was carried without dissent. Much more radical than the 

leadership's proposed statement, this resolution outlined a "Charter

19 Policy Report No. 6: The Colonies (the Labour Party, 1933), 
pp.5-6.

20 However, in a little-noticed pamphlet three years later the 
party approached this problem by outlining plans for a Colonial 
Development Board and a Colonial Loans Board which would float loans 
on the international market. The Demand for Colonial Territories and 
Equality of Economic Opportunity,(the Labour Party, 1936), p.38.
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of Freedom for Colonial Peoples" embodying five main principles: 
full equality, in political, economic and social rights, of colonial 
peoples with British; the abolition of colonial status and the 
elevation of former colonies to oqual status with the self-governing 
dominions; the organisation of democratic systems of government 
based upon indigenous institutions; communal native ownership of
land and the nationalisation of all natural resources; and the

21 establishment of a Commonwealth Council. The leadership, speaking
through Philip Noel-Baker, accepted this "testament of principles" 
but contrived to have it referred to the Central Committee on 
Reconstruction; atod, a year later at the 1943 conference, was able 
to vater it down considerably. In a new resolution purporting to 
be a reaffirmation of the testament, the leadership undertook to 
aim at "the abolition of colonial status" but for immediate policy 
purposes committed itself only to make "the terms of the Atlantic
Charter and the 'Four Freedoms' ... active principles in colonial

22 administration" for the "backward" territories.

At the same time the leadership secured Conference's endorsement 
for a document, The Colonies, prepared by the party's Reconstruction 
Committee, With this statement the series came to its end and the 
humanitarian tradition found its culminating expression in a novel 
form. For this was the first detailed party statement - by any 
party - to take full account of the new concepts of dynamic develop­ 
ment and metropolitan financial responsibility embodied in the 1940 
Act. Not only were there specific proposals for long-term economic 
plans; for agriculture, raining, transport, controlled industrial 
growth, cooperation and trade unionise; for an equitable redistribution 
of colonial wealth; for health and education services and the 
elimination of social and economic colour bars; there were also 
specific proposals about ways and means, about the administration of 
development and the sources of finance. No longer was even lip-

21 1942 Conference tteport, p.155.

22 1943 Conference Jieport. pp.207-8.
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service paid to the notion of capitalist exploitation. Instead 

At was asserted that "international capital", through the Open 

Door, vould be necessary to supplement the large public loans and 

the free grants which would be forthcoming under a new and expanded 

version of the 1940 Act. 23

But it is worth noting that this new approach to economic 

development was not accompanied by any departure from prudence on 

political development. On this toj>ic, indeed, the document was 

virtually silent. By way of broad principle it offered only the 

standard view that a "primary object" of colonial trusteeship "should 

be to train the Native inhabitants in every possible way so that they 

raay be able, in the shortest possible time, to govern thonselves". 

Subsequently it was reaffirmed that local government would provide 

"the most effective method of training"; but in any case, as the 

statement's preamble unambiguously declared, "for a considerable time 

to corae these peoples will pot be ready for self-government". The 

general implication was that Labour at last felt ready to tackle 

social and oconoraic problems in a manner appropriate to their enormity, 

and th it political advance mist be geared to the progress achieved 

in these fields.

Of all Labour's pronouncements, this one seemed most deliberately 

to aim at "realism" and "practicality". And yet, by showing such 

caution on political development so late as 1943, it was in a sense 

the least "practical" of all. For the new policies could be 

implemented only wituin the traditional framework of unchallenged 

British authority; and colonial political developments were very soon 

to demonstrate that the old authority was no longer Britain's to 

command.

At the tine, however, Labour's colonial specialists were able 

to congratulate themnelves on having equipped the party with a 

coherent and detailed programme. In essentials it differed little,

23 The Colonies« The Labour Party's Post-war Policy for the African 
and Pacific Colonies (the Labour Party, 1943), pp.2-17.
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of course, from the kind of x>olicy which those who held office 
in the Coalition Government had boon worl<ung out in the some period. 
Nor was there much, apart from Labour's rejection of imperial 
preference and its continued fascination with international 
supervision, to distinguish this programme from official Conservative 
policy. But this convergence was for Labour moderates a welcome 
trend. It was also one for which, as Creech Jones later argued, 
they felt entitled to sone credit. In their view some at least of 
the Government's new liberalism could be attributed to the work
of Labour's liberal-humanitarian publicists in the past and the

24 influence of Labour merabers upon Conservatives in the wartime coalition.
liather wider was the gap which divided the official party view 

from the radical sentiments embodied in the 1942 conference resolution. 
A nunber of left-ving party members believed, then and later, that 
because the "testament" was sponsored from the floor and carried
without dissent it was a much truer expression of party feeling than

25 the views of the leadership and the "moderate" colonial specialists.
The moderates wore inclined to dismiss the event on the grounds that 
a spontaneous conference resolution passed virtually without debate
could never be as authoritative as a policy statement based upon

yf* expert research and careful thought. The leadership, for its part,
was concerned enough to ensure that the 1943 conference auended the 
record by approving a new, more moderate resolution. But although 
there was nothing so dramatic as a party split over the issue, the 
event was nevertheless significant: as a sign less of the times 
than of the future. It was Labour's first warning that the issue 
of colonial political development could be a cause of factional 
intra-i»arty dispute.

24 Speech by Creech Jones, HCD, Vol.423, cols.34^-6 (9 July, 1946).
25 Interview with Lord Brockway* "" .. 1., :

26 Letter of 15 Jan., 1949, from Rita liinden to iiobert A. Brady, 
an American economist, quoted in Brady, op. cit*. p.581n.
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(iii) The Fabian Colonial Bureau

It is necessary nov to examine the origins and early develop­ 

ment of a remarkable organisation. Though constitutionally 

independent of the party, the Fabian Colonial Bureau became within 

a very short time of its foundation the main source of intra-perty

pressures on the Colonial Office; it came also to canalise virtually
27 

the entire flow of party ideas on colonial affairs.

The original conception of the Jui eau vu» Iir. i«ita iiinden's, 

A South African-born economist and a person of rare energy and 

organising skill, Dr. Hinden had moved in the immediate prowar 

period from a concern with Palestine's economic development, in which 

fiold she had gained a doctorate by vork in the Jewish Agency, to a, 

concern with the rights and wrongs of British colonial policy in general. 

la 1940, as a member of the Fabian Society, she suggested to the 

Society's executive that the current awakening of interest in. colonies 

justified the establishment of a Fabian colonial department which 

could formulate, in practical terms, that part of Socialist "Var 

Aimi" dealing with dependent territories. She was told that the

Society would agree to finance such a department provided that
28 

Arthur Creech Jones consented to act as chairman. He did. Dr.

i linden undertook to be full-time secretary, and the two jointly 

founded the Bureau by calling the first committee meeting in October 

1940. It was a short meeting with only four others present: Wilfred

27 beveral accounts of the Fabian Colonial Bureau's activities have 
been published; all are ex parte and brief. Four are by Hita 
iiinden: "How a Political Society Functions", Fabian quarterly, April 
1944; Socialists uiiu the Empire (FOB pamphlet, ii.d. but cleariy 
1946); "The Fabian Society and the Colonies", Fabian Quarterly, 
bpring, 1948; "The Fabian Society and the Colonies", Fabian Journal, 
April, 1954, One is by Kita Hinden and Creech Jones - a potted 
history of the Bureau in Venture, April, 1958. One is by Margaret 
Cole: The Story of Fabian Socialism (Heinemann, 1961), pp.281-8. 
An account by loan Uavies, op.cit.. pp.80-1 (see note 11) is marred 
by serious inaccuracies, as is pointed out in a letter by Anthony 
Wedgwood Beun in New Left Review ho. 25 (May-June, 1964), pp.84-6.

28 Interview with rtita iiinden; Cole, op.cit., pp.232, 2S4.
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Benson, an official of the ILO; Professor V. M. Macmillan; »uid 

Margaret Cole and John Parker HP, respectively iionorary Secretary 

and General Secretary of the Fabian Society. The discussion dealt 

with the possibilities of immediate action rather than broad policy 

issues  Mrs. Cole secured agreement that there was a clear need 

for a metropolitan "clearing-house for colonial information and 

research", and for publicity about colonial affairs in press and 

Parliament. It was also agreed that one of the raain lines of work 

should be to inspire informed parliamentary Questions, and Creech 

Jones agreed to approach several Labour Hi's to act as a panel of 

questioners. A nunber of points on which the Bureau might press 

f^r explanation and action were raised: the recent reduction of 

c -COR prices and the provisions of the Kenya Defence (Native Personnel)

Regulations were typical, and indicated the Bureau's determination
29 to concentrate on manageable issues.

The Bureau's evolution from these beginnings until 1945 

followed a diversifying pattern.

It sought, firstly, to enlist eminent and sympathetic individuals 

in a widening range of advisory and executive capacities. Within 

a month the Advisory Coramittee had lo^t Benson but been reinforced 

by Frank Horrftbin, Julian Huxley, the Vest Indian econo dst V. Art' ur 

Lewis, Miss Margery Perham, Sir Druramond Shiels and Leonard v;oolf. 

Two of these, Miss Perham and Lewis, later resigned because of 

official connections with the Colonial Office and one, Macraillon, 

because of an appointment in Vest Africa, but the committee steadily 

expanded with the recruitment of new members* among them C. V. W. 

Greenidge, another Ves> Indian and Secretary of the Anti-;Jlavery 

Society? Lord !>istowel; the journalist and author H. N. Brailsford; 

the TUC official Andrew Dalgleishj and Rev. Reginald Sorensen, ?fl?. 

For the first year or so the Advisory Committee met infrequently, 

partly because of war conditions but also because the Bureau's initial

29 ?CB Minutes of Heoting (henceforth FCB-MM), 26 Oct., 1940.
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vork was mostly administrative - "the creation of contacts, the 

collection of basic information". Thereafter, however, monthly 

policy meetings of the committee were called since "with its position

and refutation more firmly established, the Huroau is able to go
30 more deeply into matters of policy". The parliamentary panel, too,

increased its Membership - from an initial dozen headed by Creoch 

Jones and Parker to about twenty, including Lords Listowel and
CA^XJ ̂

Faringdon, by 1945 - and also found itself^with a growing volume of 

work as the Bureau, on the basis of its collection of colonial 

newspapers, furnished more and more material for Questions. Other 

individuals wore invited to join with Advisory Committee members 

and MPs on a series of research sub-committees. A Colonial 

Constitutions Committee published a document already cited, Downing 

Street and the Colonies, in January 1943, and subsequently turned its 

attention to Vest African constitutional reform. A Labour Committee 

and a Cooperation Committee published research findings and policy 

recommendations in booklet form in 1942 and 1945 respectively. A 

Vest Indies Committee, set up in 1943, concentrated lass on research 

and more on acting as a specialist component of the parliamentary panel*

Secondly, the Bureau worked diligently to spread the net of ita 

contacts. Bepinning locally by approaching such a diversity of 

bodies as the Colonial Of'-'iee, the Royal Empire Jiocioty, the League 

of Coloured Peoples, the Vest African Students Union and the ^nti- 

olavery Society, the Bur«a •> could soon inform its Advisory Committee

that st ps were being taken "to develop contact with progressive
31 bodies in the colonies". Before long it was a two-way process,

with colonial tra'i« unions*: parties, social groups and individuals 

thenselves seeking contact with the Bureau. This reverse flow 

produced one unanticipated change in the character of the Bureau's 

work. Having begun as a research and educational body it soon found

30 Secretary's fie port (henceforth SK) No. 7 to the Advisory Committee, 
Dec. 1941-Jan. 1942.

31 W No. 3, Jan. -reb. 1941.
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itself developing into "a Mecca for CcolonialJ letters, travellers
32 and grievances", particularly the last of these; accordingly

an increasing proportion of its time had to be aovoted to advising 

on individual problems. But this, to the Bureau, was gratifying.

To be "a recognised centre in London to uhich colonial groujjs nay
33turn for support" seemed in itself to be a sufficient justification

for existence.

Thirdly, the Puroau sought to associato a widening public 

with its work. Early in 1941 the Fabian Society executive decided

to open the Buroau to membership by subscription. By the end of the
34year membership numbered about 150, and by 1945 about 400. Public

membership helped both to stabilise finances and to provide a

guaranteed minimum narket for the Bureau's output of pamphlets.

In addition there vure almost always fjood attendances at Bureau

c inferences and public neetin^s, with men such as vzikiwe and Hastings

Banda ariong the early guests and speakers.

To extend its audience still further, the Bureau be^an by 

supplying news items to the press but soon felt the need for a 

regular journal of its ovii. In January 1941 Prank iiorrabin, co-editor 

with Norman Leys, Leonard Barnes and Julius Lewin of an ailing 

independent-socialist journal named Empire» proposed a takeover by 

the Bureau. Krapire - the title was intended ironically - had been 

founded in June, 1938, proclaiming editorially that "the last twenty 

years have been wasted. The people of the Colonial Empire are 

subjects still, no nearer by a single step to bein^ citizens." 

With the outbreak of war publication had become erratic and circulation 

had fallen. The Bureau, however, readily accepted Ilorrabin's offer. 

])r. Hinden beca e editor with iiorrabin, Creech Jones and Mrs. Cole 

prominent on the editorial board. Eripire first appear d under

32 Report of Activities of.._the PCB [to the Fabian .Society), April-Aug., 
1945 (raim.).

33 A Year's Work of the FOB. Oct. 1943-<>ct. 1944 (raita.), p.4.

34 3R No. 7, «)ec. 1941-Jan, 1942j Report of Activities, April-Aug. 1945.

35 Lapi.re.t June 1938, p.l.

36 FCJJ-MM, 30 Jan., 1941.
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Pabian auspices in March 1941 and functioned as u "bi-monthly record" 

throughout the var years. The circulation, which at the end of 1941 

stood at "several hundred", had by August 1945 reached 2,000. 

Many of these .copies were sold in the colonies itnd the Bureau had 

the satisfaction of seeing its journal quoted oxiensiveiy in its 

mounting collection of colonial press cuttings, Kipire's contents 

followed a standard pattern: editorials usually ained as much at 

the Colonial Office as at the general readership, factual articles^ 

by contributors, book reviews, an account of the bureau's activities, 

and a selective list of colonial debates and questions in rarliaraent. 

This last, apparently, was soon recognised as the laost interesting 

and important feature to "the majority of the readers who very rarely 

see iiansard."

i?ourtaiy, the Bureau soon went beyond its original self-assigned 

brief in the kinds of topics with which it dealt. The initial 

< bject of giving practical attention to relatively small-scale issues 

was supplemented, within a year or so, b\ what the Bureau called 

"a deeper consideration of the assumptions of colonial policy": 

a series of discussions at the level of general principle about race 

relations, development and welfare and political advance. The 

Bureau itself attributed this new eaphasis to the shock occasioned 

by the fall of ilalaya, to the growing volume of American criticism 

of British imperialism, and to the recurrent demands - in which th«

Bureau joined - that the Government produce a Colonial Charter desired
40 

to complement the Atlantic Charter.

Generalities, however, were not really thu Uuroau's forte. It 

is worth noting that the bureau's letter to the Labour Party 1U;C

37 As note 34. The ambiguous term "bi-monthly" meant, in this case, 
every second month.

38 SK No. 7, eo. 1941-Jan. 1942.

39 A Tear's Vprk of the PCB. Oct. 1943-Oct. 1944, p.i.

40 Sll No. 8, Feb.-March 1942; Empire. Marcn, 1942, p.l, and July, 1942 
pp.3-5; reports of .; B meetings on "A Charter for the Colonial Peoples" ' 
(Nov. 1942) and "British Imperialism and America" (March 1943) in 
A Year's Work of. the PCB. Oct. 1942~()ct. 1943, p.2. '
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concerning an official resolution for the 1942 party conference 

specifically warned against optimistic generalisations and referred 

the party back to its detailed policy pamphlet of 1933. Undoubtedly 

the Bureau worked best when applying its principles to particular 

local issues. Mining policy in Tanganyika, the cost of living in 

Mauritius, the civil liberties of Jamaican trade unionists, the 

uinutiae of marketing arrangements for colonial cash crops, plan.s for 

post-vur European settlement in Kenya, the demobillsatioii of African 

troopsj these were the kinds of matters to which the wartime Bureau 

gave most of its attention, which it publicised in Empire, and concerning 

vuich it ougrit particular courses of official action, /aid concerning 

which, be it noted, it could soon claim to wield influence. For the 

ready entree to the Colonial Office which Greech Jonen, for one, 

already enjoyed in 1940 was soon extended to the Bureau in general. 

The yuestions it inspired and its representations by letter and 

deputation were taken seriously, such that in some cases - concerning, 

for example, cooperative societies ~ the Office established internal 

committees to consid *r them. In consequence the Bureau was sometimes 

able to announce in its annual reports that measures which it had proposed 

were being incorporated into administrative practice; and conversely, 

that the Office had paused to reconsider measures which the Bureau had
A 42

opposed.

To say that the Bureau functioned most usefully at the level 

of specific problems is not to say that its activities lacked wider 

significance. Its very concentration on details was proof of the 

growing expertise with which uabour colonial specialists, in step 

with the Government, were doing their horaevork in these yoars. Aiid 

«s its existence and activities became increasingly weli-knowii in colonial 

circles, so it formed an increasingly impt-riant component of the 

Labour Party's image in coloniew. IV colonial supporters and colonial 

critics alike, Bureau and party had become so closely associated 

by i945 that the Bureau often found it difficult, then and later, to

41 i'CB-MM, 14 April, 1942.

42 See e.g. A Xear's vfork, 1943-4, p. 2.
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convince its colonial visitors that it was a separate body and not
A "i

an integral part of the party machinery. 

2 - The Party, 1945-50

To gain office with a majority was a novel experience for 

parl ianentary Labour, and in some vays the 194'; election turned it 

into a different party. Physically it was renewed; of the 393 

Mrs, 359, or two-thirds, came fresh to the iiouse. Of the 134 veterans, 

about 65 - or half - becarae ministers. The task of drawing up 

policy documents on all subjects, which had for so long preoccupied 

the party in opposition, now loat its purpose. The party's nain tasks 

were immediate and practical, with party leaders at work in their 

departments and back-benchers concerned to apply pressures and offer 

support. All of these changes had effect in the colonial field. 

The now fh's included a few who professed a desire to follow colonial 

events. Two of the party's leading specialists, Creech Jonos and 

John Parker, were anon those taken into the ministry, the latter as 

Dominions Undersecretary. Detailed party policy statements about 

colonies ceased to appear. On the other hand the practical work 

of applying pressures with reference to particular issues, in which the 

Colonial Bureau and its panel of £JPs had bofcuteskilled, ,-acquired a new 

importance. i?or in the past Conservative Colonial Secretaries had 

not been personally committed by party allegiance to the principles 

which inspired those ad hoc pressures. Now, in theory, Labour 

ministers were, so that these pressures reflected a concern to hold 

the party's leaders to the party's principles.

The goals and activities of Labour's ministers were discussed 

in Chapters 1 and II above, but with only passing references to the 

party TracieworK. This section, alters focus to include it. Where

43 "It is constantly necessary for the Bureau to explain to the 
colonial peoples - who come to it in deputations, etc. - that it has 
no official blessing from the Labour Party and is not financed from 
Labour Party funds." Letter of 26 Jan., 1948 from Rita iiinden to 
Denis Healey, secretary of the Labour Party International Department.
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lay the nain aources of xntra-party pressure and influence?

kinds of topics stimulated most concern and activity? ^at was

the party's formal machinery for dealing vith the subject? Was

it possible to discern an independent set of attitudes, in the spirit

of the 1942 conference resolution, on the party's left?

The last two of these questions are specific, and amenable to 

answers in kind. The first tuo are broader; however, the context 

within which answers may bo sought is narrow. For it bears 

repeating that the party in general remained unexcited about the 

topic. Chapter III pointed out some indications of this: the 

unattended debates, the almost total absence of colonial subjects from 

the register of parliamentary motions. But there were other 

indications. Until 1949 the party's International Department did 

not employ a single permanent official to deal with colonial affairs. 

At annual conferences delegates usually "left- 'imperialism' ... to 

experts to discuss while thoy wont to have tea"; or else restricted

discussion of the subject to a few minutes at the end, "when
44

delegates are rushing to c itch their trains hor.ie". The area in

which to pursue the two broader questions, therefore, is reducible

to that snail nuraber of Nil's whom we began to identify fron the

examination of data in Chapter III, together with certain of their

extra-mural colic-agues - above all, those in the Fabian Colonial

Bureau.

(i) opecialists at Work: Colonial Bureau and Colonial Office

The Bureau, though not a formal element of party machinery, 

was very much of the party in sentiment and indivdual membership, 

and it entirely dominated the party's relationship with the Colonial

throughout the life of the 1945 Parliament.

AM 'Jreech Jones's successor the Bureau chose Frank Horrabin,

44 Respectively, Cole, op. cit.. p.286, and Empire. July, 1947, p.2. 
The 1947 conference provided the only exception to this rule in the 
period 1945-51; colonial policy was discussed on the first afternoon 
with the party chairman, Harold Laski, replying for the executive 
after three very brief floor speeches. 1947 Conference Iter>ort. pp.114-7,
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geographer, colonial-specialist Mi'' in 1929-31, co-founder of

. and a supporter (in particular a financial supporter) of

the Bureau from its inception* To achieve "greater coherence" 

of thought, in riev of Mthe importance which appeared to attach to 

the Bureau since Labour toofc office", the rather unwieldy Advisory 

Committee vas suppleraented in 1946 by a smaller ueneral l^irposes

Committee, comprising raerabera of the Advisory Contaittee who were
45 also members of the Fabian Society executive. The new body

met monthly, alternating by fortnights with the Advisory Coaaaittee, 

and acted also as LapirVa editorial board. In the saiae year 

reverted to monthly publication j as food a sign as any

of the Bureau's determination to work at aaxiaum pressure*

The Bureau's leading role could be illustrated in raauy ways. 

One possible approach is to reconstruct the typical experience of 

a colonial-specialist Labour tfi' in that Parliament. Once elected 

he would have been approached by the Bureau as «oon as his interest 

had become apparent, if he had not hiuself maae the firat contact. 

(The Bureau's secretary was able to report in October 1945 that 

contact had been established with about twenty new Hi'8, most of 

thea interested in colonies because of war service abroad or because
*A/L

of a trade-unionist concern with colonial labour problems. )

His name would have been added to those of the bureau's parliamentary

panel, and in due course he taight have been invited to join the

Bureau's Advisory Coaraittee - whose parliamentary raeabership in this

period corresponded substantially with the list of the mouse's coat

active specialists. (Sorensen was the parliamentary doyen on

the Committee j others recruited between 1945 and 1949, for varying

periods of service, included George Brown, Cyril Dvuapleton, ii. 1).

IJughes, John llynd, John iiankin, David Rees-^illiaras, Arthur okeffington,

Frederick Skinnard, and Lyall Wilkes.) He would have become a

reader of, and perhaps a contributor to, I -.a pi rot he would have had

45 PCB-MM, 15 Oct., 1946. 

40 Ibid.. 29 Oct., 1945.
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at his disposal the Bureau's many other publications, its research 

files, and its ektensive list of colonial contacts. A largo 

proportion of his Questions and letters to the Colonial Secretary 

vould have been based - even to the very phraseology - upon 

material supplied by the Bureau, and supplied on the Bureau's 

initiative. He vould also have joined the party's colonial subject 

group and become aware that the group's chairman, Lord Faringdou, 

was himself an active member of the Bureau's Advisory Comraittee; 

that most of tae group's working papers were supplied by the Bureau; 

and that group and Dureau activities were coordinated at weekly 

liaison meetings betveen Lord Paringdon and T>r. liinden. He would 

have become a regular attender at meetings in House of Commons 

committee rooms to meet colonial delegations, administrators and 

politicians (in the first three months after the election, for exawple, 

trade union delegations fron Cyprus and the Vest Indies, constitutional 

reform delegations from Ceylon, and a cocoa delegation from

Africa) ; and known that the Bureau had played the major part in
47organising most of these meetings. Thus he would probably have

accepted the judgment of the Manchester Guardian editorial which 

observed, early in 1946, that the Bureau hod made itself "not 

merely a useful but an indispensable institution"; and would probably 

not have contested that paper's viaw, in a year when the Colonial 

Secretary received for the first time over a thousand Questions, the

majority frora the Bureau's panel, that the effect of the bureau's work
48 "is seen in the much greater vigilance of the House of Commons".

The Conservative colonial-specialist ill* who subsequently wrote 

that the "power" behind all the efforts of Labour specialists in

47 1*CB-MM, 19 Uct., 1946.

48 Manchester Guardian, 26 Feb., 1046.
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49 
the period was the secretary of the Fabian Colonial Bureau was

perhaps overstating - but not by much*

Concerning the relationship which it ought to seek with

Labour Colonial Ministers (as distinct from Labour Mi's), the Bureau,
50 by its own account, "thought very long". That the Bureau should

maintain its independence in principle was hot in doubtj the 

post-election issue of Krapire announced that "as an independent

source of information, opinion, and education, we believe we have
51 an important part to play whatever the government in power". The

difficulty lay rather in defining the limits of independence in the 

likely event of ministers pursuing policies which the Bureau's members 

had themselves helped to formulate. In such a situation it might

be thought that the Bureau, as Margaret Cole put it, "would have to
52 accept at least part-responsibility" for what was being done:

in which case, an insistence upon maintaining complete liberty to 

criticise ministers might appear as an attempted evasion of 

responsibility. But how much "responsibility" could be accepted 

before "independence" was compromised?

That the likely event did take place, in the Bureau's estimation, 

is shown by the fact that as early as December 1945 its committee 

contemplated (though it did not produce) a pamphlet describing "how

policies advocated by the Bureau in the past have now, in point of
53 fact, been implemented by the Labour fiovernraent". But in practice

the problem of responsibility appears not, after all, to have made 

much difference to the Bureau 1 n activities. In 1948 Creech Jones 

appointed four of its leading members - Rita Hinden, Lord Faringdon, 

Drumraond Shiels and V. Arthur Lewis - to the reconstituted Colonial

49 Sir Charles Ponsonby, Ponsonby Keiaenbera (Alden, Oxford, 19t»5), p. 115,

50 1?CB Annual Report for 1946-7.

51 Empire, Sept.-Oct., 1945* p.3.

52 Cole, op. cit., p.287.

53 I'CB-riM, 10 Dec., 1945.
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Economic Development Council; their willingness to serve 

pr«3suniably demonstrated that not even a formal association with 

Colonial Office machinery was to be regarded as a serious 

restriction on their independence. By then the lAireau had

defined its rolo, to its own satisfaction, as that of "a friendly
... re- 

critic and spur, rather than an uncritical supporter".

The nature of the relationship, however, was not everywhere 

understood as well as the Bureau might have desired. To those not 

close to the Bureau*a leaders, the friendliness was usually much 

more apparent than the criticise. To those in particular who 

disapproved of the gradualism of the Government's policies, the 

Bureau often appeared to be so close to the responsible ministers 

as to be almost equally culpable. In 1947 a subscribing member 

of the Bureau could write:

"I resigned my membership of the Bureau after I had 
found that the Bureau merely seemed to be acting as 
a sort of Public Relations Officer for the Labour 
Government's Colonial Ministers, whose policies are 
indistinguishable from those of the Conservatives. 
I cannot conscientiously support people who do not try 
to live up to principles they have maintained so long 
in opposition."54

And if the Bureau's attitude could provoke this reaction inside its 

own walls it is hardly surprising that there were some even stronger 

ones outside, especially among the more outspoken colonial nationalists. 

In April 1946, disturbed at the growing volume of colonial criticism 

of government policies, the Bureau called a weekend conference at 

which the critics wore strongly represented. About half of the 

hundred or BO participants /ore Africans and ^est Indians; many, 

including Nkrumah, had boon prominent at the 1945 Fan-African Conference 

in Manchester. The result of this Fabian experiraent in discussing

54 Letter quoted in Rita Hinden, "The Fabian Society and the 
Colonies", t'abian Quarterly No. 57 (opring, 1948).
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differences was the depressing realisation that for many 

nationalists these differences were too fundamental to be resolved 

by discussion. There was acrimonious dispute on subjects ranging 

from trade union registration to the overall rate of constitutional 

change. Africans and West Indians expressed the feeling that they 

had been betrayed by the new Government and also by the bureau, 

formerly seen ut» a friend, which now sought to defend the Government. 

In short, the Bureau was regarded as the very tning it professed not 

to be - the Government's "uncritical supporter".

It is true that the -bureau frequently did defend the Government 

against its more radical castigators, usually on the grounds that 

colonial problems were simply not amenable to rapid solution, 

immediately after the election Empire was already anticipating the 

disillusionment to come:

"It seems almost inevitable that many of these exaggerated
hopes should be disappointed ... iSio declaration of 'freedom 1 \
or 'self-determination* is in itself an answer. Political 14
'freedom' will not solve the problems of finding a fair I; 
price in the world markets, of defence, of putting a halt 
to soil erosion, of eradicating pests, of spreading literacy, 
or of securing good labour conditions."56 ,

n 1 
A few months later Ivmpire observed that already the Jeremiahs are

lamenting", and commented:

"Many of the hopes pinned on Labour were ... over-facile.
The Labour j'arty IB not a revolutionary party. Its colonial j
programme is well-known and its evolutionary approach was
absolutely plain to anyone who took the trouble to understand
these natters ... [Also]! it is not just a matter of a Labour
Minister wishing to do certain things? he has to act through
the means of an immense, slow-moving machine ... there is
no magic button for the raan at the top to press." 57

Nevertheless, it would be wrong to refard the Bureau as a body 

concerned chiefly to justify the ways of i/ubour Ministers. Though 

colonial nationalists might understandably feel that a body not

55 Interview with Bite* Hinden. For reports of this conference see 
Ijnpire t May-June, 1946, p.2., and the Bureau's pamphlet Domination 
or Cooperation? (Colonial Controversy Series No. 1, Oct., 1946.)

56 Ktapiro, ^ept.-Oct., 1945, p.l.

57 Ibid.. May-June, 1946, p.l.
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unequivocally for then was against them, the Bureau itself conceived 

its position as sonawhere intermediate between Government and 

nationalists: a vantage point frota which it could perceive the need

for "mutual understanding of each other's actions, and mutual
"S 7 sympathy for each other's difficulties"." Upon occasion its public

attitude moved cautiously closer to that of the nationalists, as 

when, in the year of the Gold Coast riots, Krapire's readers were 

told that

"If we have a complaint against the Labour Govornnent, 
it is ... Cth't7 perhaps our leaders have not fully 
appreciated the logical inevitability of increasing 
colonial discontent, Perhaps, in spite of their speed, 
they have still not gone quite far enough in understanding 
the mentality of the now colonial generation. "5ii

And on the specific details of policy, as might be expected, the 

Bureau was a fund of critical comment.

To turn to the actual record of exchanges between Bureau and 

Office, in order to seek out the details of this critical comment, 

is to approach a central question: how far was the bureau a "power", 

not only behind Labour ^IPs but also behind the Colouial oecretary? 

It is a question that has sometimes been raised before, if not quite 

in that form (which might seen to i °ply the lanifestly untrue, that 

the minister's decisions were taken for iiia by an outside group) 

then in this: to what extent was Creeca Jones's special relationship 

with the Bureau relevant to decisions made while he waa in office? 

At least one well-placed writer - Margaret Cole, a member of the 

Bureau's Advisory Committee until 1947 - baa credited the bureau with

"making suggestion ax°ter suggestion - far too numerous 
to b > listed here - which were taken up in whole or part 
by virtue of the close relationship of its officers and 
members with those who were to run the Colonial Office 
iii the Labour Government; 1 '

and has stated, more generally, that "the Fabian Society could claim

58 Empiret Aug., 1948, p.4.
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that in affairs colonial its influence had played no small part
59 in formulating policy which vas actually carried out". At

the time the sane point vas made often enough, though usually in
60 more sardonic vein, by the Government's parliamentary opponents.

In so far as "the party" was steadily and ijifluentially in contact 
with Colonial Office policy-rmkorH, then, this would certainly 
appear to have boon the key relationship. The material noted in the 

next section may help us to evaluate it,

(ii) Some Issues

For Labour's first few months in office the Bureau and back­ 

bench ill's had no substantial criticisms to offer. The lust Empire 
for 1945 uwelt on the Government's "considerable achievements", 
among which it listed constitutional advances in Ceylon, the intro­ 
duction of common citizenship in Malaya, the appointment of three 
Africans to the Luanda Legislative Council, the establishment of 
an Inter-1'ni.-ersity Council for higher education, the strengthening 
of the Colonial Office's labour section, plans for cooperative 
enterprises and first plans for development corporations. The Bureau 
could plausibly claim that its own earlier publications, discussions 
under Creech Jones's chairmanship and representations to officials 
formed part of the essential background to current decisions about 

these natters; probably it had some of them in aind when projecting 
its pamphlet, in Uecenber 1945, about the Bureau's influence. But 

it was at about the same time that the probationary period - if 
such it was - came to an end. A Bureau meeting decided that a 
government paper just published in Kenya, entitled Land Ut i1i s at ion

$) Cole, op. cit.,, ;>p.333, 2:58.

60 In 19'!9, for example, Lennox~!'oy<i made an elaborate joke out
of the fact that the title of tho Colonial Office's Annual Report
had been changed from The Colonial Kcapiro to The Colonial Territories.
He suggested that this change reflected the influence of the lureau,
which had recently changed its own journal's title fror:i Einp i re to Venture,
lid), Vol. 467, col. 1409 (20 July, 1949).
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and Settlement, had implications disturbing enough to justify a 

deputation to the Office. Thereafter, the Bureau fairly often 

found reason to consider that the Government vas compromising 

party principles, and to propose changes in policy.

What vere the party's principles? In July 1946 Creech 

Jones summarised them thus. First, there should be no racial 

discrimination in colonies but rather a relationship of partnership. 

Second, there should be no minority political privilege but rather 

political freedom leading to democratic self-government. Third, 

there should be no "economic imperialism". Fourti;, the test of

any policy should be the colony's, not Britain's, advantage. In
62 

an Empire editorial the Bureau pronounced this a good summary.

The following are leading examples - they are not an exhaustive list - 

of issues on which the Bureau and specialist Mi's criticised government 

actions or inaction; each one could be seen in terms of a 

principle compromised. With reference to the first principle, 

there were the Govormaent's plans for further European im igration 

and extended European land tenure in Kenya. There was also the 

Government's maintenance of what the Bureau regarded as racially
s*t

discriminatory salary scales in the East African Civil Service. 

With reference to the second, the Bureau criticised government 

failures to consult local opinion and associate it with constitutional 

changes, especially in relatively advanced territories such as Nigeria. 

With more particular reference to the principle of opposing minority

political privilege, it expressed anxiety in 1948 at the drift of
64 power to European unofficials in Northern Rhodesia. With reference

to the third, it drew attention to the dominating role still played 

by overseas firms such as the United Africa Company in colonial 

economic life; and with reference to the fourth, it deplored the 

stress on British consumption needs accompanying colonial development 

plans. As Dr. Hinden expressed it in a memorandum on the Colonial

61 PCB-MM, 10 Dec., 1945.

62 HOP. Vol. 425, cols. 342-6 (9 July, 1946); Empire. Aug., 1946, pp.1-2.

53 Empire, Dec., 1946, p. 1 (report of letter to the Colonial Office).

64 Ibid., Oct., 1948, p. 1.
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Development and Overseas Pood Corporations:

"This is understandable froa the point of view of 
getting British support for such large expenditure. 
But from the point of view of securing colonial 
cooperation it is unfortunate."66

To illuminate the relationship of interest here, it will be 

helpful to discuss more fully the tvo issues among these which 

inspired the most insistent representations: land use in Kenya, and 

Nigerian constitutional progress.

The Kenyan Government sessional paper which prompted the 

bureau's interest in the land issue dealt with both African and 

European settlement, and also with the problems of African "squatters" 

(resident labourers) in th>» White highlands. For African settlement 

it was proposed that a board ahould be established to re-settle 

Africans in already occupied "African" areas in order to make more 

efficient uae of resources, and in addition to survey areas of vacant 

land, undertake experimental settlement schemes, and provide agricultural 

training. For the squatters, the paper declared the Government's 

intention to remedy "the objectionable features about the resident 

labour system". The Government hoped iu particular to bring about 

freer labour conditions and to establish African community centres, 

with town facilities and employment opportunities, in the Highlands. 

For Europeans two now settlement schemes were foreshadowed. A 

Tenant Farming ocheme, with priority for Kenya nationals, would open 

up hitherto unalionated Grown band in the Highlands; and an Assisted 

Ownership Scheme would provide other new farmers with land bought 

from the surplus lands of existing European farms. According to the

paper, about fivo hundred now European farmers could be absorbed "at
67 

this stage".

What chiefly exercised the bureau was the statement that new 

areas of the Highlands were to be unlocked for Europeans, apparently

66 Kita Hinden, 'ihe Development Corporations : Four Points of Doubt 
paper No. 14 of 1947), p. 1.

67 Government of Kenya, Land Utilisation and Settlement. A Statement 
of Government Policy (Sessional Paper No. 8 of 1945). Phrases quoted 
from paras. 53 and 35.
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as the first "stage" of a long-term policy. African claims for 

new land in these areas seamed, in the Bureau's estimation, more 

urgent than European claims. In view of the doctrine of African 

pararaauntcy, never repudiated by any British government, was there 

any good reason why the European claims in this caae should have 

been preferred? This and related "points of doubt", as the Bureau 

called thera, provided the motivation for the .Bureau's deputation.

Apparently the deputation was assured that African interests 

would indeed rank paramount in cases of conflict, and advised t^at 

the Bureau should wait until the respective schemes had boon given a 

chance to work. There the matter rested until the Bureau revived 

the subject in April l'>47. In the course of a letter to the Colonial 

Secretary dealing with a number of Kenyan topics, the bureau's secretary 

observed that European settlement schemes seeded to be receiving more 

attention than African, and asked whether the Minister could now 

raaiie any statement about the possibility of African uettlcuent in
ILQ

the "White" areas. Creech Jones replied at length and with a 

touch of asperity. The secretary's observation seemed to him an 

"odd" one which could not have been based "on any study of the relevant 

facts". European settlement was proceeding "under very stringent 

conditions and on a self-supporting financial basis"; by contrast 

African settlement was a lar^e-scale project which required many 

preliminary surveys and was therefore making an "inevitable Csic] 

pedestrian start". hut the tempo was already increasing (details 

of several schemes were adduced). Concerning the White Highlands, 

Creech Jones firmly defended the existing arrangements:

"Much of the land in European occupation today was for all 
practical purposes vacant when taken up ... Nor can European 
settlement be much modified without prejudice to the economic 
requirements of Kenya ... The African land problem is less 
one of the distribution of existing land ... than of the use 
to which the lands are being put ... It is hardly the case 
that a solution to the Africans' lar^e and complex problems 
can be found by individual or communal settlement of Africans

68 FCB to Colonial Secretary, 24 April, 1947.
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69 
in the Highlands marked for European settlement."

With this answer the Bureau Committee was less than satisfied, 

as was explained in a secretarial raeraorandun to members:

"The Bureau remains anxious ... The Secretary of State 
does not give a categorical statement that the present 
Labour Government will allow non-European settlement 
on the 'vuite 1 Highlands ... There is no doubt that 
advanced African opinion regards such settlement as a 
test of the Labour Government's land policy."70

When in the next few weeks a number of press reports referred 

to substantial new European immigration into Kenya, the Bureau - 

having already sent a formal deputation and a letter - was moved to renew 

its pressure by other means. I?irst, leading committee members visited 

two key officials: Andrew Cohen in the Colonial Office, and iSir 

i'hilip iiitchell, Governor of Kenya, then in England. In neither case, 

however, did they receive much more than an "official" response, 

second, deciding that it had become necessary to compel the Office 

to disclose facts and figures, Bureau members began drafting parliamentary 

Questions. oix of taese were asked by Frederick okinnard between 

June 1947 and February 1943, and John ilynd asked another two later in 

1948. i>y this means the Bureau accumulated the information that 

by oeptecaber 1947, 669 Europeans, of whom 138 were new immigrants, had 

taken up farming land under the two schemes; in addition 259, 

including 93 immigrants, had taken up residential land. For the 

farmers 800,000 ilighland acres had been provided, of which 42,500 

acres were newly alienated Crown land and the rest acquired from 

European owners. For African resottletaent aocae £150,000 had been 

spent, mainly on investigatory schemes, out of £3,000,000 set aside 

for expenditure over ten years. Comprehensive figures relating 

to land made available and numbers of families moved were not 

available, but it was clearly stated in one ansvor that there was 

no new African land "in that part of the Highlauds assigned to

t>9 Colonial .Secretary to I'CB, 22 May, 1947.

70 liita Kinden, Comments on the secretary of State's Keply to the 
Bureau's L »tter on Kenya (FCR paper No. Q of 1947).
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Europeans". Concerning, finally, the scheme for the provision 

of Highland villages for squatters, it appeared that by late 1948 

no steps had been taken other than the appointment of a committee 

to prepare, and possibly publish, a statement of policy.

The conclusions drawn by the Bureau were that progress in the various 

plans for Africans was inadequate, that the White Highlands were still 

being regarded as "sacrosanct" for European ownership, and that "the

European settlers 1 group is being strengthened beyond the limit envisaged
72 

in ... Land Utilisation and Settlement". *" These conclusions seemed to

the Bureau to provide sufficient cause for another approach by formal 

letter, and in June 1949 a letter was sent.

Creech Jones*s reply set out to justify again what the Government 

was doing. With reference to African settlement, his argument was 

that in spite of "a general desire for greater speed, sheer necessity 

has forced a more cautious approach", the limiting factors being "the 

shortage of trained staff and machinery and the need for a clearer 

understanding among Africans as to what is wanted". As for whether 

or not he regarded the White Highlands as "sacrosanct", he made it plain 

that for practical purposes he did.

"I have no desire to reawaken suspicion by seeking to 
re open the land controversies of the past ... Radical 
alterations in land allocation would open out a 
controversy which might prejudice the whole policy of 
development for Kenya. The Settled Area has been 
developed by European enterprise and, indeed, with African 
labour, contributes the major part to the economy and 
prosperity of the country and much of the finances which 
enable schemes to be undertaken in the general territorial 
interests »s well as African interest. I believe that 
if the Settled Area were declared to be generally available 
for African settlement it would have a most disturbing 
effect on the relations between European and African ... 
It would I am afraid engender such a lack of confidence 
that the Government would have the greatest difficulty 
in persuading the European farmer to adopt long-sighted

71 rteply by Hees-Williams, HCD, Vol. 446, col. 203 (29 Jan., 1948). 
The other yuestions were asked on 25 June and 12 Mov., 1947, 11 Feb. 
and 15 Dec., 1948.

72 Land and Settlement in Kenya (FOB paper No. 10 of 1948), p. 4.
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73 and efficient farming policies."

Thereafter the matter was pursued no further. It must be 

concluded that on this issue the Bureau could claim no success at 

all. At the same tirae, it may be questioned whether the Minister 

had in fact compromised a principle. Certainly his arguments in 

support of the Kenyan status quo appeared sharply different in 

flavour from his own restatement of the pararaountcy principle in 

1948 - "tho doctrine of pararaountcy means ... that the interests 

of the over-whelming majority of the indigenous population should

not be sxibordinated to those of a minority belonging to another race,
74 however important in itself" or from the attitude he had expressed

in 19^3, when chairman of the Bureau:

"There is in Kenya a civilisation of a dominant race, 
supported by cheap labour, and that kind of society 
is completely intolerable. The present policy in 
the European highlands of a stratified society, in 
which black can be put to labour for the Europeans on 
the European lands, means the continued existence of a 
dominant people, and that seems to us to be an indefensible 
policy altogether."75

But it is evident that as a Minister he did be.iove his policy to 

be the right one. To extend European holdings 4f^ was to realise 

more of the torritory's economic potential, which was in the interests 

of all the inhabitants and hence fully reconcilable with the doctrine 

of pararaountcy. Thus Creech Jones's policy involved no abandonment 

of principle as he perceived it. And this is the point; for 

paramountcy was always an ambiguous notion, capable of being invoked 

to justify very different policy proposals. By the same to^en there 

were indications that the Government'a attitude towards European 

settlement in general was ambiguous, or at any rate less clearly 

defined than the Government cared to allow. Within the space of a

73 Colonial Secretary to PCls, 16 Aug., 1949.

74 HCD, Vol. 456, col. 869 (22 Sept., 1948). Statement made as an 
oral answer to Question by bkinnard.

75 HOD, Vol. 395, cols. 1907-8 (17 Dec., 1943).
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few weeks in raid-1949* for example, Creech Jonos told the Kuropeans 

of Northern lihodesia that permanent settlenent would have to be 

"controlled" in accordance with British guarantees to the Africans; 

told Parliament that there was no roason why European interests should 

ever conflict with African interests; and strongly defended white
Tf\

settlers against their critics in the UN Trusteeship Council.

In fact, as was pointed out earlier, his position with regard to white

settlers was delicate, and in the circumstances of the time he had

no obvious course but to continue the kind of ambivalent Kenya policy
77

which the Government had inherited. Accordingly it is hardly

surprising that on this issue the Bureau*s pressures had no effect 

other than to elicit from Creech Jones a staunch defence of existing 

policy.

Secondly, Nigerian constitutional advance. During the life 

of the Labour Government, Nigeria received two new constitutions: 

the "Richards Constitution" of 1947 and the "Macpherson Constitution" 

of 1951. The details of these measures need not concern us here. 

The point of interest is the change that occurred between l';47 and 

1951 in the method by which constitutional provisions wore worked

76 On these episodes ;<oe editorial comments in The Economist, 
6 Aug., 1949, pp.283-4.

77 bee above,jcp.22-,3 Another issue which brought out the ambiguities 
of the Government's Kenya policy was that of iirterterritorial 
or^a.dsati n. In December 1943 the Colonial Office published a 
plan for an East African Assembly (Col. No. 191). Its proriaions 
for parity in racial representation raet with African support and 
European criticism. It was later withdrawn and replaced in March 
1947 by revised proposals (Col. No. 210), with provision for a 
multi-racial unofficial majority. The revised proposals met with 
I'luropean support and African criticism. The reader is referred to 
two accounts of these events - iiaqqi, op. cit. f pp.48-57, and 
George liennett, Kenya; A political History (^xford U.T., 1963), pp.100-7; 
instructively enough, he vill find that it is possible for different 
writers to argue (l) that the revised proposals represented a concession 
by the Government to the Europeans (haq^i, pp.33-4), and (2) that 
actually they represented a concession by the L\iroj>eans to the 
Government (liennott, p.106). In fact, Bennett's account is the 
subtler: superficially less plausible, basically more so.



161

78
out, since in this respect the Bureau claims to hava been influential.

The 1947 Constitution was expected by its creator, rfir Arthur 

Hichards, to last for at least nine years. But from its inception - 

indeed from its first publication in proposal form in 1945 - it was 

unpopular among politically active Nigerians, not only because of 

its substance but also because it had, in their opinion, been "imposed" 

without consultation. Subsequent events showed that the Government 

vas keen to avoid this accusation in future. In August 1948 Sir 

John Macpherson, nowly appointed Governor in succession to Richards, 

wade this announcement to the Nigerian Legislative Council:

"The progress already made Cunder tho Richaris Const itutionj 
... has been, in my considered view, so rapid, and so sound 
that I suggest that we might be justified in reviewing our 
tinetable, and th*<t we might consider togother what changes 
should be made, and whether they should be oade earlier than 
originally intended. "79

In MarCii 1949 the Chief Secretary, Hugh Foot, put a resolution before 

tiie Council for the appointment of a select committee to ad^iae "on 

the methods to be adopted for revising the Constitution, with special 

reference to the necessity for consulting ail sections of opinion". 

This committee, under Foot's guidance, proposed a series of conferences

"first at village and divisional level, and then at 
provincial level, when the various Provincial Conferences 
would make recommendations to be considered by Regional 
Conferences ... The views of tlie four jiogional Conferences 
were thon to be considered by a Drafting Committee, ... 
then a General Conference ... before being submitted to the 
Governor and the Secretary of ii

To provide guidance for all those .iscussions Foot prepared a s

of broad questions, of which tlxe first, and most fundamental, were;

"1. ]Jo we wish to see a fully centralised system ... or 
do we wish to develop a federal system ...? 
2. If ve favour a federal system should we retain the 
existing regions ... or should we form regions on sorae now 
basis...?" 81

78 Interview with Rita Hinden.

79 "uoted in Janes vS. Coleroan, Ni/yr»rla.:. Background to Nationalise 
(California U.i'., 1958), p.311.

80 Quoted in I'CB-MM, 22 March, 1949.

81 Quoted iu Obaferoi Awolowo, Awe. (Cambridge U.i\, 1960), p.175.
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The consultative procedure was duly put into effect, culminating 

in the General Conference at Ibadan in January 1950. Of this 

Conference one leading delegate, the tiardeuna of Sokoto, wrote:

"It says a lot for Sir John that ho would not attend 
these meetings himself, neither would he permit any 
European,oxcept the Attorney-General, to be present, 
'ihe matters were of the highest importance to the 
coAintry and to the future of British Administration, and 
yet he left them entirely in our hands."^2

What part did the Bureau play in the formulation of this 

procedure, providing as it did for such wide consultation and local 

participation-' The following is circumstantial evidence.

In June 1947 Azikiwe led a delegation of his party, the National 

Council of Nigeria and the Cameroons, to England, in order to demand 

from the Colonial Secretary further steps towards self-government. 

The delegation also sought, among other things, to enlist the Bureau's 

aid. In August Creech Jones received the delegation but gave it

fairly short measure, insisting that the new constitution should be
83 

given a ci ance to work before changes were proposed. Subsequently

the Bureau decided that although it could not have endorsed the

delegation's more sweeping demands the constitution did have unsatis-
84 

factory features which merited representations. With Faringdon,

Sorensen and Professor Arthur Lewis - the Nigerian experts - in charge 

of drafting, the Bureau then exchanged a series of letters with the 

Minister. Initially the Bureau was mainly concerned with certain 

technicalities of the electoral system. By May 1948 the Bureau had 

received a half-promise that these points would be discussed when 

aspects of the Constituti- u came up for review in 1950, and decided to
oe

sertd no more letters "owing to difficulties in framing".

In the process of correspondence, however, a second theme had 

emerged. From the Bureau's point of view, Nigerian complaints about 

the unilateral way in which the Richards Constitution had been drafted 

could be seen in conjunction with an idea that Dr. llinden in particular

82 Alhaji i>ir Ahmadu Bollo, Sardauna of Sokoto, ifar Life (Cambridge 
U.P., 1962), p.68.

83 Coleman, op. cit.. pp.293-4.

84 FCB-ilM, 30 Sept., 1947.



163

had been canvassing for some time. The idea was that assemblies 

of local people should be set up in the Qore advanced indigenous 

territories to formulate their ovn national constitutions, with the 

administration intervening only to outline the broadest possible 

terns of reference. In a submission to the Colonial Office in 

1946, Dr. Hintlen had argued that the plan would be at once a psycho­ 

logical improve*,ent on previous methods and also perfectly "safe" 

from the British point of view:

"... naking it quite clear that we desire that the people 
should choose their own Constitution and shape their own 
destinies. If such a choice were put before a properly 
elected constituent aasecibly, the decisions reached would 
probably be responsible and by no means revolutionary. 
They would have the great advantage of being the people's 
own decisions and not imposed from above."**"

At the tine the colonies which seetaed most suitable for the experiment, 

in Dr. Hindea's view, were Trinidad, British Guiana, Cyprus and 

Mauritius. liy early 194& no territory seemed more suitable than 

Nigeria, and the Bureau's second letter on Nigeria raised the issue 

thus:

"As you are well aware, political feelings are not in a 
haA>py state in Nigeria, partly due to the whole manner in 
which this Constitution has been imposed, which had a 
strong aura of paternalism about it, and was therefore 
particularly galling to politically conscious Africans. We 
believe that cue of the fow ways of corning to better terms 
would be to call together African representative opinion, 
long before the nine year period is over, and deliberately 
consult it as to revisions in the Constitution."

In reply Creech Jones was non-committal:

"You have used in your letter ... the terra 'African 
representative opinion 1 , although yo » have not suggested 
any definition of the term. The extent to which ... the 
processes of revision of the Constitution can be accelerated 
must depend to sone extent upon the rate at which a 
fully representative body of African opinion emerges and 
matures ... It is only by a period of trial extending over 
sone years that the pace of future advance can be determined."

86 Colonial Policy from the Public Relations i'oint of View (FCB 
Memorandum to Cu, n.d. but clearly 194o), p. 3. Kraphasis in original.

87 J^B to Colonial Secretary, 8 March, 1948; Colonial Secretary to 
PCB, 5 April, 1948.
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let only four months later Macpherson made his announcement to the 

Legislative Council about constitutional revision. One of the 

Nigerian parties thereupon invited borensen aau Jr. uinden to visit 

Nigeria, at the party's expense, to explain the details of the
Bureau's plan. During their visit they called on the Chief Secretary,

78 Foot, and outlined the details to him as well. On returning home
Dr. Hinden formulated the idea in a memorandum entitled A National 

Convention for Nigeria; copies were sent to Croech Jones and Foot.

"Who is to fraae the new constitution?... If the political 
leadership in Nigeria wore all rational and moderate, it 
would certainly be simplest to select a special committee 
to do the job. But ... with the two parties rivalling 
each otiier for popular support, the danger in practice is 
that each might try to outbid the other in criticism of 
any Government-selected committee, and the result might well 
be a boycott of the new committee from the start ...

Hut as the future constitution will almost certainly be 
based on a strengthening of the regional principle, could 
not ... a National Convention be based on the regions as 
well? In other words, each region would be given a total 
representation in proportion to its numbers and might then 
find its own formula for choosing its representatives; the 
constitution for each region would be worked out by the 
representatives of that region alone ...

It is possible that, working on this regional basis, 
all will go well until it comes to choosing the body which 
J.B to decide on the Central Legislature, and then the old 
differences between regions and parties will rear their 
irroconcilablw heads. On the other hand, the mere fact 
of gfring through the process of choosing regional represent­ 
atives and coding to grips with the regional constitutional 
arrangements, might breed a change in psychology **\d a 
greater realism in facing problens, even a greater readiness 
for compromise.

The representation envisaged should be entirely African, 
unless the Africans themselves wish otherwise. British 
advisers could always be in attendance at the deliberations 
to give needed legal or constitutional advice."88

On the face of it, there does seem to have been a direct connection 
between this advocacy and the Government's subsequent decisions on 

procedure. But before judgment is passed there are some other 

considerations to be noted. In the first place, several historians

88 Hita Hinden, A National Convention for Niger ia^gCB paper No. 2a 
of 1949), pp.1-2.
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of this period in Nigerian politics have concluded that a major 

change in the British Government's general approach to Nigerian 

problems took place in 194fl. This has been attributed in part to

the change of Governor. Richards, described by vwolowo as Mself-
89 

contained and oracular", was more commonly described as unpopular.

Macpherson, by contrast, was seen as "a tactful and conciliatory 

official", who, in Awolowo'a view, "clearly recognised the political

forment in the South, and quickly made up his raind to do something to
90 meet the upsurge". Creech Jones himself, working through the

Governor, has been seem as another key figure: according to Goleraan, 

the chang.f of Governor "also meant that A.Creech Jones, the new 

Labourite Secretary of State for the Colonies and a sincere Afrophile

of long standing, was in a stronger position to institute positive
91 reforms". Uzcra, similarly, has suggested that major policy changes

92 at this time were consciously directed from London. In 1948, in

short, it became politically possible for the British Govermaent to

begin making concessions to nationalist demands "with a minimum loss
93 of face". Macpherson's announcement that the constitution would

be revised according to the wishes of the people needs therefore to

be .seen in context as only one of a series of changes announced in
94 that year. From this it would appear that the particular change of

interest here would have taken place with or without the Bureau's 

intervention.

In the second place, concerning the method of consultation, it 

may be noted that the procedure adopted was not quite that which the

89 Awolowo, op. cit., p.230; Colo&mn, op. cit., p.309 and W. B. 
Harailton, "The Evolution of British Policy towards Nigeria" in Robert 
0. Tilnan and laylor Cole (eds.), The Migurian Political dcene (Duke 
U.iJ ., mirhara, N.(., 1962), p. 37.

90 Coleman. lop, cit.; Awolowo, op. cit., p.231.

91 Coleiaan, loc. cit.4 Creech Jones's "non-committal" letter to the 
Bureau was written shortly before the change of governor took place.

92 K. Lzera,, Constitutional Development in Nigeria. (Cambridge U.P., 
1960), p.83n.

93 Coleman, loc cit.

94 For an account of some of the other changes see Coleman, op. cit.. 
pp.310, 312-6, and Hamilton. OD. cit.. m>.37-8.
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Bureau had proposed. Instead of three regional conventions and 

a national convention vith a large number of delegates there was a 

process of participation from the grass-roots up, with no single 

body, including the General Conference, being nrnch larger than 

committee size. Coleman observes that Azikiwe's MfCNC, then the 

most radical of the parties, "would have preferred a national

constituent assembly. The official method ... appeared to then to
95 give too much weight to traditional authorities."

These consiuerations weigh against the Bureau's ?x>st hoc claim 

to have decisively influenced official policy. At the same time they 

too provide purely circumstantial evidence and are not basically at 

odds with the claim. If the scheme implemented differed in details 

from the Bureau f s scheme, it was designed to serve exactly the aarae 

principle - that if only for psychological reasons, Nigerians should 

be permitted to achieve their own compromises on the substance of 

their constitution. And if it were true that the Government's 

procedure gave more say to relatively conservative forces in Nigeria, 

this too was an objective on which the Bureau's ideas, to judge by 

its earlier statements, were ranch the same as the Government's - even 

if Bureau and Government differed, again, on points of method. Given 

the lack of substantial evidence against the Bureau's claim it would, 

at the le.i*t, be uncharitable to contest it strenuously.

To /reneralise tentatively from these two leading examples, it 

would appear that the Bureau's degree of success in influencing policies 

was not simply a function of the special relationship between Bureau 

and Minister. The degree of success was related also to the nature 

of the issue, the other pressures being applied on the Office from 

different sources, and the current broad trends of events - to say 

nothing of the independently formed ideas of the policy makers themselves. 

This generalisation may be tested by a very brief discussion of some 

other types of issues on which the Bureau claimed varying degrees of 

success.

95 Coloman, op. cit.« p.312.
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Not all of the Bureau's pressures concerned matters of

political principle (although these did inspire the strongest pressures) 

Another area of concern was the administrative gap between the Office 

and the men in the field, between policy formulation at home and 

policy implementation in the colonies, on such natters as trade union 

legislation, cooperation and colonial raining. On matters like these 

the Bureau seldom offered complaints about the actual policy statements   

not surprisingly, since its ovn ideas were often flatteringly 

evident in them. Thus llall's white paper of April 1946 on cooperation 

drew extensively from the Bureau's 1945 pamphlet Cooperation in the 

Colonies, and Creech Jones's 1946 white paper on colonial wining policy

incorporated many of the Bureau's ideas proposed in lextor form in
96 

August, 1943. Rather, the complaints took this form:

"iiore and more disturbing reports come in from all over 
the Eiapire, of the hostile - or, at best, negative attitude 
of local officials to instructions from London. We 
have often commented on the impressive quantity and quality 
of the tohj.te Papers and despatches sent out by the Colonial 
Office. But what happens on the spot?*.. The 1946 memor­ 
andum on Colonial Mining Policy Cfor exanple] ... proposed 
that mineral rights in ail colonies should be nationalised, 
and that colonial governments should themselves consider the 
operation of mines, and the strict control of all concessions 
where government operation was impossible. This waa designed 
to put an end to the old system of exploitation by private 
mining companies ... There are reports of how this particular 
memorandum evoked cynical laughter in Colonial Secretariats, 
and was then cast into convenient pigeon-hoJos. Are Labour 
Ministers to sit quiet under this sort of thing?"97

Whether they were or not, there is some indication that Creech Jones 

was not altogether prepared to sit quiet undor this sort of criticism. 

In a series of letters to the Minister in 1947 and 1948 the Bureau 

argued the case for the appointment of a Mining Adviser in the Office.

96 Cooperation in the Colonies (FCB, 1945) and Col. No. 199, 
The Cooperative ovoment m the Colonies (HMSO, 1946)j FCB to 
Colonial Secretary, 16 Aug., 1943, and Col. No. 206, Memorandum on 
Colonial Mining Policy (iiMSO, 1946).

97 Empire. March, 1948, p.2.
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In the Bureau's view, Creoch Jones's answers to questioning by Skinnard 

in the House had clearly revealed the breadth of the "unfortunate gap" 

between enunciation and implementation, and hence the need for an 

official "to keep the eye of a watchdog on how policy is beiugirapleaen- 

ted". In his replies Ureech Jones consistently argued that the Bureau 

vas overstating the position; that he had ample evidence that 

colonial govemnenta vere "endeavouring to apply the principles of 

the neuorandura"; and that in the Office the watchdog function was

already being carried out by the Geological Adviser and certain other
98 officials. Eventually the -ureau expressed satisfaction with these

99 
answers and published selections from the correspondence in Kr.ipiro_«

Pron this example at least it is not apparent that the Bureau would 

have made ouch headway with its wider complaint about administrative 

inertia, even if the comi>laint had been accepted as justified. Our 

tentative generalisation stands.

Another field of interest to the Bureau was the Office's public 

relations. 1'ron an early stage of the Government's life the Bureau 

argued that Labour's work was "not understood and appreciated", and

that the Office's style of performance and presentation was partly
1OO 

to blame. The bureau has since claimed a fair degree of success

for its representations in this field, and once again there is 

some circumstantial evidence of the post hoc ergo propter hoc variety. 

In 1946, for example, the Bureau more than once urged the Office to 

resume publication of annual reports of the kind tried experimentally 

before the war. 100 The Office did so in 1947- In aid 1946 it 

urged the Colonial secretary to begin appointing a different type of 

governor, since until then there had been "no spectacular chan.njos" 

in spite of the fact that "one of the acts by which the people of 

a colony jucigt the Imperial Government is by its choice of governors ...

98 In particular, FCB to Colonial secretary, 8 March, 1948; Colonial 
Secretary to Hli, 2 April, 1948.

99 l*CB-MM f 27 April, 1948; Empire. May 1948.

100 Colonial I'olicy from the i^ablic Isolations i'oint of Vioy (FCb
memorandum to CO, n.d. but clearly 1946), pp.1-2; Information and
Surveys f (ditto}. pp.1-3; Umpire, Dec., 1946, pp.1-2 (report of letter to CO).

101 Interview with Rita llindon.
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It should be recognised that the Governor sets the tone for the
102 whole social relationships in the colony". By the end of that

year the Bureau was able to applaud in Ifetp.ire the appointeient of 

two former Labour Mi's, i'.C.H. Douglas and Lord Vinster, to the governor­ 

ships of £!alta and Cyprus respectively; more especially, perhaps, 

the second appointment, since Vinster had been chairman of the Bureau 

sub-conmittee which produced Cooperation in the Colonies. At about

the same time the Bureau began to argue the case for convening a
103 grand "Colonial Conference" in London. Such an assembly, the

African Conference, was indeed convened by Creech Jones in 1948, if 

with very little publicity. A fourth proposal, raade late in 1947, 

was that the Office should stage "a really first-class colonial

exhibition which would bring the problems of the colonios to life for
104 

a much broader public than conference decisions ca, over reach".

It is at least possible that this suggestion lay behind the most 

grandiose attempt ever made by the Office to publicise its work: the 

exhibition "Spotlight on the Colonies" which toured London and the 

provinces continuously from 1949 to 1954,

None of these sequences of events, of course, provides "proof" 

of influence. In each case there is no logical barrier to the 

argument that the Office would have done it anyway. But if the Bureau's 

own claira to successes in this field is allowed - and empirically it 

appears reasonable to allow it - then we might extend our tentative 

generalisation in this way. Special relationships apart, the Bureau 

seens from the examples discussed to have been more influential, 

first, with regard to the Office's domestic rather than its overseas 

activities; second, at the policy discussing, rather than implementing, 

stage in economic, rather than political, fields; and third, with 

reference to political issues (such as the Nigerian constitution) on 

which its views blended fairly easily with povermaental views in any 

case, rathor than those (such aa Kenyan settlement) on which the

102 Colonial Policy from the Public Relationa Point of /Jew, p. 2.

1°3 Empire, Dec., 1946, ioc. cit.

104 Ibid.. Nov., 1947, p. 1.
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government either thought differently in the first place or was 

obliged by a vider conflict of interests to avoid taking too cloarly 

defined a view. In short, the less politically difficult an issue 

the greater the Bureau's influence; the more difficult, the less 

the Bureau's influence.

In conclusion, the main significance of the "special relationship" 

seems to have been indirect and retrospective rather than direct and 

immediate. That is, it seems clear that many of the ideas and 

policies applied by Creech Jones in office had their basis in ideas 

formulated in the Bureau before Labour took office. The wartime 

Bureau had been a context within wrich Creech Jones had presided over 

the discussion of countless colonial topics, and had helped to commit 

many detailed policy proposals to paper. Thus, to the extent that he 

implemented these proposals once in office he was giving effect to 

ideas already conceived, raf'ier than succumbing to current pressures. 

After the war the Bureau wad an outside ;Toup: unique, hyper-active, 

comprising several of his closest political friends, but nevertheless 

a group outside the Government and in no sense the director of its 

current colonial policies.

(iii) r'arty Machinery

A formal organisational chart of the party in the later forties 

would have indicated, with respect to colonial affairs, a division of 

labour among three coranittees: the Commonwealth and Imperial Sub­ 

committee of the NEC, the colonial subject group of the parliamentary 

party, and the Imperial Advisory Committee.

These bodies were raoant to have complementary memberships, 

representing the decision making leadership, the interested back benchers, 

and the experts. In theory they also had complementary functions, 

tiroadly, the NEC sub-committee was supposed to consider problems of 

party policy and to supervise the formulation of j^olicy statements for 

sndorsement at conferences? it had been »et up in March 1946 "to reduce 

the work of the International sub-coraiaittae", with Donis iiealey, at 

that tirae secretary of the party's International Jepartwent, as
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secretary. The subject group, under Lord Faringdon's chairman­ 

ship, was supposed to koop a watching brief on government decisions, 

to work out arguments and tactics for parliaraentary debate, to hear 

speakers and generally to inform itself. The Imperial Advisory 

Committee, with 1'aringdon and Greenidge as chairman and secretary 

in tho later forties, was meant to provide most of the working 

papers for both the sub-committee's and the HPs' consideration.

The formalities were not very close to the realities. Of the 

three only the back-bench group, which net once a week or so during 

sessions, was really maintained in working order. With the party 

in power the NEC sub-committee found itself without a leading role 

and all but ceased to function, even th ugh its membership included, 

at various stages, such prominent figures as Attlee, Griffiths and

Driberg. The luperial Advisory Committee too fell on lean days.
107 

Though it continued to produce a few papers a year its members were

too busy in their other roles to spare it much time, and its old 

functions were effectively taken over by the Fabian Colonial »iureau. 

It was eventually wound up in 1950.

The apparent inadequacy of this machinery in the early post-war 

years was treated as a matter of concern by tho Fabians, if by no-one 

else; Empire first announced its anxiety in August 1946. Party 

leaders could perhaps be excused if they felt that the Bureau itself 

was more than sufficient compensation for any lack. But in January 

1948 Dr. Hinden raised the matter formally in separate discussions with 

Creech Jones and Healey. Creech Jones suggested only that a meeting 

might be convened to consider the matter. Subsequently, vith an 

accompanying request to "let me know if I have trodden on the corns 

of the International Department in any way", Dr. Hinden submitted to 

Healey a memorandum entitled The Handling of Colonial Affairs by the 

Labour Party.

105 1946 Conference He ;ort, p.25.

106 These two having succeeded, rospectxvely, Croech Jonos and 
Leonard WooIf in 1945.

107 See, e.g., tho titles noted in 1943 Conference Ueport, p.20.
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This was an intoreating document. After a critical account 
of the party's existing comnittees - in the course of which Healey's 
corns were firmly trodden on with the comment that the NEC sub­ 
committee had "no proper secretarial guidance °r advice" - ")r. Hinden 
argued that

"The detailed coherent colonial work within the Party is done by the Fabian Colonial Bureau ... The Bureau's position is, however, completely unofficial ... Also, its effectiveness depends to a dangerous degree on personal relationships between itself and the present Ministers at the Colonial Office ...There is a good case for an independent body like the Bureau to continue to function actively in this field ... At the same time ... [there aro) certain special fields where only the Party can act. Such a special field is likely to be arising in the creation of socialist contacts between the European countries on the one hand, and the Asiatic and other colonial countries on the other ... The Fabian Colonial Bureau has many of the contacts and information, but it can clearJLy not itself take any official part in the discussions on such n, matter. The initiative must come from the Labour Party itself ...
The suggestion is, therefore, that the Party should consider the creation of a special colonial - or better. Commonwealth - department. It should begin with a nucleus of at least one full-time person with a knowledge of these problems."108

But this communication does not seem to have provoked any activity 
in the International Department, nor is there any indication that the 
meeting proposed by Creech Jones ever took place. It was left to 
Dr. Hinden to keep the isisue alive. In July she wrote a^ain to 
Healey, approaching on a different front and erguing in more urgent terms.

"There are now over 3,000 colonial students in this country, and there is a constant stream of visitors from the colonies - very often delegations of a political nature ... While the Labour Party ioes nothing to m. et and greet these people, the Communist Party does everything. The Communists bring out a regular African News bheet waich is distributed free to everyone who asks for it, always - I understand - accompanied by a letter inviting visits to their Colonial Department and expressing a readiness to take up any grievances or problems. I need hardly add that those offers are often taken advantage of. I know, from very considerable contact with the students here, that few of them have any real respect or -ffection for the Labour

IO8 Hinden to nealey, 26 Jan., 1948; end., The Handling of Colonial Affairs by the Labour Party (3pp.).
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Party; they feel that the Party takes no interest in then, 
even though its spokesmen are ready enough to say that 
Africa is the solution of all Britain's economic problems ... 

Vhat is needed is ... someone who will receive the people 
from the colonies, will keep in to^ch with th« colonial students 
here, occasionally attend thoir meetings, talk to them about 
their problems, represent the Labour Party at their Conferences, 
perhaps eventually visit some of the colonies in the name of 
the Party and so on. "109

This letter probably did not reveal much about Communist activities 

which the party hierarchy did not already know, for these activities 

were becoming common political knowledge at the time. Only three days 

after the letter was written a front-bench Conservative ill" made almost 

exactly the same point in a Commons debate:

"If the Colonial Office will not look after these students then 
the Communist Party will. 1 was interested to read in the Daily 
Worker a short time ago that so many of the West Indians vho had 
come over on the * Empire Windrush 1 were already happily placed 
in Communist homes. "

Almost certainly, however, it was Dr. Hinden's letter which prompted the 

party to take action. Immediately prior to its despatch the party seems 

to have had no relevant plans other than a vague idea, communicated by 

Healey to the Fabians, of "doing sorae research on colonial policy". 

Shortly afterwards it was learnt that Attlee had authorised the appoint­

ment of a "political worker" to carry out precisely the functions
112suggested in the letter.

Early in 1949, K.G. (Eddie) Farmer, a London University economics 

graduate, was appointed to the post with the title of Colonial Assistant, 

International Department. In a letter to the Bureau Farmer stressed 

that he would like all the help it could give him; he also asked, and 

was given, permission to attend the Bureau's meetings as an observer.

109 Hinden to H«aley, 5 July, 1948.

110 David Gararaans, HCD, Vol. 453, col. 614 (8 July, 1948).

111 Quoted in Hinden to Healey, 5 July, 1948.

112 Interview with John Hatch.

113 Farmer to FCB, 29 April, 1949.
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Indicative of his activities was the publication of a four-page 

leaflet which, as from raid 1949, was distributed aaong colonial students 

arriving in Britain. Signed by the party secretary, Morgan Phillips, 

it invited students to make contact with Farnor and their university 

Labour Societies, and hoped they would "learn something of the work 

we are doing to build a democratic socialist society and to make a

decisive contribution to the political and economic advancement of
114 

those territories in which we share the responsibilities of government."

In October Fanaer arranged for several colonial studtmts to attend the 

party's annual conference, and in November was given space in Venture 

to describe his work. It emerged frora his article that underlying 

all his efforts to provide hospitality, maintain contact with students 

and so on, the main - ami roost difficult - task was to "prove" the 

party's "sincerity". His was a job, it soetns, which required 

essentially diplonatic skills.

In 1950 farmer took over from Healey the secretaryship of the NEC's 

Commonwealth v>ub-coraniitteo, and began to be referred to as "Conmonwealth 

Officer". from these beginnings, as will be seen later, the work 

steadily expanded until eventually, in 1>58, the party established a 

full-scale Com; ionwealth Department,

(ivj The Dormant Loft

Throughout the 1945-5> period Labour's parliamentary left wing 

wt;s virtually silent on colonial issues. Certainly 'ulestino, until 

the settlement of 1948, was a quasi-colonial issue which aroused left- 

wing HL'SJ but the resulting activity barely touched the Colonial Office 

and its ministers, since for almost all purposes the minister regarded 

as responsible was Bevin, the 1'oraign Secretary. No party conference 

in the period witnessed a left-wing coup conparable to t,hr,t of 1942. 

The list of parliamentary motions remained innocent of the kind of 

radical demand which left-wingers were later to table so frequently.

114 WelcoDo to Britain (the Labour Party, 1949).

115 Venture. Kov., 1949, p.7.
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In the House there were no articulate spokescien for the older i.obsonian 

view of Linpire as exploitation - though there were several prepared to 

dissociate the party from it when Conservatives taunted thcia with, lor 

example, Cripptfs youthful extremism. 116 Occasionally a back-bencher 

would express disillusion with official policy on the basis of a 

sentimental notion of international fraternity, of a sense of solidarity 

between the .ritish "workers" and the colonial "oppressed". Thus the 

Vest Indian-born l>r. H.b. Morgan in 1946:

"Welfare work in the colonies is not enough. Development 
is not enough. Trusteeship is not enough, not from the 
Labour Party point of view. I understand the old legalistic 
idea of trusteeship put forward with great condescension, 

help, and good will from the other side, but I cannot under­ 
stand why there is not some difference in tho policy enunciated 
from this side ... Cannot we regard colonial human beings aa 
our brothers in a systera of brotherhood? ... Havo we not 
realised that these people are hucmn beings, brothers of a 
different rac« and colour?"117

But if there was no rallying-point for the left inside Parliament, 

there was always a potential one outside. T.ien in his late fifties, 

J?enn«r Brockway had boon a conscientious objector in the first world 

war, an IUJ Member of the 1929-31 Parliament, and an energetic worker 

and journalist in countless humanitarian and socialist causes. One 

of his oany roles in the raid-forties was that of chairman of the 

British Centre against Itaperialisra. >\n organisation of modest means 

in which Brockwayvas associated with Frank liorntbin (also chairman of 

the Pttbian Colonial bureau) and Professor Harold Laski, the Centre 

promoted occasional conferences and Maintained /?ood contacts with 

several of the more radical colonial student societies and nationalist 

bodies in London. In July 1946 Brockway drew attention to the Centre's 

existence and its views in a letter written from the Centre's addrosa 

to the Haijchoster Guardian;

"I do not know whether Ministers, Mi's, and the public realise 
how deep has been tho disillusionment caused by last week's 
colonial debate. During the laat few days I have met many 
representatives of the colonial peoples and I find that their

116 Soe, e.g., the exchange between Lennox-Boyd and liaden (most
HOP. Vol. 453, col. 645 (8 July, 1948). " *

117 HCD.. Vol. 425, col. 287 (9 July, 1946).
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attitude towards the Government und Britain has undergone 
a radical change.

t>ince the general election the tendency among them has been 
to give the Labour Government :i chance to inaugurate a new 
relationship. Now the hope of this has gone. It was not 
merely the small attendance ... it was the policy announced 
by the Govo/*nraent which has brought about the shock. Mr. 
Hall . . . emphasised the continuity of his policy with that of 
his Tory predecessor, and even Mr. Creech Jones ... stressed 
the altruism of Britain towards the colonies rather than the 
right of the colonies to govern themselves ... The colonial 
peoples do not desire Britain to be good to then* They desire 
to have the freedom to decide their own

In 1947 Hrockway rejoined the Labour Party after more than thirty 

years with the ILP. In the same year he began moving into wider 

spheres of activity bearing upon colonial affairs. A conference in 

April, convened by the Centre and attended by representatives of the 

Pan-African Federation and the Coloured Workers' Association, agreed 

on the need to establish a stronger organisation whose aims would be 

to brief UN delegates about the grievances of colonial peoples and to

"retrieve the honour of British socialism in the eyes of the colonial
119 peoples". Drockway was included in the five-man committee. And

in June 1948 he was elevated to the international chairmanship rf a 

new body, the Congress of Peoples against Imperialism . The British 

section at least of this organisation never pretended to much strength 

or influence, but the Congress merits more than a passing mention. 

For it contained the seeds of the Movement for Colonial Freedom, and 

this can be seen both in its expressed objectives und in the kind of 

intra- jiarty support which it attracted.

The Congress was born at a conference in Puieaux, near I'aris. 

According to the record of proceedings there were 325 delegates from 

87 organisations in 33 countries. Conceived by Blura, Hollet and other 

French socialists as a weans for evolving among c loiiial nationalists 

and European socialists a comraon economic policy, the conference did 

not in fact proceed a» planned. The African and Asian delegations

118 Hancheater Cm ; rdian, 20 July, 1946.

119 Harold Soref and lan Greig, The Puppeteers (Tandera Books, 1963), 
p. 40.



177

made clear their rejection of any such ties with European policy, 

net separately and established the Congress with Brockway as 

International Chairman. Brockway has written that "this was a

turning-point in my life"; from this time on his energies were to
120 

be devoted almost entirely to colonial causes.

Affiliation with the Congress was opened to "all organisations 

for national liberation in dependent territories and to anti-imperialist

organisations in the metropolitan countries" wliich accepted the
121 Congress's Charter and Resolutions. The Charter was drawn up by

Brockway and others. The core of the lengthy section on British 

colonies, endorsed with "complete unanimity" by British and British 

colonial delegates, read as follows:

"We reject any theories about the 'cultural and political 
unfitiiess 1 of any people for full immediate independence 
and equally the imposition of schemes like 'Pouinion Status 1 , 
'Indirect Rule', etc., as a substitute i'or self-determination 
and genuine self-government. These schemes are merely 
replacements of the earlier naked and open exploitation of 
the colonies, utilising the method of collaboration with 
the native bourgeoisie who themselves fear mass movements. 
By this alliance for the joint exploitation of colonial 
peoples the imperialists are seeking to safeguard the 
dominance of finance-capital in these countries.

We reject any economic development schemes such as the 
East and West African groundnut projects in which the 
indigenous peoples are not fully consulted or in which they 
do not act as equal partners ...

We vehemently protest against the employment of force 
in dealing with the grievances of the colonial peoples. 
Within a short period we have witnessed the use of physical 
suppression in the Gold Coast, Malaya and British Guiana. 
We believe these methods to be utterly unworthy of the 
British Labour Movement ...

We demand that the British Government ... meet the 
representatives of the colonial peoples and in agreement 
with thera appoint a time limit after which British rule will 
cease and power be haiidod over to democratically-elected 
constituent assemblies."

The Charter also demanded "agrarian reform", industrial development, 

the abolition of "repressive colour legislation", a health scheme,

120 Brockway, Outside the Kigh.tt p.41. Brockway's account of the 
conference is in ibid.. pp.41-3.

121 Charter of the Congress of Peoples against Imperialism (raiia.,1948), p.l
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free education, and other social and economic changes. It ended by 

stipulating that British representatives in colonies "should be 

appointed from those vho fully accept the rights of the colonial

peoples to freedom and vho are animated by a sense of full racial
122 

equality".

Ifuch of this harked back to the traditional neo-Hobsonian notions; 

the references, for example, to "the dominance of finance-capital" and 

the Marxist class-categories - "native bourgeoisie" as against "saasa 

movements". But it also anticipated the Movement for Colonial 

Freedom's insistence that the raain issue, the right to "full immediate 

independence", could be dissociated from economic matters: that the 

level of economic development was not, whatever British governments 

said, a criterion of readiness for self-government. The existence 

of a mass "national liberation" movement was sufficient criterion, 

and hence, since such movements were even then corning into being, the 

demand that "time limits" be specified. It was a demand that Brockway

and the Congress were frequently to repeat. Newly re-elected to
123 Parliament, Brockway voiced it at the 1950 Labour Party conference;

a year or so later, a Congress publication added the gloss that if

nationalist movement and colonial power failed to agree on a terminal
124 date, then "the United Nations must be enpowored to fix a period".

It was also the denand wh>ch Conservatives were raost frequently to cite, 

during the fifties, as the principal proof of left-wing impracticality.

AS a working institution the Congress was probably hampered by 

the oddities of its organisation. Brockway^ns International Chairman, 

yet the International Headquarters and the General Secretary were in 

Paris. In London Brockway wore another hat us Co-Vice Chairman of

122 Charter of the Congress of Peoples Against Imperialism (raim., 1948) 
. 1-4 .

123 1950 Conference Reuort, p. 124.

124 The Colonial Peoples Appeal to the United Nations (CPI, Jan., 1952), 
p. 30.
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the affiliated British section, of vhichja Gold Coaat ,ifricau, J.
i *J*? 

Kwesi Larnptey, was Chairman. But what probably restricted the

Congress most, paradoxically, was the very breadth of its objectives. 

No organisation could be expected to push such a sweeping progratuine 

very far past the manifesto stage, let tho alternative course, to 

work in the Fabian style towards limited concrete goals in an attempt 

to influence officials, did not seera to appeal greatly to the Congress. 

It proved, in fact, to be a somewhat inward-looking organisation. 

Brockway's International Committee assembled quarterly to hear reports 

on their current activities by representatives of the affiliated 

nationalist movements, and once a year or so it organised a conference 

at which resolutions on large topics were approved. The first such 

conference was held in London in October 1949 and concerned "The Colonies 

and War"; rather more than a year later a second conference discussed 

"Africa". These were delegate conferences, restricted to participants 

who accepted the Congress Charter. Thus the Fabians, for example, 

were not invited, although the Congress did send the Bureau publicity

material for the 1949 conference with the expressed hope that "you
126 

will give notice of it in your columns". (The Bureau did not.)

In due course the Congress arrived at what was probably a fairly 

precise description of its functions: "to disseminate information 

[through a regular bulletin! and to defend the claims of each colonial

territory without intervening in matters of the tactics of each Caution- 
127 

aliat} movement." by the early fifties these affiliated movements

included Nkruraah's Convention i'eople's Party, Azikiwe's National 

Council of Nigeria and the Cameroons, Kenyatta's Kenya African Union, 

the Uganda African Congress and similar movements in oierra Leone and 

the Sudan, as well aa a number of organisations based in French North 

and West Africa. But there ia no indication that any of these bodies -

125 Lanptey, at that time a leading Nkrumahist, was to break from 
Nkrumah's party in August 1951 in the belief that Nkruraah was not pressing 

htrd enough for self-government. He was later prominent in the Ghanaian 
opposition. Dennis Austin, Politics in Ghana 1946-1960 (oxford U.P., 1964), 

pp.167, 181, 334n.

126 CJ'I to PCB, 1 July, 1949.

127 The Colonial Peoples Appeal to the United Nations, p. 1.
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128 except Kenyatta's, in the period 1950-3 - over regarded the

Conjrross as much more than a proclainor of Manifestos.

In another respect, however, the Congress had a significance 

which should not bo underestimated. It was the first post-war 

organisation concerned with colonial issues to attract the attention 

and support of a proportion of the Parliamentary Labour Party's 

left-wing members; to bring colonial issues into suitable 

ideological focut>, and to provide the kind of venue - still are in 

the forties - within which they could meet the Azikiwes, Avolovos 

and Nhrumahs. Twenty-three Labour flPs were anon^ the sponsors of

the 1949 Conference on colonies and war. A few of these names
129(Coldrick, Crawley, liankin) read oddly in context - a normal enough

feature oi' any such list. Apart from these it was substantially a 

list of left-wingers, ranging from the well-known (Silverman, Hikardo, 

Fred Lee) to the obscure (including several elected in 1945 and 

destined to disappear frora Parliament in 1950). These did not 

constitute a solid bloc of MPs; many of then did no hing for the 

Congress other than lend it their names. They nevertheless provided 

an indication that the Pabians held only a near-Monopoly, not a total 

.' jono^ol^', of party interest in the field. If the parliamentary left 

was generally silent on colonial affairs it was not entirely for 

lack of interest; what was lacking, rather, was a leader and - Palestine 

excluded -- an issue. In the 1950-1 Parliament the loft was to find 

both.

128 iieo below, pp.3/gh20.

129 William Coldrici. was a right-wingwr who later became an 
enthusiastic advocate of Central African federation; Aidau Crawley 
was currently Creech Jones'a PPo and later becorae a Conservative

w

MP; John Jiankin was a member of the ?abian Colonial Bureau cotornittee 
and of its parliamentary panel.
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3. The Party and Groups. 1950-1

The heightening of interest in this period was not confined to 

Labour's left; it was characteristic of the "liberal" side of 

politics in general. It requires explanation mainly in terms of 

events and the kinds of issues thought to be at stake, but also, 

partly, in terms of the activities of a few key individuals.

First, two of the individuals. At the election of February 

1950 brockway became an MP, He lost no time in spreading his 

parliamentary wings. Before the new session was three debating days 

old he had criticised the party front bench for the decision to 

exile oeretse Khaiaa from Bechuanaland, and had given notice of his 

intention to move an adjournment for discussion of the case. Behind 

the scenes he was approached by the "Keep Left" group of Hfs and agreed 

to join them and specialise for them on colonial issues.

personal network of colonial friendships, many of them formed through 

tue Congress of Peoples, could now be put to parliamentary use. Thus, 

in the course of a "long political talk" with Jorao Kenyatta in Kenya 

in mid-1950 he arranged for information to be sent from Kenya as

material for MPs and drew up initial plans for a parliamentary petition
132 on land use in Kenya - of which more later.

The other key individual was the Reverend Michael Scott. An 

Anglican cleric of passionate idealism, Jcott had lived and worked in 

London's East End, in India, and since 1943 in Uouth Africa. He had 

recently returned to England after being declared a prohibited resident 

by the South African government. Early in 1950 he began working with 

a number of liberal-minded groups. He had already" connect ions with 

the Anti slavery Society} two other bodies which had not normally 

taken an interest in African problems, the Union of Democratic Control 

and the National Peace Council, both decided to do so at this time,

130 iiC.I), Vol. 472, cols. 291, 297 (8 March, 1950).

131 Outside the Right, pp.79-80.

132 Fenner Brockway, African Journeys. (Gollancz, 1955), pp.89-90.
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partly as a result of Scott's advocacy. 133 For the UDC he produced 

a pamphlet, Shadow Over Africa, to which Tom Driberg, one of several 

Labour MPs on the Union's executive, contributed a foreword. In 

raid-year the Union forned an Africa Committee and arranged a discussion 

on Africa at one of its conferences. In both these respects it was 

foreshadowed and to some extent overshadowed by the NPC, a body whose 

chairman, Reginald borensen, was sympathetic to African causes. Scott 

formed and presided over an Africa Committee of the Council and in 

June 1950 convened a conference of "representatives of political, social 

and religious societies" to discuss what was termed "The Human Crisis 

in Africa". The main resolution of this conference will serve to 

illustrate the characteristic attitudes of its convenor:

"This conference welcomes the moral awakening, as shown by 
the activity of many organisations, political, religious 
and social, in this country, for the establisliment of racial 
equality and mutual trust in Africa ... this conference 
particularly affirms ... its support for the proposals of 
the Reverend Michael Scott that the welfare of Africa can 
be best achieved through the full and equal cooperation of 
Africans in all schemes of social and economic development ... 
The Conference ... calls upon all groups in church, society 
and state and on all people of goodwill to support the people 
of Africa in achieving their freedom on a basis of equality; 
believing that by so doing new ways of goodwill and peace 
will be found."134

133 Both the UDC and the NPC were long-established - having been 
founded, respectively, in 1914 and 1908 - and enjoyed distinguished 
support. Among the UDC's executive committee members in 1930 were 
Kingsley Martin (chairaan), Basil Davidson (secretary), Ritchie Gilder, 
and the Labour MPs Harold Davies, Tom Driberg, Elwyn Jones and G-eorge 
Wigg. The MFC's president was Lord Boyd Orr and its cliairr.an Reginald 
Sorensen MP; among its numerous "vice-'residents" were Ritchie Calder, 
G. D. H. Cole, Clement iavies MP, Victor Uollancz, C. E. M. Joad, hewlett 
Johnson, Kingsley Martin, Gilbert Murray, John Hiddleton Murry, John 
Parker MP, Canon Charles Haven, Dame tiybil Thomdike, Rev. Leslie Weather- 
head and Francis Williams - a fair cross-section of the "liberal estab- 
lislunent".

134 The Human Crisis in Africa. Resolution of conference arranged 
by the Africa Committee of the NPC, 10 June, 1950 (raim.), p.l. Among 
the organisations invited to support this Africa Committee was the 
Fabian Colonial Bureau. Sorensen, in his two capacities as CUairrnan 
of the NPC and vice-chairman of the Bureau, was keen to develop links 
between the two bodies. The Bureau coraraittee agreed to let its assistant 
secretary serve on ticott's Africa Committee in an individual capacity,

(cont'd...)
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Thus, in effect, Scott's arrival was announced, and with it the 

principles which were to animate some intense pressure activity in 

the years ahead.

The Fabian Colonial Bureau too was being affected by the 

movements of key individuals. In July 1950 Eita Ilinden, feeling 

after ten years' service the need for a change, resigned the secretary­ 

ship. At the same time ill-health obliged iiorrabin to step down 

from the chair. Four other committee members, Dumpleton, Hughes,

Skeffington and Skinnard, had lost their parliamentary seats at the
135 

election and could not always find time to attend. With these

losses, and with Creech Jones replaced in office by Griffiths, a 

relative stranger to the Bureau, it seemed that a phase had ended 

and that the character of the Bureau's work must change. Dr. liinden 

herself, speaking at the Bureau's tenth anniversary dinner late in 

195O, suggested that the Bureau was indeed entering a new stage of 

its existence. From 1940 to 1945 the task had been to criticise, 

and to express colonial aspirations. Prom 1945 to 1950 there had 

been a responsibility to see not only what should but %hat could be 

done. Now "objectives were agreed. This period ahead would be an

era of unceasing vigilance to ensure that policy announced in White-
i ~\f\ 

hall was in fact carried out in the territories."

The new chairman was Lord Faringdon. Sorensen became Vice- 

chairman, and a former assistant secretary, Marjorie fticholson, 

became secretary with Hilda Belwyn-Clarke as assistant. A number of 

M^s, several newly elected, joined the committee by invitation, 

among them Sir Richard Acland, Tom Driberg, James Johnson, H. W. Wallace, 

Eirerie White, Ronald Williams and Lord Listowel (late Minister of

(134 cont'd...)
but took no further steps towards cooperation. Its feeling appears to 

have been that Scott's approach would not blend easily with the Bureau's. 

NPC to PCB, 26 June 1950, PCB-MH, 28 June, 1950.

1J5 PCB-MM, 14 March and 26 July, 1950. 

136 Venture. Jan., 1951, p.9.
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State at the Colonial Office). Creech Jones rejoined, but not until
117 

June 1951.

Secondly, the impact of events. The exile of the Kharaas, the 

moves towards "closer association" in Central Africa, constitutional 

developments in Tanganyika and Northern Hhodesia; in widely differing 

degrees these and other events of the time all helped to turn the 

attention of the British left-to-centre towards colonial affairs, above 

all by dramatising the fundamental problems of race. It became a tirae 

of deepening liberal concern at tho apparent consolidation and extension 

of European minorities' political and economic power over African 

majorities in British Africa: concern coupled with a fear that the 

government had either failed to recognise the process or was prepared 

to do virtually nothing to halt it. j)evelopments in South Africa, 

then a Commonwealth country, reinforced these aaxieties. For the new 

policy of apartheid, based on explicit and dog.aa.tic racialist assumptions, 

seemed to offer botii a direct challenge to the traditionally liberal 

assumptions of British policy and a seductive example to European 

minorities in territories still dependent.

These anxieties received plenty of expression in 1950 and 1951. 

Dr. Hastings Banda distilled the prevalent view by observing simply,

in a letter to Venture in July 1950, that "the Government in this
118 

country [Britain} seems to be giving in to the European settlers".

Among Labour activists the Bureau itself had earlier told the Commonwealth 

Relations Secretary that its members "noted with some alarm an attitude 

of appeasement towards white opinion in South, East and Central Africa"; 

subsequently Venture demanded of readers: "Have we made one convincing

137 Apparently Creech Jones had been holding off in anticipation of 
"the first by-election", which the party leadership had promised him 
after his defeat. Instead the first by-election in a safe seat vent 
to Sir Lynn Ungoed-Thomas KG, because the party needed a lawyer; a 
subsequent safe seat went to Anthony Y/edgwood Bonn. Interview with 
Mrs. Violet Creech Jones.

138 Venture. July 1950, p.9.
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gosture or uttered one unambiguous word which can really carry 

confidence to the black populations that their white neighbours

will not continue - for as long as anyone can see - to be their
139masters?" The most wide-ranging expression of Labour anxiety

came in February 1951, when an attack on British colonial policy

by the South African Prime Minister was made the occasion for a House

of Commons motion sponsored jointly by Fabian and left-wing MPsi

"This House reaffirms its confidence in the course of 
British Commonwealth and colonial policy in the last five 
years and, whilst recognising the difficulties encountered 
today in communities where different races have reached 
different stages in development, calls upon white people 
everywhere to freo themselves from the conception of racial 
superiority and to follow courses directed towards the 
brotherhood of

Ostensibly affirming support for the Government, this motion in effect 

demanded that the Government should not deviate from the standards of 

the past. It was sij^ied by 106 Labour Hfs, or almost half of the
<

party's back-bench members: a breadth of support quite without precedent
/

in this area of policy.

Undeniably it was the Khama episode that did most to stimulate 

this general concern. Here the intention is not to trace in any

detail the many complexities of the affair, which have been amply
141 described elsewhere, but to indicate some of its consequences for

domestic political activity.

On 8 March 1950 the new Secretary of otate for Commonwealth Relations, 

Patrick Gordon Walker, announced in Parliament a government decision.

139 FCB-MM, 29 £iarch 1950 (report of deputation); and Venture. 
special issue, "Labour and the Colonies", &ept., 1950, p.l.

140 KDM No. 38 of 1950-1 Suasion, 26 Feb., 1951. The sponsors were 
AClaud, flrockway, iiorensen, Eireno White, James Joimson and W. T. Williams. 
The link between Dr. Malan'a spooeh and this motion was pointed out in 
The Tinea'a report of the speoch, 27 Feb., 1951.

141 For example in Mary Benson, Tahekedi Khwaa (Faber, 1960); Michael 
Scott, A Time to Speak (Doubleday, *Now York, 1958); M. L. A. Laschinger, 
"The Khamas and their British Campaigns" (mim. seminar paper, Institute 
of Commonwealth Studies, University of London, 1964). 1-aschinger 1 s 
paper is extremely allusive, and difficult to follow without some prior 
knowledge of the case.
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Seretse Khama, hoir to the chieftainship of the Bamangwato tribe, 

vas to be exiled from his native Bechuanalaiid for five years, during 

which recognition of his claim to the chieftainship would be withheld. 

Seretse's uncle, the regent Tahekedi iQiama, would be exiled frora the

Bamangwato reserve (though not from Bechuanaland) i'or as long as the
14° 

chieftaingfc*^ was "in suspense". At that tine iieretse had been

married for some seventeen months to iiuth Williams, an Englishwoman. 

Tshekedi had profoundly disapproved of the marriage because it was 

morganatic, Ruth being in his view an unsuitable personfto carry on 

the royal KLaraa lineage. The tribe had discussed the issue at three 

successive tribal meetings, eventually deciding, but by very dubious 

procedure, that it would accept Seretse as chief. Tshekedi, with 

some followers, went into voluntary exile elsewhere in Beohuanaland. 

The Government appointed a judicial commission of inquiry which reported 

back in November 1949. The report was not made public, but in 

February 1950 oeretse was invited by the Grovernment to London where, 

unexpectedly, he was asked to remain on a government allowance and

relinquish his claim to the chieftainship. He refused. In that
143 

case, he was told, he was banished from Bechuanaland. Officially

the motive behind the Government's decision was its anxiety about "the 

danger which recognition Cof Seretse as chief} would cause to the 

unity and well-being of the tribe and the administration of the Protect­ 

orate".

In Britain the Government's action caused a stir, probably much 

more of a stir than it had bargained for. On the previous day Seretse 

had called a press conference to announce that the Government had "tricked" 

him into coming to England, and this made front-page news on the day 

of Gordon Walker's statement in Parliament. After his statement 

the Minister was interrogated at length by MPs; some were concerned

142 aCD. Vol. 472, cols. 285-7 (8 March, 1950). """""""* £ *'
143 For a full account of these events, see|ww example^ Benson,
op. cit.. pp.175-98.
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with the Government's alleged trickery, but it soon became evident 

that among Labour Members both the Fabians' main spokesman (aorensen) 

and the left-wingers' (Brockway) were primarily concerned with the 

racial aspect. While accepting Gordon Walker's assurance that the 

Government had received no communication from the ^outh African 

Government, these two appeared unconvinced by his broader claim that 

^outh African attitudes towards miscegenation had not influenced the 

decision. Sorensen opined that the decision would have "grave

repercussions in many parts of the world, particularly within the
144 Commonwealth".

In the next few weeks sections of the party expressed in different 

ways their dissatisfaction with the decision. Brockway shared a

platform with Seretse at a Trafalgar Square protest meeting on
145 

; larch 19. A few days later he raised the matter for debate on

the Consolidated Fund Bill, argued that Seretse's case provided a

"symbol" of th* racial problems of the world and accused the Government
146 of appeasing South Africa. A division followed: six loading

left-wing MPs - Acland, Brockway, Crossnan, Driberg, Foot and Jennie

Lee - abstained from voting, while a seventh, Mikardo, was teller for
147 the Noes.

Sorensen, for his part, had a long private discussion with 

Gordon Walker and reported back to the Pabian Colonial Bureau committee. 

The Bureau had already received many letters and telephone calls from 

people who recognised it (in Rita Hinden's words) "as the organisation 

within the Labour Party which had openly championed colonial £>eoples", 

and the rabian Society executive had authorised the Bureau to mount a

deputation c,o the Minister. Sorensen 1 s report provided the deputation
148 with material. Led by Lord Paringdon and including several of

\
V

144 aCD, Vol. 472, cols. 288 and 297 Uiorensen), 291 and 297 (Brockway}

145 The Times, 20 March, 1950.

146 BCD, Vol. 473, cols. 334-7 (28 March, 1950).

147 Laschin or, o :>. cit. t p.4.

148 FCB-MJ1, 14 ilarch, 1950.
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the Bureau's MPs - Sorensen, Parker, Hynd, itankin - the deputation 

saw the hinister on March 21, but was unable to move him. Accordingly 

on the 22nd, the day on which the Government published a Vhite Paper 

defending its decision, the press published a statement of the Bureau's

regret "that the decision of the Bamanj'wato people to accept Seretse
149 

Khama as their chief had not been recognised by the British Government".

The April Venture further publicised the Bureau's position.

The speediest reaction by interested groups took place outside 

the party. On March 9 a meeting representing "every organisation of 

coloured peoples in Britain" set up the Seretse Kha^ia Fighting Committee

with Learie Constantine as chairman. A large protest meeting was
150 convened by this committee on the 12th. tforensen, attending in

u private capacity, reported to the Bureau that "extravagant and bitter 

speeches" attacking the Government and, retrospectively, Creech Jones,

had been made; the Bureau felt that to some extent Communists had
148 exploited this opportunity. On the 17th a deputation frora the

Committee saw Gordon Walker and Griffiths, but drew frora the 

Ministers little more than an expression of concern "lest misunderstandings

of the Government 1 * motives should cause uneasiness among colonial
151 peoples". In the Labour Party there was sympathy for the i?ighting

Coranittee. The Bureau felt that the Committee was unlikely to survive 

for long and decided that it could not associate itself organisationally,

but did send Constantine a letter expressing "our sympathy in the
152 struggle ... and an assurance of our moral support"; while the

Trafalgar Square meeting in which Brockway took part was organised by
145 one of the lighting Committee's constituent bodies.

In none of these quarters did the uovernment succeed in allaying 

suspicion about racialist motivations. Venture succinctly put the

149 Crad. 7913: Bochuanaland Protectorate? Succession to the Chief­ 
tainship of the Barmnfrwato Tribe (liMbO. 1950) I K2B press release (mim.) , 
~1 March, 1950.

The Tirnttg. 1O March, 1950 and 13 flarch, 1950.

151 Cocamonwealth lielations Office I'ress Release No. 15, 17 tfarcli, 1950.

152 PCB-MM, 14 March, 1950 PCB to Constantine, 16 March, 1950.
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general view:

"The Government has denied emphatically that it was motivated 
by prejudice. Many people are prepared to concede the 
truth of this, but believe that what it was really motivated 
by was the fear of prejudice in other people. 11*"

For evidence to confirm the suspicion was iccumulating= Both the 

 >outh African and southern Hhodesian Prime Ministers, it appeared, had 

publicly announced that they had informed the British Government of 

their views, statements siraply irreconcilable with the '.rovernraont's

claim - repeated in the Vhite Paper - that it had received no such
154communications. More significantly, in his off-the-record talks

with Labour MPa Gordon Walker himself alluded to a number of "special 

factors". It appeared that Field-Marshal orauts, Leader of the 

Opposition in Wouth Africa, had advised the British Government against 

recognition of oeretse as chief because if he were installed, with 

a white wife, majority "white opinion" in the Union would be inflamed 

and support for Malan's Government consolidated. Halan might then renew 

the demand for the incorporation of the High Commission Territories, 

impose a blockade on them and/or secede from the Commonwealth. Further, 

if disorders broke out in Bechuanaland he might attempt unilaterally 

to "restore law and order"; Britain's only possible countormove would 

be to fly in troops. In all these eventualities beauts's party would 

be unable to intervene without seriously undermining its own electoral 

support. To guard against these risks the Government had concluded that 

the correct decision oust be to exile ooretse, in spite of "the 

repercussion of their decision on the coloured people".

All of these factors eventually became public knowledge. To 

insiders they were known all along, and the intensity of liberal 

anxieties is thereby understandable. For the affair could be, and was, 

interpreted as the first major confrontation of Britain's liberal policy

Venture, April 1950, p.9.

194 Benson, oj. cit.. pp.193 and 200; speech b Brockway, jlCJ). Vol. 
473, col.-336 (28 March, 1950).

155 Sorensen's report, PCB-MM, 14 March, 1950; Benson, pp. cit^, pp.200-1
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with southern African white racialism. And by choosing to "sacrifice 

Seretse", as Venture put it, "the Government ... has only postponed 

the inevitable clash with ^outh Africa, and it has lost the confidence 

of those vho vould have supported it in this clash".

In the perspective of this study the importance of the affair 

could be stated in another way. It was the issue whic;< aroused many 

Labour MPs and in particular the dormant left, whose reaction on this 

occasion was the prototype for reactions towards numerous colonial 

issues yet to come.

Fifteen months later consciences were tested further. The first 

round of protestations had concentrated on the injustice done to 

beretse; the case of Tshekedi Kharaa had passed almost without comment. 

The reason piven both in public and private for his banishment was

that he might "exploit latent grievances and that trouble and disorder
157 might occur" in the tribe. Not until Tshekedi arrived in England

in March 1951 to press his case did the view begin to gain currency 

that he too had been unjustly dealt vith. A number of his friends in 

Kngland had believed this from the outset, believing too that tke tribe 

needed his abilities at least as much as it needed Seretse's presence. 

These friends included Michael Scott, who had known Tshekedi since 

collaborating with him on behalf of the liereros tribe of oouth West 

Africa in 1946; Margery Ferhar, a respected adviser since 1931; 

David Astor and Colin Lejijum, respectively editor and Comionwealth 

correspondent of The Observer; and C. V. W. (ireenidge, secretary of 

the Anti-slavery Society and a leading member of the i'abian Colonial 

Bureau Committee. Another who became a friend after meeting Tshekedi 

in 1951 was Clement J'avies, leader of the Liberal Party. These people 

were able to assist Tshekedi in a sustained prossure campaign, using

the influence of the organisations with which they were associated and
158 providing him with valuable contacts in and out of the Government.

156 Venture, April 1050, p.l.

157 ^orensen's report, loc* cit.

158 The campaign is fully described in Benson, op. cit v. pp.215-255.
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In June 1951 the issue came to the surface in Parliament. Davies,

who in March 1950 had unsuccessfully tried to initiate a debate on
159 ^erotse, was able to bring Tshekedi's case to debate when the

Opposition obligingly provided a Supply Day. For the Government, 

with its majority of only six, the debate was a cruAial one. Tshekedi 

and rJcott had lobbied Labour MPs thoroughly and received word that 

several loft-wingers intended to abstain fror.i voting. Just before 

the debate, however, in|,a party mooting, Attlee had sharply summoned

these potential rebels to heel, while promising as a concession that the
160 

Barnangwato would be allowed another tribal meeting to decide on Tshekedi.

Accordingly, even though Gordon Walker was criticised from both sides 

in the course of the debate, with Sorensen and Geoffrey Bing, for 

example, referring to the unseen presence of ^outh Africa, the 

Government survived the vote. But some consciences suffered in the

process, Michael Foot, for one, described his vote as "the worst vote
162 

1 ever cast in the House".

Six Labour Mi's, by one account, did abstain; but so did fifteen
i f\"\ 

Conservatives of "rigid lory concepts". For Tshekedi and his

friends this irony was shortly to be compounded by another. i^ot only 

was the Labour >,overnraeut*s winning margin greater because of the tacit 

approval of "rigid Tories" for its policy towards Tshekedit the reversal 

of that policy, when it carae in March 1952, was the decision of a 

Conservative government.
fr^>-'V". ,

In the perspective of this study,, perhaps the most significant 

outcome of Tshekedi's campaign in England was the stimulus it provided 

for the formation of the Africa Bureau. This body was created early 

in 195- by several of the people who had worked with Tshekedi. In the

159 He had been told by Herbert Morrison, Leader of the House, that 
ho had "got the thin;; a little out of proportion"* iiCD« Vol. 472, col. 
2178 (23 March, 1950).

160 Benson, op. cit., pp.236 7.

161 HCI), Vol. 489, cols. 1264-5 (^orensen), 1281 (bing) (26 June, 1951).

162 Quoted in Benson, op., cit., p.240. The debate is also described in 
Scott, op. .cit., pp.271-2.

163 The figures^and the phrase quoted, are The Economist's: 30 June 1951, pp.1548-9.             L '
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words of Mary Denson, Scott's assistant:

"it was largely as a result of our experience in fighting 
the campaign with him that we had seen the need for an 
organisation detached from any political party, providing 
a platform and a political lobby, as well as a means of 
educating British public opinion." 164

Thus in more ways than one the Khama affair was seminal. It 
remains to be said that other events contributed to the sense of 
at the apparent drift of policy, chiefly among those who were already 
colonial specialists. Thus a Fabian Colonial Bureau paper prepared 
early in 1950 liated several "outstanding issues" oth*j r than the Khama 
case which, in the Bureau's view, were augmenting racial tensions in 
East and Central Africa. They included "the outburst in Tanganyika 
on the constitutional issue", "the Morris case in Northern Rhodesia 
which has revealed the implications of the agreement reached last year 
between the European Elected Members' representatives and the Secretary 
of State", and of course "the revival of discussion on central African 

federation'1 .

On Tanganyika a Bureau deputation in April 1950 argued the case 
for seeking "a system of non-racial representation" with a common voters 1

roll as the ultimate objective, but with no great result other than
. . , 166 Griffiths'y agreement in principle.

Northern iihodesia, in the Bureau's eyes, was the territory where 
Europeans hud beeu most successful in their efforts to gain executive 
power; where one rattn in particular, Welensky, "talks and acis as if 
he were in effect the Prime Minister ... it is unfortunate that these 
activists have been strengthened in the last few years in spite of a 
Labour Government". But a deputation came away from Griffiths with 
the impression "that the Colonial Office felt that they might be able 
to do no more than hold the existing position".

164 Benson, op.cit., p.278. The foundation of the Africa Bureau is 
discussed in Chapter VII below,

165 Racial Problems in East and Central Africa (PCB paper No. 1 of 
1950, rairu.).

166 PCB, Annual Report for 1950, p.3.
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Central African federation as an issue had not yet made any 

great impact in domestic politics, but the Bureau, at least, fought a 

steady campaign against the scheme during ruuch of 1951. Leadership 

in this campaign was provided by Creech Jones after his return to tho 

Bureau; his was the responsibility for not only letters in the press 

and the editorial content of Venture but also for leading deputations
' l "' - ' 1 £.;

to confront Griffiths in the very office he had himself occupied* 

The i»ureau saw itself as intermediate between the Governuent and 

African political organisations in the three territories, and sought 

to exercise influence in both directions. >*ith the Africans some 

success could be claiaed: for example, an African plan to boycott

a fact-finding tour by Griffiths and Gordon Walker was abandoned upon
169 

the bureau's advice. But with the Government the iiuroau, once

again, was frustrated; not, in this case, because the Government was 

committed to the opposite view but because it sought to be uncommitted 

to either. Thus Griffiths assured tho suconcl of two bureau deputations 

in July "that on his forthcoming visit to Central Africa he did not 

intend to 'sell' the scaerae, and that African opinion would be the 

decisive factor ia the final decision". He did, however, suggest 

"that the iiureau should propose alternative methods of achieving co­ 

operation in Central Africa if this scheme were not acceptable", and 

made it clear that he would not regard "development of the Central

African Council" - the courae advocated b\ Creech Jones - as an altern-
170 

ative.

All in all, it was not turning out to be quite that new era of 

holding the Uovermaent to "agreed objectives" which Dr. ilinden had 

anticipated.

168 KJB-iiM, 14 June, 3 July and 10 July, 1951.

169 IbicU. 22 Nov., 1951.

170 Ibid., 10 July, 1951.

4..
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More generally, it could be said, that by the time Labour 

relinquished office, late in October 1951, the pattern of centre-to-left 

political activity with regard to colonial affairs hau begun to change. 

The days of relatively uncontroversial issues, when .Fabian colonial 

experts had dominated the Labour Party's approaches to policy-makers 

within a nexus of shared experiences and shared assumptions, were 

already receding into the past. The growing prominence of the difficult 

and divisive issue of racial conflict, especially in relation to the 

distribution of political power in African plural societies; the apparent 

hardening of governmental attitudes into less liberal moulds; the 

energence on the political landscape of activists such as Brockway 

and ocott, each working from his own organisational b se and each determined 

to wield influence on colonial matters in accordance with his own 

ideas and ideals; these things provided a tea-leaf pattern in which 

coming trends could (given hindsight) be read.
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CV.AFITk V

CGNSKKVATIVT.S AND Tl£ COLONIAL EMPIKE

"We of the Conservative Party talk an awful lot of vaffle about the 
British Empire... I myself am a keen and ardent and quite unrepentant 
Young Imperialist."

Mr. Brian Webbe, a delegate to the 1950 Conservative Party
Conference (Conference Report, p. 36).

The post-war period was a time of change for the Conservative i'arty. 

Reduced in 1945 to a parliamentary strength of 213, its lowest ebb since 

1906 10, the party blamed its electoral failure on defective organisation and 

on policies both outdated and misunderstood. The main lines of the story of 

its efforts to modernise itself are by nov familiar. But its approaches 

to colonial problems in the period are not. This is perhaps surprising. 

Considering how important an element of the Conservative world-view its 

"colonialist" attitude was once thought to be, one might have expected to see 

more attention given to the question of how far this attitude too underwent 

"modernisation." That it has been neglected is probably explained partly by 

the fact, previously noted, that colonial issues were of scant public interest 

in the period by comparison with domestic issues. There must have appeared to 

be very little need for the party to express itself on colonial matters. But 

it was also true that Conservatives, particularly those who might be described 

by the self-explanatory term "traditional Conservatives", were less interested 

in colonies as such than in the British Empire as a whole.

The party's usage of the term "Empire" in the immediate post-war years 

was indistinguishable from its pre-war usage - the term "Commonwealth" not yet

1 J.D. Hoffman, The Conservative Party in Opposition. 1945-51 
(MacGibbon and Kee, 1964).
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2 being in any great vogue among Conservativesj that is, most Conservatives

vho spoke of the Empire still meant first the old dominions and India, and 

only secondarily the great range of territories which came under the aegis of 

the Colonial Office. But the fact that they thought in this order of

precedence did not prevent them from conceiving of the Empire as a whole.
 } 

Dominions and dependencies comprised "an essential unity." In the terras of

a favourite metaphor, it was the unity of a family whose members differed 

chiefly in their degrees of maturity? the colonies were simply the least

mature members, to be helped to develop and fulfil themselves "within the
4 framework of the British Empire." And it was because they generally thought

and spoke in these terms that Conservatives referred relatively seldom to 

specifically "colonial" problems. What mattered for the Conservative Party 

were"imperial" problems - chiefly the problems of imperial unity, chiefly its 

economic aspects - all of which concerned colonies along with the other 

components of Empire.

These assertions will be illustrated in the following pages. They are 

foreshadowed here because an obvious point of method is involved. Of necessity, 

while seeking to separate out references made specifically to colonies we 

cannot hope to see them in context without also observing something of the 

traditional Conservative Empire syndrome. Subject to this necessity, the 

first aim of this chapter is to discuss the range and content of relevant party 

attitudes. The second is to provide an account of relevant party activity: 

the party*s organisational changes, its attempts to formulate and document a 

distinctive colonial policy, and its parliamentary tactics.

2 Not even, as yet, in the forms "British Commonwealth" or "British 
Commonwealth and Empire". Accordingly the term "Empire" will be used in the 
present discussion. The changes in terminology in this field provide, of 
course, a fascinating study in themselves; see for example S.ll. Mehrotra, 
"On The Use of the Term 'Commonwealth'," in Journal of Commonwealth Political 
Studies Vol. II No. 1 (Nov. 1963). In passing one might note what now appear 
to be some surprisingly belated changes: Empire Day did not become Commonwealth 
Day, the Empire Games the Commonwealth Games, or the Royal Empire Society the 
Royal Commonwealth Society, until the late fifties.

3 Lord Swinton (formerly Sir Philip Cunliffe-Liater, Colonial Secretary 
1931-5), 71st Annual Conference of the Conservative Tarty (National Union of 
Conservative and Unionist Associations, 1950), p.38. The reports of the party's 
conferences will hereafter, in this chapter, be cited as Conference Ueports.

4 This was the phrase used in the party's 1949 policy document Imperial 
Policy. It echoed the phrase used by Stanley in a famous statement made when 
he was Colonial Secretary (see above, p.14).
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1   Attitudes

(i) The Imperial Sentiment

That the Conservative i'arty always felt a strong sense of involvement 

vith the Empire is a point which hardly requires stressing ; Nowhere was 

this involvement more evident tLaiJ at the party's annual conferences, in 

whose hothouse atmosphere traditional Conservatism flowered to finest effect. 

Conference reports provide numerous examples of warmly-applauded perorations 

along these lines:

"Let us never forget the Imperial spirit, the indefinable, sentimental, 
if you like, feeling which is the spark that sets our reason aglow; 
and it is our reason that tells us that the policy that we are now 
advocating, the policy of Joseph Chamberlain and the policy of 
Benjamin Disraeli, remains the right one."

For most Conservatives the "indefinable, sentimental feeling" could be 

classified, quite simply, as pride. The British imperial achievement was, 

emphatically, something to be proud of. In part this was because the modern 

Empire was by all manner of criteria a praiseworthy institution. Conservatives 

typically credited the Empire, for example, with "maintaining over a large 

part of the earth*s surface the rule of law, of justice, and the moral 

influence of the only league of nations which has ever worked." More than 

this, it was held to provide the whole basis of Britain's claim to national

greatness in modern times; and Conservatives were nothing if not "conservers
7 of Britain's greatness." Sustained indeed by a belief in greatness,

Churchill and other traditional Conservatives in the immediate post war years 

were never merely retrospective in their expressions of pride. Had not the 

war demonstrated the continuing strength both of British resolve and of
Q

imperial solidarity? The imperial cause was still, in the words of
9 Leopold Amery's son, "a hope, a vision of the future." Even for a man such

5 A delegate to the 1949 Conference: Conference Report, p.53.

6 David Garanans, HCD Vol. 453 col. 618 (8 July 1948).

7 Leon D. Epstein, British Politics in the Suez Crisis (Pall Mall Press, 
1964), p.20.

8 See for example remarks by Bernard Braine, 1948 Conference Report, p.67.

9 Julian Aroery, 1949 Conference Report, p.58.
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as Oliver Stanley, in some ways a most unorthodox Conservative, it was 

manifest that the Empire, though it could never again be "the Empire of 

Kipling and the Diamond Jubileo," would have "as great a part to play in 

the future as ever the British Empire played in the past."

Pride in the nation's imperial achievement, of course, was by no means 

exclusive to Conservatives. But for Conservatives the sentiment was all the 

stronger in that it was a matter of pride in party as well. Conservatives 

were apt to claim that they were in a special sense the "imperial party", 

and that their attitudes towards Smpire differentiated their party from others 

as fundamentally as, say, attitudes towards nationalisation. Cuthbert Alport 

was only one of many Conservatives who argueal that socialism "by its nature" 

could not comprehend the problems of the Empire, particularly the Colonial 

Empire: "they nurse a few prejudices and call these a policy, but they 

regard the responsibilities of the Colonial Empire as a tiresome hindrance 

to other things." For Conservatives, by contrast, the imperial sentiment was

so important an attribute of their party that "without a wise imperial policy

ol^ 
12

the Tory Party is nothing." Typically, the 1947 Conference resolved

that the party "should reaffirm itself the great imperial party."

There was in fact a good deal of justification for their claim. The 

Empire was in many ways a Conservative institution. It was unquestionable, 

for example, that the Colonial Service, drawn largely from the public schools 

and the ancient universities, was predominantly Conservative in political

outlook; so too were the settlers, planters and others of British stock who
13 lived in colonies or were even then emigrating to colonies. The fact that

they felt special links with like-minded Europeans in colonies no doubt made 

it easier for Conservatives to believe that the entire Empire was bound by an

10 1949 Conference Report, p.60.

11 1930 Conference Report, pp.32-3.

12 1947 Conference Report, p.27.

13 Thus a delegate to the 1948 Conference: "These men (in Malaya) and their 
fellows in other colonies are a tremendous silent body of practical support for 
Conservative principles." Conference Report, p.69. As Colonial Secretary, 
Creech Jones recognised that he had to cooperate "with many natural supporters 
of the Conservative party;" Lee, Colonial Development and Good Government. 
p.40.
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emotional and spiritual unity. But the main justification, and the one most 

frequently invoked, was that of history. There ^cdd huve been no empire at 

all, declared one KP, had it not been for "various Conaervutive-raindod 

individuals froi* Drake to Rhodes"; whil<* according to a Conference delegate 

 11 imperialists "have b?on, and still are, Conservatives, either initially 

or by the process of gravitation." These were sweeping claims, yet with 

reference at least to the period of Rhodes (if not that of Drake) few people 

vould have disputed then*. The imperial history of the late nineteenth and 

early tventieth centuries, the period during which Britain had attained the 

xenith of "imperial greatness", was studded with the names of Conservatives, 

many of whom ranked, by 1945, as permanent deities in the p<*rty pantheon. 

Disraeli, the party leader credited with setting the whole tone of imperial 

optimism in his Crystal Palace speech; Salisbury, Prime Minister and foreign 

becretnry while the British did well in the African scramble; the Liberal- 

Unionist Charaberlain, H "Conservative by gravitation", Colonial Secretary for 

night creative yoars; all these names were repeatedly invoked by the latter- 

day party. Conservatives had canvassed the idea of Greater Britain, and 

subsequently Imperial Federation. They had countered the Liberal ideal of 

free trade with that of inperial preference. They had done most to formulate 

the ideas of social-irap«rialisn, by which, in effect, the working classes httd 

been offered inperialism us a substitute for socialism. And, especially 

fron the time of the Boer War, they had defended the cause against its critics. 

Undoubtedly the imperialist beliefs which many Conservatives vere still 

professing after 1945 had been fixed by the history of this period. For raany 

the period was, after all, a p rsonal memory. About half the members of the 

parliamentary party had been born before the turn of the century. It was still 

possible for a Conference to be addressed by a man who had been Joseph 

Chamberlain's FPS. Moat notable, of course, was the case-history of the 

party's leader; for Churchill's whole career reflected his belief in 

Britain's national greatness, and this belief was baeed upon an imperialist

14 Brigadier Ralph Rayner, HCD vol. 454 col. 633 (22 July 1948).

15 1948 Conference Iteport. p.64.

16 Larl Vinterton, WPs 1947 Conference Heport. pp.6 -6.
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sentiment forrued well before 1900.

Conservatives, then, were able to maintain that belief in Lrapire was a 

matter which transcended narrow party attitudes and, at the same time, tLat 

the Conservative 1 arty alone had a proper appreciation of this fact. 

Britain's imperial mission and the Conservative imperial mission were one 

and the same.

»e may now look more closely at the elements of this continuing imperial 

belief; after which we may go on to examine the e?.tent to which one at least 

of the party's leaders was beginning to doubt the relevance of the old 

aspirations in tlie new post-war world.

(ii) Traditional attitudes; economic and political

To judge by their speeches and writings, if any of those traditional 

Conservatives who s^oke broadly of imperial mission were asked to explain 

their actual objectives for the Colonial Lmpire they would have replied that 

the prime necessity was to achieve a greater measure of "imperial unity", 

embracing colonies and dominions alike. Within a more nearly unified imperial 

system Britain could the more effectively go ahead, in colonies, with 

economic and social development and the task of guidance towards political 

maturity. In outlining this order of priorities they might just as well
*

have been speaking twenty or thirty years earlier. 33ut they would not have 

considered their views outmoded; if anything they would have claimed that 

the present world situation made the attainment of their objectives a task 

even more urgent than before.

To achieve some form of imperial unity had, of course, been a Conserv­ 

ative dream since the later nineteenth century- Essentially the object was to 

give institutional expression to that emotional and spiritual unity (focused 

upon the symbol of the crovn) which, in their opinion, already existed. At 

first there had been hopes and schemes for full political integration. But 

the long chain of events which culminated in the statutory recognition 

of dominion status in 1931 had shown clearly that such a pooling of 

sovereignties would never be feasible. Accordingly the Conservative 

imperialists had concentrated their hopes on plans for economic unity, for 

imperial preference and ultimately an imperial /Loliverein. Some preferential
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arrangements had actually been made *  round the turn of the century. The 

dominions had taken the initiative in extending tariff preferences to British 

manufacturers, and Britain, largely a free trade nation until then, later 

reciprocated with respect particularly to primary products. The greatest 

triumph for the cause came with the Ottawa Agreements of 1932, when preferences 

vere established not only tuaong the dominions but also for several colonies. 

An imperial economic union seemed, at that stage, a distinct possibility.

In the years after the second war it was clear that, in spite of a good
17 deal of chastening experience since 1932, the aspirations of traditional

Conservatives for economic unity remained undiminished. The fervour with which 

imperial preference was advocated during the Empire debates at all six party 

conferences between 1945 ami 1950 (there was no conference in 1951) vcs easily 

the most striking feature of these debates, "we have got to he quite clear

about it," announced Julian Amery in 1948, "Empire Preference is a foundation
18 for our whole economic life." Typical of motions carried at all conferences

was the 1946 resolution "that the development, prosperity and defence of the

British Commonwealtit and Lrapire call for economic unity and, therefore, the
19 principle of Imperial .Preference must be maintained." Ottawa wu,s a magic word;

to be able to produce a speaker vho had "been at Ottawa", as was doi.c with 

Lord fcwinton in 1950, was to ensure a rousing finale for any Lmpire debate. 

Fervour was joined with anger when delegates contemplated the actions of the 

Labour Government, which had scaled down existing preferences and agreed to a 

no-new-preference rule under the terms of the Anglo-Araerican Loan aol the 

General Agreement on Trade and Tariffs. Labour sto.d condemned of a total lack 

of imperial spirit, a failure to appreciate the economic potential of the

KBpire, and of "nothing other than a reversion to tl-e Liberal Party policy of
2() free trade." For most speakers it was axiomatic that the next Conservative

Government should reserve the right to contract out of Labour's commitments.

17 The classic account of the interwar fortunes of imperial preference, both 
as doctrine and as policy, is W.K. Hnncock's Survey of British Comraonvealth 
Affairs, Vol. II: 1 roblens of Economic Policy 1918-1939. Part 1 (Oxford U.P., 
1940), passim, and 1'art 2 (Oxford U.P., 1942), pp.307-13. A detailed economic 
analysis is provided in F.V. Meyer's Britain's Colonies in v.orld Trade (Oxford 
U.P., 1948), chapters II-VIIIj and for an illuminating postscript see 
Hobinson, The Dilemmas of Trusteeship, pp.75-9.

18 1948 Conference Report, p.67.
19 The Times, 5 Oct. 1946.
20 A delegate to the 1948 Conference: Conference Report, p.68.
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Nor was imperial preference siraply a slogan to be cheered at conferences 

and otherwise put into storage. Two organisations cl ,sely linked to the p^ 

existed largely for the purpose of canvassing tho cause through meetings, 

lectures and publications. One, the Empire Industries Association, declared

as its objects "to promote the development of Empire economic unity" and"the
21

extension of Imperial Preference in production, trade and transport."

Founded by Leopold Amery, Neville Chamberlain and Lord Lloyd in 1923, the 

Association included over 200 Conservative MPs among its members immediately 

prior to the 1945 election; through ostensibly a non-party organisation, it 

included no MPs from any other party. Araery was also prominent in the

second organisation, the Empire Lconomic Union, founded in 1929. Describing
2° ^ 

itself as "primarily a research body", *° the Union maintained Araembership of

fewer than 100 on the principle of membership by invitation. In the late 

forties its 17 man Research Committee included three former Conservative 

MPs Amery as Chairman, Sir Herbert Williams and Sir Leslie IIore-Relisha; 

six current Conservative MPs Robert Boothby, Douglas Dodds-Jt'arker, Walter 

Elliot, Christopher Ilollis, Brigadier Austin Low and David iienton; and, in 

its Research Secretary Ronald Russell, at least one future Conservative KP. 

Its postal address, Abbey House, was also that of tho Conservative Central 

Office. Most, though not all, of its publications were devoted to imperial

economic policy, the milkiest in a series of substantial pamphlets after
j>3 

1945 being the one dealing directly with imperial preference. And although

it sometimes claimed to reach its conclusions only on the basis of scholarly 

economic research, the Union's a priori assumptions were usually fairly 

evident. "It is clear", wrote one pamphleteer,

"that the Ottawa Agreements are the beginning and not the end of the 
full development of Imperial Iconomic Unity, and, accordingly, it is 
hoped that the Union may continue to »ceive support for the pursuance 
of its objects."

21 Commonvealth handbook. A Guide to Departments, Organisations and 
Societies in the United Kingdom concerned with the British Empire (Royal 
Empire Society, 1949), p.40.

22 Ibid.

23 Ronald S. Russell, Imperial Preference (Empire Economic Union , 1948).

24 Postwar Economic Policy (Empire Economic Union, 1945), p.83. The kind of 
support which the Union could count upon was indicated by its entry in the 
Conmonwealth Handbook (loc. ci.t): "No compulsory subscription, but members 
contribute from time to time as they feel disposed/*
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The actual arguments for and against imperial preference have been 

discussed and analysed on many occasions, and there is no need to review 

them at length here. It was always, of course, a contentious doctrine. 

The record of the actual working of preference was open to conflicting 

interpretations: critics of the doctrine could and did advance statistics 

minimising the advantages of Ottawa, suggesting both that Empire trade had 

increased more rapgfty before Ottawa than after, and that after Ottawa

Britain's Empire trade actually expanded less rapidly than her foreign
25 

trade. But figures could also be interpreted so as to associate the

Empire's post-depression recovery with Ottawa; and this was the way in

which traditional Conservatives, in the years after the war, invariably did
26 interpret them. It was their firm belief that preference had been "shown

to work".

A good deal of criticism, however, had always been directed not only to 

questions of ijerformance but also to the fundamental assumption of the 

preferentialist case: the assumption that the Empire comprised a number of 

broadly complementary economies which could be transformed by protected trade 

relationships into a vast, economically a elf-sufficient, bloc* The main 

objection to this was simply that many colonies and dominions would almost 

certaii<ly have more to gain from foreign, rather than imperial, trade. 

And if this point were allowod it could follow that those who continued to 

arjjue the preferentialist case were chiefly concerned with Britain's economic 

self interest; preference had'to vio less with Empire development for its

own sake than with providing a solution for the long-term problems of the
27 

British economy.'* Though Conservative preferentiulists would litove denied

this it was quite true that they often spoke in terms which could justify 

the criticism, and never more so than in the conditions of the post-war 

world. "The great majority of us on this side", liouglas Lodds-barker 

told Parliament in 1948, "...believe t,>at on the proper and rapid 

development of the Dominions and Colonial Lrapire attends our ability to

25 Hancock, op. cit., Part 1, pp.230 ff.

26 See Russell, op. cit., paBsiKi, and speech by Hore-Belisiia at the 1949 
J'arty Conference: Conference Report, pp.56-7.

27 Epstein, op. cit., p.27.
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keep the 45,000,000 people in the United Kingdom, particularly after the 

end of Marshall Aid."28 No doubt any politician vould have agreed that a 

Britain enfeebled by var must remain extraordinarily dependent on other 

countries, fchat distinguished the preferentialists vas their insistence 

that if there must be dependence, then it should be dependence upon 

Britain 1 s own Empire so that Britain could be sure of retaining the 

dominant voice in deciding her economic fortunes: not upon Europe, and 

certainly not upon America.

Arguments on the economic level, however, represented only the surface 

of the traditional Conservative case. The unwillingness of the party at 

large to contemplate economic association with Europe, for example, could 

not be explained purely in economic terms. "If in fact ve had to choose 

between Europe and the Empire", said Stanley at the 1948 Conference, "the

whole of the Conservative Tarty, without dissent, would say 'Ve choose the
29 Empire'". (Hear, hear and applause.) Though Stanley himself did not

believe that such a choice would have to be made, it was clear that he was 

not making an economic point; nor was his audience applauding one. In 

fact, the programme of trade and tariff preferences was simply the most 

tangible of the party's general imperialist convictions, The arguments 

offered for preference, after the war as before, always involved the belief 

that it would contribute to Empire "solidarity". And this belief still had 

decidedly political overtones. Economic interdependence would be the 

framework within which colonies and dominions could become, under British 

initiatives, more tightly interrelated in other ways. Traditional 

Conservatives still spoke of organising an imperial defence system, for

example, convinced that wartime experience had shown this to be a
30 possibility. Another hope rekindled by the experience of wartime

solidarity was that some form of Empire citizenship might be accepted by ail
31 colonial peoples as a right in perpetuity. As a result Britain would not

28 HCD vol. 454 cols. 597-8 (22 July 1948).

29 1948 Conference Report, p.70.

30 E.g., speech by a delegate to the 1947 Conference, Conference Report. 
p.66; and letter by Brigadier Low, HP, to The Economist. 2 July 1949, p.10.

31 E.g., speech by Garamans, HCD vol. 453 col. 618 (8 July 1948), and letter 
by Gammans to The Times. 11 April 1951.
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only be mistress in her own economic house; as the "leader" of an Empire 

bound by ties of defence and citizenship, she could fairly claim the voice 

of a great power in the post-war world. A further point followed from this. 

It was not simply a question of achieving economic independence from the 

United States, though that in itself was important for "conservers of 

Britain's greatness". It was also a question of achieving imperial 

solidarity against the Soviet Union, both as a military necessity and as

a means of preventing the spread of Communist ideology within the
32 "politically immature" colonies.

In retrospect it is possible to say that the men who could still put 

forward these arguments as late as 1950 were, to say the least, enormously 

optimistic. Even to anticipate the establishment of full-scale imperial 

preference as the "first step" since Ottawa required the optimistic 

assumption that the dominion and colonial leaders were as enamoured of the 

preferential principle as were the traditional Conservatives themselves, 

and, therefore, ready and waiting for Britain to initiate the process. That 

many Conservatives did assume this is manifest in the wording of a resolution 

carried at the 1949 Conference:

".,. While grudging to no other State or group of States the right 
to make their own tariff arrangements, it Cthe Conference} insists 
that Great Britain and the British Conmonwealth and Empire must have 
full freedom to exercise the same right."33

But such optimism was always possible given the continued strength of 

the 'Imperial sentiment" described earlier. For this sentiment, fundament­ 

ally, had the characteristics of a faith. It has often been remarked that 

the preferentialists advanced their case with quite as much ideological 

zeal as the Manchester School ever showed for free trade; the difference 

between the two, according to Amery pere, was no mere question of trade 

policy but "a conflict between two wholly different philosophies of

32 As Alport reminded the 1950 Conference, "Lenin long ago marked their 
colonial territories as the soft under-belly of the capitalist system." 
Conference Per-ort, p.33. See also delegates' speeches at the 1947 Conference 
Conference Report, pp.69-70.

33 1949 Conference Report, p.23. Emphasis added.
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national life." 34 Alternatively, in the vords of .Mnery fils, belief in the

imperial mission "is our faith. Imperial preference is its practical
35expression." The fervour vith vhich the Government's economic kov-toving

to America was denounced derived very largely from the fact that both 

America and the Government vere classifiable as "anti-imperialist" - 

opponents of the faith. And underlying the fervour was the sense that time 

was being lost. So long as Labour remained in office there would be no 

moves towards imperial unity. Britain's whole imperial opportunity, 

therefore, was at stake; only the return of the Conservatives to power 

could ensure that the opportunity would be realised.

It is perhaps clearer by now why the imperial believers were seldom 

concerned to stress the distinction between the self-governing and the 

dependent elements of Empire. In a grand design for unity the distinction 

was simply not very relevant: colonies and dominions alike would make 

their contributions and receive their benefits within the general framework. 

It is nevertheless possible to observe, in the expression of Conservative 

attitudes, one or two colonial themes subsidiary to the main imperial one. 

Traditional Conservatives often spoke of the need to advance colonies 

economically and politically, in order to improve their capacity to 

contribute to the new imperial system.

In the economic context the key word, naturally, was development. As 

the imperial believers had always seen it, colonial development "fell 

naturally into place in the wider aim of Empire Development, Empire 

Settlement, and greater Empire self-sufficiency."" But in practice their 

views on the precise techniques and goals of development shaded into those 

of the wider body of opinion, common to all parties, which looked upon 

development as a self-justifying end. To judge by their parliamentary 

speeches, they emphasised all the long-accepted priorities - improved 

communications, agricultural research designed to improve crop yields,

34 L.S. Amery, My Political Life, Vol. Ill: The Unforgiving Years 1929-40 
(Hutchinson, 1955), p.95.

35 1949 Conference Ueport, p.5S.

36 Hobinson, op.cit.. p.53.
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and expanded medical and educational services to increase the economic
37potential of native populations. In this there was little to distinguish

them from, say, the Fnbinn-sponsored l^Ps. Nor was there in their attitudes 

towards the sources of development finance. In the aftermath of the 

1940 and 1945 Development and Welfare Acts no Conservative ever questioned 

that developmental funds to supplement local revenues should rightfully 

be a charge on the British Exchequer. Indeed, it was a source of perty 

pride that the concept of metropolitan financial responsibility which 

underlay these Acts hod been formulated during a jeriod when Conservatives 

had dominated government office. At the same time, post-war Conservatives 

missed no opportunity to emphasise that European private enterprise must 

remain a permanent and indispensable agency of development. There was 

in fact, as is noted later in this chapter, some room for disagreement 

between the parties about the past achievements and future scope of 

private enterprise in colonies. But the actual proposition that private 

enterprise should have a "part to play" was never in dispute, fcost 

Labour MIJs, certainly Labour Colonial Ministers, vere no less willing 

than Conservatives to stress the importance of the larger firms in
'lO

"building up sound colonial economies," and to welcome the efforts of 

individual traders, planters and farmtr-settlers as well. On the means of 

economic development, in short, there was very little at this time to 

distinguish the attitudes of traditional Conservatives from those of 

anyone else.

This vas not true, however, with regard to political development. It 

was by their reactions to colonial political events that traditional 

Conservatives could most easily be distinguished in almost any post-war 

parliamentary debate on colonial affairs. If they invariably agreed that

37 See for example the contributions by Douds-Parker, Kir John Barlow, 
Coloriol Charles 1'onsoaby, Lennox-Boyd, Frederic iiarris and ^ir A'eter 
Kacdonald to the Economic Development debate of July 1948; also contribut­ 
ions to the annual Supply debates by Tonsonby, Macdonald and Patrick Conner 
(1946)} Dodds-iarker, ««.lter Fletcher and Lennox-Boyd (1947); '-.anmans, 
Sir Otbo Prior-Palmer and John Hare (1948); Lennox-Boyd (1949); and Harris, 
Gammans, Dodds-Parker and Lennox-Boyd (1950).

38 Creech Jones, HCB vol. 441 col. 281 (29 July 1947).
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colonial policy should be bipartisan, it became increasingly apparent thfit 

t ey wanted it to be bi-partisan on their terms. But their own position, 

related as it was to the old imj>erial objectives, was necessarily a partisan 

one which non-imperialists could not be expected to share. To understand 

their position it is helpful to consider, first, the form of colonial pol­ 

itical evolution which they advocated as desirable; second, the current 

political trends which they found alarming; and third, the measures which 

they suggested to counteract these trends.

To judge, again, by their public utterances, the Conservative imperial 

believers usually professed to have no quarrel with the standard official 

formulae about guiding colonies to eventual self government vithin the 

Empire. They gave their strongest emphasis, however, not to the goal itself 

but to the words and phrases which qualified it: "guiding", "eventual", 

and especially "within the Empire". "I suggest to the Government", said 

Ganuaans, referring in a front-bench speech to the 1948 declaration of 

purpose, "that their main aim should be not merely to grant self-government 

within the Commonwealth: their aim also must be to hold the Empire together", 

Political progress, that is, should be so directed as to further the cause

of imperial unity: "To hold the Kmpiro together is the real task of the
39 Colonial Office today." Implicit in this argument (though traditional

*K« ti* i.«?f 
Conservatives did not put in so many words) was that the main political

objective in colonies should be the permanent legitimation of the British 

connection. The means to this end - presumably part-administrative, 

part educational, part-constitutional - were vaguely conceived, but the end 

itself was clear enough. As Gammans put it:

"There must bo a positive as well as a negative side to our con­ 
stitutional developments... Our real problem, surely, is that we 
have to create a sense of Empire citizenship, so that a man from 
Nigeria will talk about his status as a British subject permanently 
and with pride, just as a man would who was born in Yorkshire." 4 

This was not a novel aspiration. Milner, among others, had voiced it long

39 HCJL) vol. 453 cols. 616 and 618 (8 July 1948).

40 Ibid.. col. 618.
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before. But after the second var, if only because talk of "eventual 

self-government" was much more in the air than in Milner's day, it appeared 

to traditional Conservatives a good deal more relevant. For if at some 

distant date the Colonial Empire were really to become self-governing, there 

could be no guarantee that the old imperial association would endure unless 

the ex-colonies continued to feel important "ties" with Britain. It 

seemed clear that only some form of shared citizenship could provide the 

basis upon which the new forms of imperial unity might be built.

In the special case of settler colonies in Africa the emphasis was 

different. The same aspiration, that indigenous Africans might corae to 

acquire a permanently "British" outlook, was of course expressed. But it 

certainly did not follow that the Africans, however loyal, might one day be 

permitted to inherit the political kingdom in these territories. Rather it 

would be necessary to legitimise not only the imperial connection but also 

the political ascendancy of the settlers. For it was axiomatic that the 

political ambitions of the settlers had to be supported: because they were 

economically productive, because they were "kith and kin", and also because 

dedication to the Empire ideal vas presumed to be as natural to them as to 

the Conservative Party itself - so that to reinforce them in their demands 

for self government was a ready-made means of reinforcing "Empire bonds." 

For all these reasons it was still common for some Conservatives openly to 

advocate devices for ensuring the permanent political domination of 

Europeans over Africans. Thus the South African-born MP Sir lan Praser, in 

1950:

"I commend the doctrine of equality for all civilised men to the 
Minister for application or re-applicution in the Colonial Lmpire. 
It is a doctrine which bears examination. It gives all black men 
the feeling that there is no technical bar between them and others 
to the highest rights, including the right to vote, yet it admits a 
sufficiently small number of then to make the outvoting of the 
whites by the blacks impossible."42

41 "I do not admit that Imperial patriotism of a kind may not be developed 
among the races that are not of British origin,' Inilner, The Nation md the 
Krepire (Constable, 1913), p.492, quoted in Kpstein, op. cit., p.18. See 
also the passages by Milner quoted in George Hennett (ed.), The Concept of 
Empire. Burke to Attlee 1774-1947 (Adaia and Charles Black, 1 *>t edn. 1953), 
esp. at pp.352 and 359.

42 HCI) vol. 477 col. 1417 (12 July 1950).
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Tliere vas of course a further dimension to these views: the belief that 

most indigenous people were simply not yet capable of participating in

modern political system 3. Black men, as ^raser went on to point out, were
43"as children." This belief was by no means confined to traditional

Conservatives in the political discourse of the day. *hat vaa disputed was 

the fundamental question of how long the period of "childhood" could be 

expected to last. Frr-.ser, for one, appeared to consider it a permanent 

condition (perhaps seeing it as a function of innate characteristics). 

It vas more usual, however, for traditional Conservatives to speak as if 

they believed native peoples to be capable of attaining a kind of maturity 

provided they were "treated" in the ripht way. A belief in their educability, 

after all, was presumably a necessary condition of the hope that the imperial 

connection might be legitimised in colonies of purely indigenous population. 

And with regard to the Africans in settler colonies the brand of paternalism 

expressed by Archer Baldwin, an HP with business interests in Kast Africa, 

was probably more typical than Eraser's:

"I have met the African native and I an fond of him. I realise that, 
if he is to get where ve want him to get, he must be led properly, 
with firmuesa and kindness* I say to him that he must have patience, 
and then the slogan which he is so fond of displaying of 'Africa for 
the Africans' nay well come about, but it will be an Africa for 
Africans of all colours."^4

But the status implied by the phrase "where we want him to get' was probably 

the same HS that envisaged by Fraser: political subordination, *j 1.. La^ly 

accepted.

6uch aspirations were all very well in theory. In practice, as trad­ 

itional Conservatives recognised, powerful factors were working against them. 

Of these, by far the most important were the incipient growth of colonial 

nationalism ond the policies of the British Government itself. Nationalist 

movements, though presumed to be "unrepresentative" in their leadership, 

were alarming for many reasons. One was that they appeared to command the 

loyalty of many of the intellectual, or at least educated, elements in 

colonial populations - the very elements whose co-operation was most desired

43 HCD vol. 477 col. 1418.

44 Ibid., vol. 467 cols. 1465-6 (20 July 1949).
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by Conservatives. By 1950, Cammans had reluctantly to admit that his dream 

of voluntary colonial allegiance to the British crovn was, if anything, 

further than ever from realisation among these elements:

"To my nind, the largest single failure in the British Colonial 
Empire is that ve have very largely failed to carry the intellectuals 
with us. To that type of man the British connection has always been 
regarded, I arc afraid, as something temporary, and to a certain 
extent, it seemed to imply a status of inferiority." "

Also alarming was the fact that nationalist agitations appeared sometimes - 

notably in the Gold Coast - to have aroused genuine excitement among large 

masses of people. Though it could be assumed that these people were not 

necessarily endorsing the political demands of the extremist ringleaders, 

there was a danger that agitation as such might become popular - a useful 

factor for future extremists and a most irksome prospect for British 

administrators. Third, and worst of all, there vas the possibility that the 

anti-British elements, however "unrepresentative", might fall prey to the 

sinister influence of that new post-war bogey, World Communism, and 

thenceforth be used as tools for the kind of subversive activities already 

discernible in Malaya.

The policies of the Government provided further cause for anxioty. 

Far from acting to suppress the extremists the Government appeared to be 

pandering to them, thereby aggravating the .situation. Creech Jones

frequently declared his personal disapproval of extremist agitution AS a
46 

political instrument and, on at least one occasion, his recognition that

Communist infiltration into some African colonies had already begun and
47 

would require firm handling. Nevertheless, in tae years from 1948 to

1951 it must have appeared to many Conservatives that the Government was 

following, in non settler colonies at least, the same course that it had 

pursued in India. For those hard-core imperialists to whom the "loss" of

45 HC£ yo1 - 477 co1 ' 1432 < 12

46 Though he recognised that there wtk-s scox->e, and even a need, for 
"legitimate" agitation by constitutional means "if there is to be any 
healthy political and social life in our territories at all". Ibid., 
vol. 467 col. 2910 (29 July 1949).

47 Ibid., cols. 2908-10.
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India had been little short of traumatic, and who were convinced taut 

ti*e maintenance of Lmpire unity depended upon avoiding a repetition of 

"the Indian mistake" iu colonial territories, it could have been no comfort 

to see independence granted to Ceylon and a series of constitutional 

concessions grantod to colonial nationalists, especially in »-est Africa, 

apparently in response to agitation. The long-term consequence of these 

^olicies, us Conservatives foresaw accurately enough, would be the 

disintegration of the Umpire  In their view this would be disastrous 

economically and strategically for Britain, and in every possible way for 

the colonies. The alternative to liritish rule in Africa, as Alport put it, 

was not "a series of peaceful and prosperous African states but at the best

the degradation of Liberia and at the worst the inhumanities of soviet
49 colonial rule." liodds-i'arker obviously spoke for many of his colleagues

when he declared, in 1948: "I ara convinced that further fragmentation of 

the Lmpire must be ruled out. We Lave seen enough of this breaking-up."

Exactly how the new trends and policies were to be halted was a 

difficult question. Three main kinds of remedial action were regularly 

suggested. They had in common the goal of cooling the political atmosphere 

in colonies; if colonial peoples could be shown that there was nothing to 

be gained from the formation of nationalist movements or the instigation of 

disturbances, then perhaps such activity would cease and "progress**, along 

approved line*-, might be made. The first remedy, advocated most notably by 

Alport, was that British colonial administration should it&elf be reformed and 

strengthened:

"Our first tea' in Imperial ,-olicy, as I see it, is to re-establish 
throughout the Colonial Empire a firm basis of ordered administration, 
without which no social nor economic progress is possible. Respons­ 
ibility wup-'t be decentralised by the Colonial Office to Governors who 
are not afruitl of those responsibilities and vho know that their 
policies, if vigorous and progressive, will not be upset by a Colonial

48 At the 1947 Part;y Conference a delegate drew applause for this deeply- 
felt outburst: "India! The finest jewel in the British Crown it was called. 
It IMS now been cast like pearls before swine, and not because the Indians 
wanted it but because of a si.mll minority who had beon got at by Communist 
influence." 1947 Conference Report, p.69.

49 1950 Conference Report, p.34.

50 HCD vol. 454 col. 598 (22 July 1948).
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Secretary, nagged at the behest of every back-stairs expert from 
Transport House. The task...can only be done by picked men on the 
spot. "51

The second, advocated by ifammans among others, was that the focal point of 

constitutional decision-making should be removed as far as possible from the 

extremists* reach - indeed, back to tiie metropolis:

M l suggest...that only this Imperial Parliament should decide the pace 
of constitutional advance, and not a politically conscious and vocal 
minority avid for the spoils of office. Unless ve are definite on
Cthis}   we shall lay ourselves open to agitation and also to 
blackmail. M ^2

Third, and "firmest" of all, was the recommendation that in certain 

territories the Government should make it clear, by some sort of unequivocal 

decree, that independence on the nationalists' terms vould never be contem­ 

plated. Thus Archer Baldwin on the settler colonies:

"Statements which are sometimes made by responsible Ministers are 
giving the impression to the Africans that we are on the way out. 
That is not the way to get long-term development. TLe result is 
more lawlessness and crimes...I wish the Secretary of State would 
come out with a forthright statement, such as that made b> the 
Governor of Kenya, 6ir i'hilip hitchellt 'This is a British Colony 
for better or worse. The choice has been made, and this Kenya and 
all its people are for ever i-ritish."'"^

On colonies considered "strategic", Gamrcans spoke similarly:

"IJo territory can leave the British Empire when by so doing, it
imperils Imperial strategy and Imperial communications. I do not
see why we should have any diffidence whatsoever in enunciating that as
a principle. The Russians certainly lutve not...The Americans have
held on to Panama...only on the grounds of their security. V»e who
are very much more vulnerable than they are, need h^ve no hesitation...
in putting tli.i,t limitation to any further grant of self-governmont."54

It would be easy to dismiss these recommendations as patently 

unrealistic even at the ti. e they were na.de. The first tvo recommendations 

could also be criticised on the subsidiary ground of mutual inconsistency? 

only by cepending heavily upon the dubious distinction between admin istrative 

decision-making and policy decision-making could the renewed authority of

51 1V.50 Conference Report, p.33; see also article by Alport in the Daily 
!*ail, 14 July 1950.

52 BCD vol. 453 col. 617 (8 July 1948).

53 Ibid., vol. 467 col. 1463 (20 July 1949).

54 Loc. cit. t cols. 616-7.
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Governors be reconciled with the renewed authority of the metropolitan 

legislature, ouch criticisms, however, are beside the point. Here we are 

concerned only to note that sertain attitudes did exist and were given 

forceful! expression; also tjuat all three remedies were at least consistent 

in their objectives, namely to restore order to colonies and the political 

initiative to Britain. i'he outcome of applying some or all of these measures, 

it could be hoped, was that colonies would revert to a kind of pre-political 

stability such that social and economic progress and the work of establishing 

imperial unity would become feasible once more. Thus the imperial believers 

returned to their starting-point. Just as there coulu be no colonial progress 

without imperial unity, there could be no imperial unity without colonial 

stability. Unity, progress and stability were interrelated policy goals. 

The ambition vas vast: to most traditional Conservatives it was not yet 

apparent that it vas also vain.

(iii) New Conservative Attitudes; the Hole of Stanley

Undoubtedly most of the Conservative KPs who were articulate about colon­ 

ial Matters were traditional Conservatives who still spoke and thought in the 

idiom of a bygone heyday. This is not to say that all Conservatives were 

traditional Conservatives. Although the party in conference annually reaffirm­ 

ed its support for the preferential principle, for example, it is likely that 

those who ardently believed in preference as the key to imperial unity - and, 

for that patter, who still looked upon the attainment of imperial unity as the 

party's most crucial post wo r objective - constituted no wore than u dedicated 

minority. Certainly they were a minority in the party's policy-meking 

leadership, and to judge by tht» interwar history of preference they always 

had boen. A firoilur observation could be made about India. Though the party 

in general had been saddened by its loss, the truly dedicated imperialists - 

and on this issue, if not on preference, they included some of the party's 

leaders - \jore few in number and further s dcered by the meekness with which 

their party colleagues had accepted the blow. AS yet no Conservative MP

55 The practice of departing from the letter and spirit of Ottawa in 
favour of trade agreements with America had begun not with the Labour 
Government but under Conservative leadership in the late thirties. See
Robinson, op.cit.. p.53.

56 Interview with Lord Chandos.
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vould have disclaimed the n ̂ pollution "imperialist" ultogether; but the 

imperial isr of nost Conserv:.tives existed chiefly as u.n emotion (that of 

pride), and bore no necessary rel, tioi; to the specific policy objective of 

unification. This objective vas almost entirely the \ reserve of such 

hardcore believers as the Amerys, I-aldvin, Dodds~i arker, Gammans, Hacdonald, 

Meckesort, I onsonby and others: in sho.it, of the j-forty's colonial specialists,

That the ;'{<rty specialists vere in general the most extreme tradition­ 

alists makes all the more remarkable the position of Oliver Stanley. For 

Stanley, from 1945 until some months before his death in December 1950, 

was simultaneously the leader of the party's colonial specialists and by far 

the most liberal of the partv's influential men in his approech to colonial 

problems. His role in these years, therefore, merits examination,

There could be no doubt that he was indeed influential. He was close 

to Churchill, but could stand up to him and have his own vay in the planning 

of tactics. lie hod held several ministerial offices and vas spoken of as

a future Chancellor. He was a member of the policy committee which drafted
58 the Industrial Charter. As an orator he was witty and commanding." 3y

all nccounts he was respected and liked not only by his party but also by 

his political opponents and other people with vhorr he dealt - not least 

people in colonies.

Nor could there by any dispute, in view of his record as Colonial 

Secretary from 1942 to 1945, about his liberalism. Stanley was entirely in 

sympathy vith the new conceptions of development and welfare which had 

come into currency since tho later thirties, and for three years was the 

driving force behind the preparatory work of the bustling wartime Colonial 

Office - a fact publicly and graciously acknowledged by George Hall in

57 Chandos, Memoir.s, p.336.

58 "No politician since Lord Birkenhetid has been quicker with the bubble- 
pricking sally." Obituary notice, The Times, 12 .uec. 1950. At conferences his 
wit was usually exercised at the expense of those favouritt butts, Cripps and 
Bevin. For example: "What are ve to think of Sir Stafford Cripps who now 
embraces the Empire for which he once used to blush? It is so like o^r 
Stafford to be different from everyone else. After all, most of us curnivora 
kiss first and blush afterwards." 1948 Conference Report, p.71.
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1946. 59 In particular, in the developmental field Stanley vas responsible 

for the formulation of the 1945 Act, notably for the provisions vhich 

differentiated it from its predecessor. And in the constitutional field 

he created important precedents. Internal self-government for the "mature" 

territories of Ceylon and Malta, universal adult suffrage in Jamaica and an 

African unofficial majority in the Gold Coast Legislature were all established 

or promised during his tenure. The last two of these changes appeared, in 

retrospect, particularly significant. The Jamaican precedent was important 

in that it was the first example, outside the Asian territories, of a major 

constitutional advance following hard upon local nationalist agitations (led 

in this case by Bustamaiite). And to provide for the first African majority 

in an African Legislative Council was clearly a breakthrough, a constitutional 

modification different in kind from any of its precursors.

Subsequently, as chiof Opposition spokesman he supported the general line 

of Labour policy. He believed on principle that colonial policy aiust remain 

outside the arena of party conflict: "In the possibility of putting the

colonial administration above the chances,,.of British elections, rests the
61 only chance of a sane administration and a stable policy." But his support

was more than just a matter of £>rinciple. In fact he was pleased to see 

Labour pursuing policies which iio i'elt he could regard as a continuation and
(c\)

development of his own* Symptomatic of this approval was the continuing 

close relationship between himself i,nd Creech Jones. Earlier this relation­ 

ship had been valuable when Stanley, as Colonial Secretary in an all-party 

government, hud habitually consulted Creech Jones and used his good offices

59 HCD vol. 425 col. 239 (9 July 1940); and see above, p. 17.

60| The 1940 Act had authorised an annual expenditure of £5 f OOO,000 (plus 
£500,000 for research), with the proviso that any money not spent in any one 
year had to be returned to the Exchequer. Stanley considered that the sum 
itself was inadequate and that the limiting proviso would prevent forward 
planning. Hence in the 1945 Act the limiting proviso was repealed and a much 
larger sum, £120,000,000, made available for spending over a ton-year period. 
Stanley envisaged even greater outlay once Britain's own economic situation was 
healthier. The Act was meant to function chiefly as a pump prircer; he wrote 
later, in the Industrial Charter, that the present fund was "quite inadequate 
for extraordinary schemes for large-scale production, which Britain would 
have to finance by ad hoc grants." The Industrial Charter (Conservative and 
Unionist Central Office, 1947), p. 17.

61 HCD vol. 453 col. 695 (8 July 1948).
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to sound out the feelings of Labour MPs on proposed lines of policy. In 

1949 he declared himself

"not interested in who has been responsible for bringing about this 
closer proximity, whether it is that the right honourable Gentleman 
has moved far from his early Fabian theories, or whether it is that 
we on this side have moved far from earlier conceptions of colonial 
relationship. The fact I am interested in is that we appear to have 
arrived, at any rate, at some community of purpose."63

Vith his traditionalist colleagues, on the other hand, Stanley had rather 

less community of purpose. He shared only at the most general level the 

sentiment of a continuing imperial destiny. On the level of practical jolicy 

he was no ardent preferentialistj indeed it was he who, as President of 

the Board of Trade, had negotiated the Anglo-American Trade Agreement of 

1938. He was not dedicated to the idea that the "new" Lmpire could become 

more tightly organised than the old in the economic or any other sphere, and 

he did not believe that it could serve much longer as a basis for British 

claims to great-power status. The new Empire, as he conceived it, would be

bound only to the extent that its members felt "a community of interest",
64 and could exist only ly "resting on mutual agreement." And in the field

of colonial policy he differed significantly from his traditionalist 

colleagues on the increasingly important issue of how to handle the nation­ 

alists, especially in the non-settler colonies. For him as for Creecb Jones, 

the central problem was not hov to eliminate political agitation but how to 

accommodate it within the framework of the guided-devolution policy. Whereas 

the traditionalists were prone to regard all agitations as unrepresentative 

and potentially subversive, Stanley was prepared to recognise what he called 

"agitation by constitutional means" as a phenomenon to be ignored or 

suppressed at the administration's own peril. And where there appeared to be 

a genuine popular basis for nationalist demands, it followed that concessions 

would have to be offered. Stanley's approval of the extension of the 

Jamaican suffrage in the wake of local agitations was, for Creoch Jones, a 

clear precedent for the much more widely publicised advances which he and 

Griffiths authorised for the Gold Coast after 1948.

63 HCD vol. 467 cols. 1492-3 (20 July 1949).

64 1949 Conference Report, p.60.

65 HCD vol. 467 col. 2910 (29 July 1949).
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Stanley was not, of course, permanently at odds with the traditionalists. 

Indeed there were important areas of colonial policy in which he appeared 

to be at one with them. No less than any other Conservative he drew the 

line at any design for colonial advance which might imperil Britain's 

"vital national interests" - the early abandonment, for example, of such a 

fortress colony as Cyprus. Nor would he countenance schemes which might 

drastically undermine the accumulated political privileges of European 

settlers. His concern for set'ler interests showed most clearly in his 

approval of the Rhodesian settlers' plans for closer union of their terri­ 

tories; by Welensky's account, for example, it was Stanley who gave him the 

profitable advice to im for ffit!exation, rather than amalgamation, if he 

wanted to make any impression on the Government. Yet even in these two 

areas of policy his attitudes could be distinguished from those professed 

by some of his colleagues. Baldwin, Dodds-Parker, Ganwnans and others often 

spoke as if any substantial political advance by native peoples was out of 

the question in strategic and settler territories. Stanley, like most of 

the interested Labour Mrs, was more concerned to seek an optimum level at 

which the protection of British national interests in fortress colonies, 

and of settler enterprise in Kenya and the projected federation, could be 

reconciled with legitimate native aspirations to self-rule* The difference 

between these two positions was not nearly so polar as the differences 

which were later to divide the parties when a third option - native self- 

rule at tiie expense, if necessary, of British and settler interests - entered 

political calculations. But it was an important difference nevertheless; 

the difference between serving one dominant interest to the virtual exclusion 

of others, and seeking a political compromise among all the interests in a 

given area.

Tet in spite of all these divergencies, it in apparent that Stanley

66 Sir Roy Welensky, Velensky's 4000 Bays py.23-4. Welensky relates that 
he met Stanley through the good offices of Creech Jones, after the latter 
had informed hiw that amalgamation would be unthinkable.
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retained the undiminishod respect and confidence of his traditionalist 

colleagues. That he did so is one measure of his achievement as party 

spokesman. But there can be no easy explanation of how it was done. He 

obviously possessed the valuable political gift (shared, as later became 

evident, by his close friend Harold Macmillan) of appearing to be all things 

to all men: of looking like a Conservative while acting like a liberal. 

Thus, according to his aide Gerald Sayers, he was greatly assisted by a 

kind of induced myopia amon^ his colleagues which enabled them to perceive 

and applaud his achievements as Colonial Secretary in the uncontroversial

field of economic development while remaining apparently unaware of the frj
implications of some of his decisions in the field of political advance. 

And there is corroboration for this point in that as late as 1952 a Conserv­ 

ative pamphlet could declare that "Mr. Stanley's reputation as an outstanding 

Colonial Secretary will be judged by his work in the sphere of economic 

development." But to a large extent his achievement could also be 

attributed to the conscious exercise of political skill. His speeches at 

post-war paity conferences clearly reflected this. He always expressed an 

obviously sincere devotion to the Empire. At the same time he always took 

it upon himself gently to question the traditionalist ideas, and to inform 

the conference that a future Conservative government vould not foel bound 

by them. His style can be observed in the contrast between, on the one 

hand, the traditionalist generalisation in the opening phrase of this 

sentence and, on the other, the scepticism of its hard core nnd the ambiguity 

of its ending:

"Me want an economic unity, an economic exchange between the various 
parts of the Empire, brought about by how it may be, and do not lei 
us exalt what is only one of the media of attaining our desire into 
being the object itself; and, quite clearly, Imperial Preference, if by 
that you mean merely o, differential tariff, is by no mean* the only 
and often not the most efficacious way of securing our Empire trade; 
and if you are taking the broad feature, Empire Preference merely as 
a symbol, as a symbol of an Imperial economic unity whic> is now Dting 
subjected to external attack, then I think all of us stand four-square

67 Interview with Sayers.

68 Conservatives and the Colonies (Conservative Political Centre, 19 rj2j, 
p.31.
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by the doctrine that we must be allowed to make, within our own 
Commonwealth and Empire, the arrangements which appear best to us.
But there was one point which Stanley stressed more than any other. In 

four successive conferences he sought to restrain the enthusiasm of those 
who pursued the goal of unity under British leadership by pointing out the 
undue optimism of assuming that all the Empire territories were ready and 
waiting for a lead. Mo longer, he told the 1949 conference, was it a case 

of
"dictation by this country and obedience by the other parts of the 
Commonwealth... Even in the colonies where the machinery of govern­ 
ment is still in our hands, even there you find everywhere growing 
up a public opinion which has got to be consulted, a public opinion 
which has a right to be consulted, and a public opinion which can 
only be ignored at the cost of terrible troubles in the future." 70
To sum up, Stanley was a key figure. For five years he worked within 

his party as an educator, stressing (if unobtrusively) the unreality of the 
old ideas in the post-war world. At the same time he provided the basis for 
bi-partisan colonial policy; partly because he believed, as a matter of 
principle, in the need for one, but also because he was in broad agreement 
with the goals and methods of Labour's policy. It is not obvious that there 
would have been any such agreement without him. For the traditional Conserv­ 
atives tended to speak as if. the profession of a "non-party" policy j 
necessarily connoted support for the old imperial aspirations? as soon as 
government policy veered away from these it became their duty to express 
partisan opposition. This was most clearly true, in the post-war years, 
with reference to the problems of political advance in non-settler territories 
It was Stanley's conviction that the nationalist movements in these 
territories must be heeded, even if the result were to be evolution towards 
imperial diversity rather than unity, that most sharply differentiated him 
from those of his colleagues who still hoped to implant a sense of imperial 
kinship among colonial populations, and who deplored Labour's drift towards 

"fragmentation."

69 1948 Conference Report, p.71.
70 1949 Conference Report, p.59.
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2. jjartyr Organisation.., J olicy Forntul^tion and iarliamentury activity 

(i) Part:v Organisation

Until the mid-forties the Conservative Party lacked any machinery for 

the systematic consideration of colonial affairs. In the parliamentary 

party a backbench Imperial Affairs Committee existed but on strictly colonial 

topics had seldom been very active. In the Central Office there were no 

full-tine party officials or research workers in the field. There was no 

journal to deal regularly with colonial matters, nor any output of pamphlets 

and ];olicy statements, host notably, perhaps, there was no Conservative 

equivalent of the Fabian Colonial Bureau. The Kmpire Economic Union, 

essentially a pressure group for those Conservatives vho most ardently 

sought certain changes in imperial trade policies, could not be cast in 

the role of counterpart to a body which since 1940 had functioned as a 

research organisation, clearing-house of information, centre of an extensive 

web of colonial contacts, and focus for the activities of Labour l.Ps 

interested in all aspects of coloni&l affairs.

A broadly sinilar story could in fact be told of the party in almost 

any policy field. , The Conservative Party had never shared Labour's passion 

for arguing, defining and publishing its policies. By 1945 it had governed 

the country, alone or in coalition, for the best part of thirty years, 

and was long accustomed to the fact that in general party policy was 

government policy, worked out at ministerial level with the benefit of 

Civil oervice tuvice. The role of the party organisation was chiefly to 

provide liaison between leadership and constituencies for electoral purposes? 

only in a very small way was it also concerned to undertake the tasks of 

research, publication, provision of material for party *tudy groups and 

memoranda for its leaders. The lacuna in the colonial field, therefore, 

was not really very remarkable.

But is should not be assumed, simply because the party lacked 

appropriate machinery, that there were no means by which Conservative MPs 

interested in colonial affairs could pursue their interest. Outside the 

formal party framework a variety of means did exist. In the raid-forties 

there were some fifty private societies, based in London, whose raison d'etre 

was the Empire. Some of these, such as the Royal Empire Society and the
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l African Society, vt-re primarily learned societies which also provided 

club facilities and venues for meetings and discussions. Others, bound 

together with the leurned societies in the Joint I'.mpire Societies Conference, 

* re primarily organs of hospitality such as the Victoria League and the 

Overseas League, "cause" organisations such as the Empire Day Movement, or 

organisations existing mainly for people with an interest in a particular 

region such as the Last India Association or The Association of British 

t.alaya. several other bodies were chiefly concerned with business and 

commercial matters, among them the British Empire Producers' Organisation, 

the Federation of Chambers of Commerce of the British Empire, the Empire

Industries Association, the Ceylon Association in London, the Vest India
71Committee and the Joint Last Africa Board, In this milieu of voluntary

organisations Conservatives could often be found playing prominent parts, 

The Koyal African Society, for example, which brought together about a 

thousand people with resorted African backgrounds - administrative, co*nmerj/6al, 

Bilitary, academic - included a fair sprinkling of MPs and peers, most of 

vhora were Conservatives: llarlech (a former Colonial Secretary), de la V*; i"f 

and Plymouth (both former Colonial Under-Secretaries) , Clarendon (a fonr.er 

Dominions Under-Sec rotary), Cranworth and Chesharc among the pears, and Sir 

Irving Albery, Alport, oir George Broadbridge, Beresford Craddock, Dodds-i'arker, 

Frederick Erroll, Sir hdvard Grigg, Sir Geoffrey Peto, Ponsonby and Alfred 

Vise among the past, present and future Conservative >;Ps. Of these Ponsonby 

was probably tl t most active member. He had revitalised the Society from

its lowest wartime ebb both by soliciting subscriptions from banks and firms
72end by providing premises in the Joint East Africa Board's building, and

eventually became tho Society's President. Several of the same people vvre 

active in the Koyal Umpire Society, whose membership substantially overlapped

71 This last body was set up in 1926/ Ormsby-G-ore's suggestion to represent in 
London the views and interests of East African business concerns. It widened 
its representation in 1947 to include lUiodesian firms and re-no.raed itself the 
Joint Fast and Central Africa Board. See Stahl, Metropolitan Organisation of 
British Colonial Trade, pp.189-93.

72 "Fifty Years of a British African Society," African Affairs (Journal of 
the Koyal African society), Vol. L No. 200 (July 1951), p. 191.
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that of the Royal African Society. There vere numerous connections, too, 

between the party and those bodies representing business and commercial 

interests. In the 1945 Parliament several MPs were connected with the 

British Empire Producers' Organisation by reason of their own business 

interests in colonies. Among them were Roland Robinson, with an interest 

in British Guianese gold; Baldwin, Dodds-i'arker, Sir George Harvie-Watt, 

Sir Hugh O'Neill, Kenneth Pickthorn and lonsonby, all with business interests 

in East or Central Africa; and Sir John Barlow, Rupert de la Bere, Walter 

Fletcher, Sir Arnold Gridley and William Morrison, all with business interests

in Malaya. Conservatives dominated among the parliamentary representatives
i

on the executive of the Joint East.Africa Board, a notable point if only 

because this executive sought, as a matter of policy, to maintain liaison 

with Westminster by the inclusion of representatives "of all parties." In 

the mid-forties its parliamentary representation was provided by three 

Conservative peers (Tweedsmuir, Chesham and Cranworth), four Conservative

MPs (Baldwin, Dodds-Parker, Donner and Ponsonby) and two Labour MPs (Ernest
73 Kinghorn and Ivor Thomas ). Finally, as has already been mentioned, the

membership of the Parliamentary branch of the non-party Empire Industries 

Association was exclusively Conservative.

That Conservatives should have pursued their interest in colonies
i 

through extra-party bodies was natural enough, and should not be ascribed

simply to the lack of party machinery. Lord Boyd, when interviewed, pointed 

out that the miscellany of organisations to which interested Conservatives 

belonged had in common the assumption that the Empire was a permanent, 

highly respectable and very British institution. On the whole, their view 

of Empire mirrored the traditional attitude of the Conservative Party; hence 

they provided perfectly appropriate outlets for the party's interest.

Throughout the forties these outlets remained important. In 1944 and 

1945, however, in the course of general organisational reform, the party 

took its first steps towards supplementing the; . In May 19*4, in recognition 

of the increasing public and governmental interest in colonial affairs, an 

"adviser" on the subject, Gerald Sayers, was appointed to the Conservative

73 It may be noted that the first of these two had business interests in 
East Africa and the second, having risen to become Under-Secretary at the 
Colonial Office, resigned from govornment and party in 1948 and jointtL the 
Conservative Party in 1949.



224

74
Central Office. .\fter the 1945 election defeat a "Parliamentary

Secretariat", comprising a corns of party officials who specialised in 

various fields and were supposed to act as a kind of shadow Civil oervice 

to the party, was established under the direct control of the ^arty leader, 

layers became a member of this corps, lie was to remain in his new post

until his retirement in 1963.
75 Sayer's functions ,>s imperial expert can be briefly described.

Primarily, he WHS expected to serve as adviser to the party's principal 

imperial spokesman. This task entailed botl. research and tb« writing of 

briefs and memoranda. Research was almost entirely a matter of collecting 

and tabulating published material, chiefly press cuttings; layers had no 

privileged access to Colonial Office files, though like most people 

professionally interested in the field he was t'.ble to build up good personal 

relationships with Colonial Office officials, lie produced numerous briefs 

for Stanley on day-t. -day issues arising in i'arliuuent, but detuilt-d memoranda 

were not often required - perhaps because otanley already had a specialist 

knowledge of the field.

Occasionaily party raenbers proposed that layers might also embody his 

researches in a regular publication to act as K Conservi,tive counterpart to 

Emiire, layers and btanley felt, however, that it would be most difficult 

for him to run a journal while serving as principal adviser, oince he was a 

party servant it could not be an "independent" journal; all material 

published by hi ought to conform with the party's official views on policy. 

But equally, because he was a servant it wr.s not for him to decide what 

these views were. Everything in the journal would have to be re-edited and 

cleared by Stanley. Thus a journal would be a most tiresome undertaking, 

and certainly no counterpart to Empire. As Sayers saw it, Empire was feasible 

only because the Fabians were an autonomous association, independent of

74 The Times, 9 May 1944. Then in his fifties, Sayers had worked in the 
Colonial .Service in East Africa from 1914 to 1939 and in the Ministry of 
Production during most of the war.

75 Host of the material in the next eight paragraphs is based upon an 
interview with Gerald Sayers and, to a lesser extent, upon letters received 
from Sayera and interviews with Lord Boyd and Lord Chandos.
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Transport House. That they could also act as policy advisers simply 

indicated that they had the best of both worlds - which layers, in his 

official capacity, did not.

layer's other major task vas to serve as secretary of the party's 

Imperial Affairs Committee, though he did not do this on a regular basis 

until the amalgamation of the i'arliam<ntary Secretariat with the Research 

Department and Library in 1948 nu.de him a Civil Servant to the party in 

general as well as to ti/e principal spokesman. This committee had been re­ 

constituted in 1945 and, under Stanley's chairmanship, became much more 

lively t.^an hitherto. In organisation and functions it corresponded. 

closely to other Conservative back-bench committees. It was re-elected for 

each new parliamentary session, with a Chairman, one or two Vice-Chairzuen, 

and two Joint Honorary Secretaries. The turnover of office at sessional 

elections mvy be seen in the table below.

Affairs Committee; Officers

Oct 1945 Nov 1946 Nov 1 M7 Nov 1948 Apr 1950 Feb 1951

Chairman Stanley Stanley btanley Stanley Stanley Lennox-Boyd 

Vicfe-Chairraan JMacdonald hacdonald hackeson Mackeson Lennox- Gammana

G-aimr.ens 

Secretaries Gamrmus 
Dodds- 

i arker

Gammans 
^odds- 
lark er

riararians
Dodds-
P arker

'lammans 
Bodds  
barker

Dodds- 
Parker 

Alport

Lodds- 
Perker 

Alport

The Committee's activist membership numbered about fifteen. A further 

thirty or so Ws were moderately active members, and on a few occasions 

attendance went up to about sixty. A structure of regional sub committees 

covered 3ast, Central and west Africa, the Far bast, the Caribbean and the

76 Based upon reports appearing in The Tiroes, 12 f>ct. 1945, 18 Nov. 19<46, 
4 Nov. 1947, 13 Nov. 1948, 13 April 1950, 19 Feb. 1951. Sir Peter Macdonald 
vas a previous chairman. Jle was credited by the party with having invented 
the "member" system of ministerial representation in colonies: as chairman 
of tlie committee he had urged this system in a letter to The Times on 30 
Dec. 1944, after which Stanley, though not at first convinced, hud 
up tue matter vith colonial governors.
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Mediterranean, as veil as the dominions. Most of the sub-committee chairman 

had business interests in the regions concerned. Walter Fletcher, for 

example, chairman of a firm of rubber merchants, served as chairman of the 

Far East sub-committee.

The Committee met in the evenings, about once a fortnight, during the 

session. Its chief function was to rehearse debates; before each Supply 

debate, for instance, .Stanley and his lieutenants would work out the party 

line for public presentation. To a limited degree its sub-committees also 

worked as study groups. From time to time either the whole body or the 

relevant sub-committees met to be addressed by visiting speakers. These 

were usually colonial politicians or Civil Servants whose own political 

sympathies were broadly Conservative and with whom Committee leaders had 

fairly close contacts. They included politicians such as the East and 

Central African settler leaders; they also included some Governors and other 

senior Colonial Civil Servants who, it a.pears, often passed on to the 

Committee's leaders information about colonial situations which the Colonial 

Office would probably have classified as confidential.

layers, once Le was full-time secretary, was required to attend and if 

necessary take minutes of meetings, to coordinate the activities of sub­ 

committees, and to provide a steady supply of factual information to members. 

He was not required to provide them with briefs for parliamentary speeches, 

but upon request he would suggest reading and lines worth following up in 

debate. lie would also advise Mis on answering letters, particularly those 

from people, formerly or currently resident in colonies, who were alarmed 

not only at the trend of Labour policies but also at what appeared to be 

Conservative acquiescence in them.

Neither Sayers nor the Committee had the authority to formulate and issue 

detailed statements of policy. I3ut in the imperial field no less than any 

other, the post-war party felt it necessary to produce at least one lengthy 

policy document. We may go on now to observe the process of this document's 

gestation.
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( ii ) yortfiu luting a i cilery ^t

According to oayers, Stanley PUW tvo large obstacles in the way of 

producing a policy document. fae first was the difficulty of ineetiiuj the 

expectations both of people at .civ. ^.ad of people in colonies, -or tae 

party and the domestic electorate, a statement of broad principles would 

be most suitable; but it seemed likely that people in colonies would be 

less interested in such u siatement than in detailed ^roposuis for their 

own territories. To reconcile the two within one reasonably couipact pam^alet 

would not be easy. The second was the difficulty ui deciding whetner tiie 

extrenely traditional views still held by most of the party's colonial 

specialists should receive the ira j> r i ma t ur of publication in a policy docu­ 

ment or whether they should be supplanted by less traditional formulations. 

Largely because of these diff icultiesi Ini^i-rial j-'olicy was slov to e&erge. 

Though preliminary work h ,d begun in 1945 the document itself did not appear 

until four years later - the last but one of the series of party statements 

covering all major f;rcat- of policy.

The first attempt at formulation tool, .lace some luonths after the 1945 

el.-ction, when a small conciittee, including o'ayers and a few leading members 

of the Inporial Affairs CoRjraittee under the chairmanship of a retired 

governor, began meeting in the Central Office. The resulting draft

was circulated in the Office but was considt-red unsuitable for publication
77and, it appear;-., was never referred to again. The nt.vt step was an

attenpt to work within tho. framework of tie first phase of u.^. sutler's 

celebrated Two -vay Movement of Ideas. In January 1947 a short p*unpl4et 

by Lord Cranborne (Salisbury), Stanley's predecessor as toloniul secretary, 

came out in the party's? '..hat :Jo You Think series, l.ntitled Lord C ran borne 

Talks with You about the Comnionvealtli and Emjure, it provided a brief account 

of the Commonwealth's evolution and was "not intended to draw a raoral" -

77 Report of the Colonial Affairs Sub-committee (Sir A, Cochrane, chairman) 
of the Conservative Party Central Committee on. Post-war Problems, 1945« 

&e^a^ Cochrane liad l^een a
Unionist W 1924-9 ^nd 1932-6, and Governor of Burma 193C-41.
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although in its author',; opinion certain conclusions were clearly 

ff»r example:

"The peoples of the T-.npire, differing f ror. e ach other in race, colour 
and religion, luwe this in common: they have a mutual interest in 
the maintenance of the British way of life."'' 4*

.r&rticipaiits in the Two-Way Movement were then invited to consider and discuss 

six questions about tht-r dominions and colonies. In his notes for discussion 

group leaders Cranborne hinted strongly at tiie "right" answers to these quest­

ions. Thus:

"...^3. Is thfe existing imperial pref­ 
erence system justified under the present 
conditions of world trade? Should it
be £-  tended?

^4 . uov far should the United King­ 
dom taxpayer be financially res onsiblo 
for thw- economic and social development 
of t'n; colonies? Or should the colonies 
bo left to rely on their own resources?

y5. Is the existing tendency towards
regional iaation a sound aeveloprucmt from 
the . ?oint of view of the colonies and the 
united

NOTLS

i>iscusa the advantages gained from
the Ottawa Agreement of 1932...

Consider. . .the importance of
ira^ 'roving t-iO social uati economic 
conditions of the colonial peoples, 
Consider the effect of improved 
econoaic1 standards in thy colonies 
on British trade.

There are five groups of colonies 
where regional isat ion nas or may 
have definite advantages - iialaya, 
East Africa, Central Africa, West 

ana the Caribbean...

06. In what vay has the new situation 
ir> India and the Middle Fast affected the 
political, strategic and economic import­ 
ance of: the Central and ooutiiern African 
colonies"

... There may be advantages in
locating iii one or other of these 
colonies an Imperial strategic 
reserve. . . ' ' ^

The report on Phase One of the Movement vas published luter in "1947. It 

revealed that on all questions in the imperial field the replies of jartic-
QQ

ipants had closely followed Cranborne's lead. Clearly, no substantial 

upward novement of ideas could be expected on this subject; the iniI i .tive 

in fra: ing a policy document thus remained firmly with the leadership.

78 What Do You Think? Lord Cranborne talks with you about the Commonwealth 
£*ncL Empire (Conservative iolitical Centre, 1947), p. 13.

79 Ibid., pp. 22-3.

80 Two-Way Movement (iieport on ilutse 1, 1947), pp.7-9.
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At the 1947 party conference several speakers called f or t he early 

'ublication of a document. They included L.L. \mery, Aubrey Jones (who 

wanted an "Imperialist IjDj-ire Charter"), and a constituency delegate who 

declared, rt.thf.-r implausibly, that an imperial charter would be just what the

party needed to "capture the imagination of the floating vote in this
81 

country." A year later several delegates pressed the point again. Stanley
82 gave an assurance that Mworh is far advarced", ^ but offered no hint as to the

document's substance. Almost anot: er yet>V had passed before, on 24 June 

1949, Imperial tolicy r, t last emerged.

At the time of publication it was revealed that the drafting committee 

hod included Lennox-Boyd, .Dodds-i arKer, Hammans and Brigadier Lo», under tne 

chairmanship of Lord 'iVeedsnruir. It vas generally assumed that Stanley had

guided the committee in \ording its draft, that Butler had played some part
83in the editing, and that Churchill had probably intervened a;* wali. both

Sayers and Alport (then a Research Department official) had provided secret 
84arial assistance and had also I'tide drafting s

The outcome of tlii.s labour by so many hands was « glossy booklet of 

sixty-four pages in which almost every strand of Conservative sentiment and 

thought found expression, rerhaps inevitably, it was a. document full of 

com;. rises between traditional and less traditional ideas. It began convent­ 

ionally, with an account of the party's historical connections with Empire 

and the assertion that by contract with the "parochial" and "unrealistic"

socialist approach, the party had a unique appreciation of th . deeper imperial
85values. Thereafter a series of statements counterpoised each other.

Imperial preference was of proven Vc,lue; in future, however, it vould have 

to be subordinated to n wider systera of Imperial Priorities « for "the 

invehtment of money, capital goods, migration, research and trade as essential

81 1947 Conference Report, pp.63 and 67.

82 1948 Conference. Heport, p.70.

83 iioffrcan, Ihe Conservative Party in OypoBiMon, pp. 181-2.

84 Interview vith layers.

85 Imijerial Policy. A Statement of Conservative iolicy for the British 
Lmpire urnl Commonwealth (Conservative and Unionist Central Office, 1949),
pp.3-4.
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to our vholo combined economy" (pp. 29,21). i rivu te investment would be 

essential for colonial development; but all private enterprises must fit 

in "\. it'a any general economic plans approved b the colonial government 

concerned" (p. 39). Imperial unity would be achieved through such devices 

as o Commonwealth Tribunal, a civil liaison staff, more frequent i rime 

Ministers' Conferences, an advisory Defence Council, and "adequate mach­ 

inery for economic consultation as our counterpart to the Organisation for 

Furopean Economic Coopt ration" (pr . 20,29)j a.t the sur.e ti . it was 

recognised that the idea of common citizenship, which some considered the 

basic pro-requisite of effective unity, had been ruled out by the British 

Nationality Act of 1948. Anther Vaaoly, the party accepted the implications 

of thir Act but declared itself "free to return to the old concept of 

comr-joii citizenshi, , if this should be the wish of the other dominions." (p. I'D.

Several pages were devoted to the subject of central interest here, that 

of constitutional development in tli<; colonies. 'Hie drafting coioniittee 1 s 

proble- c;: whether to outline general principles or proffer specific plans 

for individual territories had been resolved - again, perhaps, inevitably   

in f. vour of the former approach. Hepeatedly stating the party's adherence 

to the accepted goal of guiding colonies to self-government "within the 

franowork of the British Umpire" (pp. 43,52,55 /, the document outlined 

several "considerations" which should govern nil decisions on the method i^nu 

tir.iing of the transfer of power (pp. 53-5). Firstly, it vould be wrong to hnnd 

over control "to a small and clamorous political group" out of touch with 

the masses* (No doubt this point was conceived with the V; est ^frican 

nationalists in nindj no doubt, too, many Conservatives did not appreciate 

that its phraseology applied equally well to the .East ana Central African 

Furopoans). Secondly (and obviously with the Europeans very much in mind) 

it vaa stressed that the "welfare of minorities" in plural societies must 

be ensured; it would be wrong to hand over these minorities to "possible 

victimisation by politicians incapable of exercising power in ; .ccordance with 

democratic conceptions of justice, tolerance and humanity." Thirdly, the 

value of tribal systems of local self-government should be recognised but 

replaced, "where necessary, with suitable forms of local government. ..an 

essential preliminary to the granting of self-government on a wider scale." 

Fourthly, the document declared that Conservatives, "unlike the Fabians"
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did not

"underestimate the difficulties which surround the ap/lic <tion of 
democratic constitutions and ideas to people who so traditions tire 
totally different fron those of the nestern world. .. progress must 
inevitably be gradual. '1 uch constitutional step forvard must be 
accompanied by a £ rowing understanding, not only of the nmchinery, 
but also of the spirit of democratic government."

The fifth point reiteruted one Hu-de several pages earlier, to the effect that 

economic development in colonies nmst take priority over political; it was 

essential that self-government should be preceded by ''economic stability." 

.Finally, attention was drawn to the point Uiat sell  government siiouiu be 

printed only "within the Kmpire" :

"*e believe that colonial peoples on achieving self  government will 
find greater security, prosperity and freedom as nernbcrs of the 
Commonwealth than as small independend units, which could fall an 
easy prey to tae greed or ambition of other great- powers less 
liberty-loving than ourselves. Moreover, ti^ere t re certain colonies 
vhoso retention vithin the Empire is essential to the security of the 
C oramonweal th . "

In all this there was nothing novel or unexpected. li/ven the specific 

proposals for new Commonwealth machinery had often been made before, iuough 

without effect, Jbut tne party in general seemed to find it satisfactory. 

In snarp contrast to its most famous predecea* >r, the 1 iidua tr ia.1 . wiia r t e r , it 

had an untroubled passage to formal acceptance. At the 1949 conference 

the only point which otanley felt it necessary to explain t-o his audience- was 

that the phrase Imperial rriorities ntid been deliberately chosfeix ^.n place of

imperial preference, A solitary delegate corapiaineii taat tiie statement as
37 

a whole did not provide a "definite lead" ; ' subsequently it was endorsed

without dissent.

Outside the party, Imperial policy provoked inierest and editorial 

comment. Most of the journals aud newspapers which pronounced upon it were 

more impressionistic than analytical, and were also predictably purtisan. 

Thus, whereas Kast Af rica and tihodesia, a Jjondon  edited weekly solicitous of

86 1949 Conference Report, p.59.

87 Ibid., p.54.
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88
settler interests, found it "a nndcrji-ninr', < d, brr-cijuy - iece of vork" ,

fes .such as Venture and So c i ? , li.s t < ' o mr . e til or/ (whose editorial 

cornr.:ittet' then included Mta Hinden, W s Arthur hewis and /rank llorrnbin,

all members of the FCB) found only "unctuous paternalism" and "a woeful
89iraprossicm of blirapishness." Amonp: the dailies the liberal News Chronicle

sought, ana was pleased to detect, "marl-is of the 'new liberal ism' ", while 

The Tines yuvo cautious approval yet revealed ?m odd misuriderstandinr; of 

current party attitudes, for example by asserting that tlie Conservatives 

"acquiesce by silence in tlie lapse of tlu> Imperial Tonforence" f.nd that 

Conserv live demand. a for "a j^roper j'ln.ce" for private enter: rise in partner­

s' ip vith state-directed concerns "def nitely challenge Socialist thought" on
90colonial development. Only the weekly KcoTiornist remnrked or; the coin^rotniae

between progressive and traditional elements in tlie party; o^ncerninft 

colonial political evolution, for example, there vas "evidence of a desire 

to frame a policy in accordance vith the facts cts they exist today", but also

"evidence of a carefully controlled distaste for certain new constitutional
91

development." In a subsequent issue. The I;Jc.oiit^nijst_ amplified its comment

on the latter tendency by drawing attention v.o this sentence:

"The Conservative " Jarty sees every reason for encouraging further 
white settlement in those colonies which are climatically suitable, 
provided that this etui be done vithout prejudice to the rights of 
native peoples."

Vhat Tlie F.C o n p m i s t found significant in this formula was that the phrase "white 

settlement" vas placed first and native rights second. Yet in the Devonshire 

Declaration of 1923 a. Conservative Government hrd asserted that African inter­ 

ests must rank paramount in the rvent of any conflict of interests in Kenya. 

Could it be that the wheel hud turned full circle'' In tn.e absence of any 

close definition of "th rights of native people.s". it ni^ht roll be concluded 

that Imperial lolicy was offering, in guarded words, the party's support for

89 Venture, Auit^ 1949, p.1 ; ^ ocialist C onm P n t a ry , /uig. 1949, pp.1(>9-70.

90 ?:cw^ Chronicle, 25 «Jime 1949: The Tirneg. 25 June 1949.~ ' ——
91 . conpmist. 2 July 1949, p.10.

88 East Africa and Rhodesia. 30 June 1949-



233

92 
the principle of European paramountcy.

This point was not taken up elsewhere, not even by Labour MPe or the 

Fabians. As was shown in the last chapter, Labour's own official attitude 

towards European settlement was none too clearly defined at this time. It 

seemed curious, nevertheless, that Labour should have missed this opportunity 

to press the Conservatives to amplify their concept of what, precisely, 

constituted the rights of native peoples. Not until the Conservatives were 

back in government did Labour seriously and persistently seek to do so.

(iii) Parliamentary Activity

Conservatives usually maintained that their parliamentary activities 

were regulated by their belief in the need for a bipartisan ^.olicy. As 

we liave soon, this notion could mean different things to different men. On 

the issue of West African political advance, for ex rople, it was equally poss­ 

ible for those Conservatives who supported the Government's policy and for 

those who opposed it to justify their views in the name of the bi-partisan 

approach. For wheretts to a liberal Conservative the term implied broad 

acquiescence in the Government's goals and methods, to a traditional Conserv­ 

ative it implied rather that both parties ought to subscribe to the older 

objective* of "firmness" and imperial unity. In traditional eyes, to the 

extent that the Government was moving away from these objectives it was
c\*^H

breaching bi-partisan policyA therefore merited criticism. Aa early as 1946 

one traditional Conservative, Ponsonby, had presented this point of view, if 

in vague terms: "I think the only way the Opposition would come into it as

an Opposition, would be if the Government in power were weak...if they vac-
93 illated or showed lack of courage." On the Labour side, naturally, it was

the criticism rather than the policy which was regarded as a breach.

But back-bench attempts and counter-attempts to distribute blame in this 

respect never really provided the stuff of full-scale party warfare in the

House. They found expression rathor in isolated speeches and, at least onee,
94 in an exchange of letters in The Tines. In general, parliamentary

92 Fconomist. 6 Aug. 1949, p.283.

93 HCD vol. 425 col. 286 (9 July 1946).

94 Letters by Baldwin (10 April 1951), Gammans (11 April 1951), ajid (jointly) 
Sir Richard Acland, Leslie Hale, James Johnson and George Vigg (13 April 1951).
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M   i-nrtj 1 103 did operate: which is to say thr.t as n. rrilo colonial 'olicy 

was frenuinely recorded by the Opposition as a field in which neither head-on 

collisions with the Government nor "tactical" opposition was? called for. 

Uence, ns vns shown in Chanter III, there were no general notions of censure 

071 colonial policy nnd for five years the Opposition oven vaived its rijTht 

to initiate Supply debates in order to allow the Government time to present 

its annurl report on the colonies.

This self-restraint derived from a belief in Opposition responsibility 

to which Stanley <»nve early expression!

"T 'T. cert--in thrt hon. Menbers on thir-: *ido will never forget that in 
the colonial field we also have our responsibility, and that we share 
the responsibility that restj> upon -  arliuiaeiit >.is u v/holc, of guiding 
sixty million people nf all races, colours rnd creeds to...self-govern­ 
ment. "95

To the -arty conference be justified the parliamentary party's sell1 restraining 

tactics in rather different terms, suggesting that it was Conservative moder­ 

ation which helped keep the Government itself on a moderate course*

"I Lave done everything I could to ktep the Kmpire out of party politics. 
There is no iio^e of a consistent Ici^t-rial  £> .>!icy if that policy is put 
on a partisan basis...therefore, ve Conservatives in the House have, 
during this Parliament, been generous to our opponents on Imperial 
matters. -e have preferred to su^ort tiie ^reech tJours of tno Colonial 
Office rather than to resurrect the Creech Jones of the ?abian Colonial 
Bureau." 96

Yet, whatever the form these justifications took, it would be a mistake 

to assume that the Opi >sition' s attitude was maintained on anything other 

than a conditional basis. It was argued earlier that no Conservative, 

traditional or liberal, vould have condoned any serious attempt by the Govern­ 

ment either to undermine the position of European settlers or to initiate a 

withdrawal from those colonies regarded as vital for Imperial communications 

and security. As it happened the Government never did, in the Opposition^ 

estimation, overstep these two most important lines. But on less "fundamental 

matters too there were limits to the Opposition 1 ? tolerance, ; nd these 

occasionally became evident.

95 HHlvol. 425 col. 275 (9 July 1941.). 

90 1947 Conference Report. pp.o7-8.
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In the field of <-. C onomie policy, for exp.rrp"ie, one line wns r< uit.e plainly 

dn.wn whon in 1948 -Stanley rejected an invitation to sit on the Government's 

nev Colonial Tconomic Development Council, on the grounds "that it mi«ht 

inconvenience bin in any criticism lie rai^ht have to make. 1 ' 97 J.ven for him, 

tippfrently, the principles of "hi-parti; n» "  d "Opposition responsibility" 

would, not accommodate participation in the Government'r- machinery of economic 

consultation. >Vnd more broadly, there was often a ^ocrl deal of party feeling

manifested in debates on the relative merits of -rivnte and state enterprise

qg 
in colonial development. Here it is vortV resurrecting, for a moment, that

most celebrated and controversial of all colonial-development schemes: the 

affair of the last African groundnut.?. For in this inf--tar.ee it was a matter 

not JIJP*. of pnrty feeling but of full-scale attack. The issue vas brought 

to p..n£ry debate three tines during 1949, and on each occasion the Opposition 

divided the House.

Of course, the groundnuts fiasco was never regarded wholly, or even mainly, 

as n colonial isnur. The responsible minister vas John -Strachey, Mnister of 

Food, and his was the resignation vhich tl.-e Opposition demanded. And for the 

most ^nrt the Opposition's line of nttacV, IT« c pre-election y<?r>r, vi-.s simply 

to de; ict t>se affair as a generic example of socialist f< muddle" and "waste". 

But at the sane tine it vas obvious tht-t the Government's ^oneriil policy for 

colonial development r^r, implicated. Both sides recognised this in their 

choice of front-bench speakers in the final censure debate - Stanley and 

Lennox-Boyd for the Opposition a.ncl Creech Jones supporting btrachey for the 

Goverr^ent. In addition, severt^l of the back-bench speakers in the three 

debates sroke in their capacity as colonial specialists: for example Baldwin, 

Barlov, bodds-Parker, Harris, Macdomild and 1onsonby amon^ the f'onservativea 

and Hynd, Slieffin^ton ?;nd borensen amonj^ Latiour Members. And Lennox Boyd 

stated for tlie Opposition the view that the Government had ma<'e an administ­ 

rative blunder in not assigning the scheme to the Colonial Office in the first

97 bee the exchanges betveeri Gammans, Hees-Villiarns (the Under-SecretarjO and 

vSta.nley, H0i> vol. 453 col. 608 (8 July 1948).

98 oee e.g. remarks by L'odde-J arker, hClJ vol. 441 col. 324 (29 July 1947), 

and r'rcderic Harris, ibid., vol. 454 col. 670 (22 July 1948); also letter by 

Gatnnmns, Financial Times, 14 Dec. 1950.
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place:

"It has always been our view that the conduct of this scheme should be 
in the hands of the Colonial Office. Many of the difficulties in the 
life of the African people that may well spring from this well meaning, 
large-scale, mechanised effort, could be reduced if not avoided if the 
Colonial Office, with its vast experience, were the responsible Govern­ 
ment Department for this scheme."99

For these reasons, the groundnuts affair may fairly be regarded as the major 

example of a case in which the Opposition judged that its conditions for 

"generosity" on colonial matters had not been met.

In the 1950 1 Parliament there were three more divisions on questions of 

policy in British dependencies: the exile of Seretse Khama (28 March 1950), 

the failure of the Colonial Development Corporation's Gambia poultry scheme 

(13 March 1951), and the exile of Tshekedi Khama (26 June 1951).

Of the three it is clear that the first at least had no tactical signif­ 

icance, since the Opposition applied only a one-line whip. Nor was the 

division related exclusively to Seretse; it came at the end of a debate on 

the Consolidated Fund Bill during which several topics had been raised. But 

that it did relate substantially to Seretse's case, which was in fact the last 

topic discussed before the division, was shown by the abstentions of the 

Labour left-wingers mentioned in the last chapter. And that the Opposition 

did disagree with the Government on principle had been evident since Churchill 

led the interrogation of Gordon Walker on March 8, albeit that the principle 

in question was not the one which Fabians and Labour back-benchers had held

to be at stake. Taking their lead from Churchill's phrase "a very disrep-
10O utable transaction," most Conservatives were more concerned about the

Government's alleged trickery than its alleged appeasements if the Government 

had indeed deceived Seretse, then it had violated a principle of honour. The 

case was therefore sui generis. The Conservatives' opposition was not merely 

tactical, but neither was it based on disagreement about a principle which 

pertained peculiarly to colonial policy.

The second of the three, by contrast, was pre-eminently party-political. 

Like East African groundnuts, Vest African eggs were political ammunition with

99 HCI) vol. 470 col. 143 (21 Nov. 1949).

100 Ibid., vol. 472 col. 295 (8 March 1950).
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which to pelt the Government. Opposition speakers, led by Lennox-Boyd^ 

described the Gambia failure as another glaring instance of "maladministration" 

and "waste", and after a heated debate the Government very narrowly won a vote 

with three-line whips applied on both sides.

Finally, the debate on Tshekedi. In this case there seems to have been 

a mixture of motives. The subject was actually raised and the debate init­ 

iated by Clement Davies, the Liberal leader. But the necessary parliamentary 

time was made available by the Conservative Party, and there can be no reason 

to dispute the claim of Labour speakers that the Conservatives provided 

time very largely because they saw this as an issue on which the Government 

could be seriously embarrassed. At the same time, as Tshekedi 1 s biographer 

shows, many Conservatives were deeply concerned with the principle of the

case, and Lennox-Boyd, Julian Amery and Brigadier Low among others spoke
102 eloquently on Tshekedi's behalf. But as with Seretse's case, they saw

it chiefly as a matter of "unjust" treatment: what was at stake was not some 

special principle of imperial policy so much as the general reputation of 

British justice. In the event the vote was close, but would have been closer 

still had not fifteen right-wing Conservatives demonstrated their approval 

of the Government's policy by abstaining.

In later years Conservatives sometimes claimed that when in Opposition 

their party "never" divided the House on a colonial issue. This was a 

significant claim because it was used to support the argument that the 

"breakdown of bi-partisan policy" in the early fifties vas attributable 

entirely to the Labour Party, having originated in an election broadcast 

made by Griffiths in October 1951. But the preceding discussion indicates 

that the breakdown" had antecedents, if not origins, in Conservative Party 

activities on occasions earlier than this. It is technically arguable that, 

as in the case of Palestine, the groundnuts and Khama affairs were not really 

colonial issues, since the minister primarily responsible was not the Colonial

101 E.g. Reginald Paget and Eirene White: HCD vol. 489 cols. 1248, 1257 
(26 June 1951).

102 Benson, op.cit.. pp.238-9.

103 See e.g. Commonwealth and Colonial Affairs (monthly, Conservative 
Research Department), Jan. 1954, p.3; Chandos, op.cit., p.355.
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Secretary. But the point is that those issues, unlike Palestine, were 

widely regarded and discussed on both sides as if they were, in large 

measure, colonial issues; while in the Gambia poultry case ;ot even the 

technical argument is applicable, since no one disputed the Colonial 

Secretary's ministerial responsibility. It remains true that - for « variety 

of perfectly valid reasons - the Conservative 1'arty several times divided 

the house on questions of policy implementation in dependent territories.
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CIIAITEH VI 

THE bKLAiOXTaN OP BI-i'AKTIiiAN POLICY, 1951-4

"Policy in its broadest sense appeared to be bi-partiaan. 
1 was, however, to witness with sorrow the complete break­ 
down of a bi-partisan policy."

Viscount Chandos, The Memoirs of Lord Chandos, p.355.

In the forties it was still possible to conceive of colonial 

policy as a series of British initiatives. Political pressures frora 

the colonies were relatively feeble, and the main problem in dealing 

vith these pressures was thought to be that of "harnessing" then 

to "the task of building up community life". In the early fifties 

this conception appeared increasingly inadequate. Foreshadowed by 

the Gold Coast disturbances, the growing force of colonial political 

pressures produced eruptions of violence, most notably in Kenya, and 

several eaer^ency situations. In many territories new arrangements 

and constitutional structures vere called for as old ones cracked 

under strain. In 33ritain the Conservative Government made plain 

not only its recognition of colonial ambitions but also its intention 

to retain the initiative. On one hand colonial peoples were acJoiowledced 

to be "awakening", and Lyttelton won praise for his work towards the 

eventual independence of Nigeria, the Gold Coast and the West Indies. 

On the other hand official statements remained steeped in the flavour 

of "guidance", with a stronger emphasis than before on the maintenance 

of order; thus Lyttelton acted as accoucheur of Central African 

federation against vocal African resistance and sought wholly or partly 

military solutions for problems in Malaya, Kenya and British Guiana.

1 Crad. 7433: The Colonial japire (1947-1948), (iLHSO, 1948), pp.2-3.
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From the Labour Party's point of view the political importance 

of colonial affairs increased greatly in these circumstances. When 

in December 1952 the party's National Executive Committee sent to 

West Africa the first fact-finding mission it had ever sponsored in

colonial territories, Venture could describe it as Ma sign of the2 " ~"

times". At the party conferences of 1952 and 1954 there vere

unprecedentedly long discussions and several resolutions on colonial 

policy. In 1953 the subject was not reached on the conference 

agenda - at which Attlee expressed regret - but many resolutions were 

sent in and their content typified the resolutions submitted to all 

three conferences: twelve condemned racial discrimination, fifteen 

called for inde -endeuce (with some suggesting target dates) and six 

for increased economic aid (with some expressing a readiness to make

economic sacrifices in Britain), while others referred to educational
4 

and land reforms and the withdrawal of British troops. At Transport

House new administrative staff was appointed to assist Farmer; by 

1954, when John Hatch took over as Commonwealth Officer, the post w<\s 

acquiring sufficient importance to justify an ultimately successful 

campaign by several people for the establishment of a Commonwealth 

Departnent. In Parliament one of raany signs of Labour HP*s'growing 

interest could be found in their recourse to House of Commons motions 

in order to express views on colonial matters. By contrast with 

their previous neglect of this medium, Labour Members sponsored thirteen 

colonial affairs notions between February 1951 and March 1954. Seven 

concerned Kenya, two Malaya, two the Khanas, and two colonial policy 

in general. All w«re "liberal" motions, whether advocating the 

partial opening of the Vhite Highlands to African farmers or the 

cessation of the collective punishment of villages in the Malayan war. 

Three motions drew over a hundred signatures, another four between

2 Venture t March 1953, p.3,

3 1953 Conference Report, p.206.

4 Venture. Nov. 1953, p.5.
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forty and a hundred.

Colonial issues became not merely politically important; 

they became politically contentious. Lyttelton had to defend his 

policies and actions not only against colonial leaders but also, 

frequently, against a hostile Opposition. Intense conflict between 

Colonial Secretary and Opposition party was something new in British 

politics, and the principal aim of this chapter is to identify its 

causes and trace its course by means of an analysis of Labour reactions 

to the Colonial Secretary's policies on major issues.

At the tirae, both onlookers and protagonists made a number of 

attempts to account for Labour's behaviour. Among Labour MPs 

themselves, not surprisingly, there was an insistence that parliamentary 

tactics were based on principles. For the present this view raay be 

illustrated by an extract from a letter by Creech Jones to The Times, 

written in May 1955s

"There are real differences in conception ... between 
the two parties  ., [The Labour Party] tends to put a 
different emphasis on human values, political rights, 
land rights, and matters such as immigration and dis­ 
crimination. "5

A second hypothesis was that to some extent Labour's opposition 

was based upon ita opinion of Lyttelton personally. Briefly, Lyttelton 

was seen as a man far too stern and inflexible for so sensitive a 

job. Failings of policy were attributed to his personal shortcomings, 

and not only by left-wing backbenchers: Attlee himself charged 

Lyttelton with an "insensitiveness" which had led some people to question

"whether part of the troubles in the colonial sphere, 
which have increased so markedly during his term of 
office ... raay not be due to a certain lack of appreciation 
of the views of other people."7

5 The Times. 12 May, 1955.

6 Or in the phrase of Erarys Hughos HP, a man of "iron hand and 
wooden head". This was the title of a pamphlet, written by Hughes 
for the Union of Deaocratic Control, on Lyttelton's handling of the 
British Guiana crisis.

7 HCD vol.518, col.2262 (22 Oct. 1953).
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And on occasion the party was supported in thia view by the quality 

press. The Times, in a retrospective editorial, considered that 

the "storms" of recent colonial history "were abetted ... in the 

early stages, by the Minister's own intransigent manner"; more 

picturesquely, The licononist described the Minister as "a large, 

rawboned wan with a rather large and rawboned manner and with more 

than a touch of that appearance of superiority which so often gets
Q

upper-claaa Englishmen into trouble with foreigners". It followed 

that "Lyttelton must go", if not for The Times and The Lcpnomiat then 

certainly for the Labour i^arty and its sympathisers, the Fabian

Colonial Bureau, for example, announced itself "entirely in agreement
9 with those who call for the resignation of Mr. Oliver Lyttelton".

A third explanation was that Labour's hostility sprang from 

opportunist motives having nothing to do with colonial policy. This 

was « favoured view among Consorvat-ives, Lyttelton himself subscribed 

to it, as several passages in his autobiography indicate. For example:

"In 1951 the Labour Government had left office only just 
in time. Economically they had brought the country to 
the verge of disaster . . . and they feared an inquest on 
their performance as a Government. The high-flown hubris 
of 1945 was being stalked by the economic neiaesia of 1951. 
What more natur il than to turn a good deal of attention, 
under one of the leaders of the party, to an area where 
there appeared to bo endless opportunities oi' trouble, 
whether those troubles were spontaneous or fanned into flame 
by faction: at least Lyttelton seomed to be a weak parlia­ 
mentarian and a toothsome victim. "

Another and probably more common version of this explanation was that 

Labour's attitude grew out of the party's internal difficulties. In 

the Conservative journal Commonwealth and Colonial Affairs layers provided 

a typical expression of this view:

"It is clear that Socialist leaders were prepared to go a 
long way to meet the [BevaniteJ rebels in the hope of 
maintaining a semblance of unity: but it says little for 
their outlook on colonial affairs if part of the price of 
appeasing the extremists included an agreement to carry

8 The Tines, 30 July 1954; Economist, 12 Dec. 1953, p.794.

9 Venture, Jan. 1953, p.l.

10 Clmndos, op. cit.. pp.355-6. (The leader referred to was Griffiths.) 
See also ibid., p.432.
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party warfaro into the field of colonial problems." 

All of these explanations will require consideration in the 

light of our analysis,

A word on the significance of different issues. It is necessary 

to distinguish between colonial "crises", "emergencies", "disorder" 

as such, and the issues on which Labour explicitly and heatedly 

opposed the Government. Although the frequency of crises was made 

part of the general case against Lyttelton, there were many events 

of the former kind which did not specifically come into the latter 

category: for example, disturbances which occurred for various reasons 

in Nigeria and Nyasaiand in mid 1953. Of the latter kind there were 

relatively few examples. In view of all that has been said about 

the departure from the bi-partisan norm, it may seem surprising to 

note that Labour divided the House on only three specific colonial 

issues - federation, anti-Mau Mau tactics and the British Guiana crisis - 

and on the one general issue of the Government's handling of "affairs 

in Africa". And a further distinction should be drawn between 

federation and these other issues; for out of the nineteen divisions 

forced by Labour on colonial topics between March 1952 and December 

1953, fifteen related to federation. Clearly, for most of Lyttelton's 

term of office this was by far the greatest issue between the parties. 

Until fairly late in 1953, indeed, it remained possible to see 

federation as the only real issue; and even on federation there vas 

a party truce once the matter had been decided. Hence, in spite of 

the atmosphere of colonial stress and Labour's frequent attacks on 

Lyttelton and his methods, it was at least arguable that the "breakdown" 

was far from total; Central Africa apart, policy was still basically 

bi-partisan. Only towards the end of 1^53, when there were successive 

party confrontations on British Guiana, the exile of the Kabal^a of

BUganda and the general censure motion, was Lyttelton himself moved to
12 observe that "the final breakdown" had taken place.

11 Commonwealth and Colonial Affairs, March 1952, pp.8-9.

12 ilCI) vol. 522 col.427 (16 Dec. 1953).
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Thus, in the coarse of our analysis, we will reserve our 

closest attention for two major issues. One, obviously, must be 

federation* The other will be the British Guiana crisis; for 

this complex matter placed the Labour Party in a dilentraa such that 

the range of intra-party attitudes wore revealed in an exceptionally 

clear light.

1. Clolonial Wars

To the question of vhen the first signs of party conflict became 

evident there is no ready answer. Rarlier we noted that Labour's 

opposition tactics had antecedents in several of the Conservatives' 

parliamentary manoeuvres between 1949 and 1951. But by Conservative 

accounts the first straw in the wind was a statement by Griffiths 

in an election broadcast in October 1951s

"I do want to remind you that iaany of our troubles today 
have their roots in the Tory past, and that most of them 
need never have happened if the Tories had learnt in time 
to treat other people as equals ... There's only one way 
to learn democracy, and that's by practising it. Uur 
job is to do in a fow short years what our forefathers 
learnt in the hard struggle of centuries. Is there any 
liberal-minded man or woman in this country who believes 
that you can trust that job to the Tories? ... There are 
sixty million people in the colonies. They don't have 
votes in our election. It'a you, by your votes, who 
decide what happens to them."13

Lyttelton and Sayers, among others, later went on record several tiraos 

with the assertion that the transition from the old to the new style 

of party relations could be date 1 from this broadcast. Lyttelton 

went further: at constitutional conferences, he told Parliament in 

December 1953, he had often found among colonial delegates p. distrust

of the Conservative Government which, they acknowledged, had arisen
14directly from what Griffiths had said.

13 Broadcast of 10 Oct. 1951, quoted in Conservative Research Dept., 
Notes on Current Politics. 15 Feb. 1954, p. 2.

14 HCJ) vol.522 col.425 (16 Dec. 1953). ^ee <lso article by layers 
(writing anonymously), Commonwealth and Colonial Affairs. Jan. 1954, p.3.
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These attributions of blame, however, were not made until some 

time afterwards when party conflict vas already evident in other ways. 

At the time, Lyttelton for one did not believe that the Labour Party

contemplated a deliberate breach. lie had "no inkling" of what was
15 to come when he made his first policy statement in ifovociber 1951 -

a statement couched in "almost the very words of Mr. Creech Jones, 

one of my respected predecessors". And, indeed, there was no 

opposition on any specific issue for some time after the election.

The first specific issue, whon it came, was the war in Halaya. 

On tailing office, Lyttelton had chosen to #ive the Malayan problem 

top priority. Late in 1951 he flew to Malaya to assess the situation 

and decided that a tougher military policy was necessary. In February 

1952 General Sir Gerald Terapler was appointed as High Commissioner with 

a directive to achieve, as his "primary task" in Malaya, "the

restoration of law and order, so that this barrier to progress may
17 be removed". By April the new measures in force included the

destruction of rice crops which were likely sources of supply for 

terrorists and the punishment of villages (b; r such means as 22-hour 

curfews and the curtailment of rice rations) whose representatives 

would not cooperate with the authorities.

At hone, the first rumblings of protest from the Opposition 

became audible early in December. On Noveraber 29 Lyttelton had 

stated in Singapore that "political progress was not an integral part 

of the struggle against militant Communism in Malaya". Woodrow YJyatt 

in a Question to the Prime Minister, and Griffiths and Attlee in 

supplementaries, sought to establish if this viev represented Government

policy. On the sawe day Driberg asked a Question about allegations
18 

of police brutality in the interrogation of suspected terrorists.

15 Interview with Lord Chandos.

16 Chandos, op. cit., p.356.

17 The text of the directive is reprinted in HCD vol.496 cols.25-6 
(20 Feb. 1952).

18 Ibid., vol.494 cols.2382-5 (5 Dec. 1951).
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In the ensuing months members of the Opposition returned to these 

two themes. Concerning the relative importance of political and 

military measures George Vigg and Stanley Awbery, among others, 

criticised Lyttelton'a sense of priorities, arguing for example that

his handling of the situation would "reap a terrible harvest" and
19 

that u solution could not be found "merely by sending troops there'1 .

On the matter of interrogations Driberg maintained a correspondence 

with the Minister, while on the general issue of "toughness" in anti- 

terrorist methods Griffiths and left-wing backbenchers made common 

cause in private representations. On another issue, however, Griffiths 

found himself aligned with Lyttelton against some of the left-wingers. 

Whereas the latter were inclined to regard the fighting as an anti- 

imperialist "people's war", Griffiths had no hesitation in holding 

Communists responsible. la the House he was careful to state that 

he "appreciated the true position" in Malaya, having seen it for

himself; and for this attitude he was criticised - though not in
20 public - by some of the party's left.

But it was a united party which in April mounted its most 

important attack on the Government's new methods. Opposition 

criticism was occasioned by the initiation of the crop destruction 

programme and, in particular, by the collective punishment of a village 

called Tanjong Malim. On crop destruction Driberg observed that 

"the method now used to get two-thirds of the people of Halaya on our 

side is the method of starving villagers", while another backbencher, 

Maurice Edelman, described the policy as "contrary to the principles 

of natural justice ... both immoral and ineffective". Griffiths 

intervened to point out that the Labour Party was not alone in taking 

this view; in the Singapore and Malayan press "considerable apprehen­ 

sion has been expressed by representatives of the community about the
21 new policy". The collective punishment of lan.jong Malira provoked

not only outbursts in th« House - for example from Wyatt, who described

19 ilCD vol.495 col.905 (5 Feb. 1952) (Vigg); vol.496 col.25 (20
JJeb. 1952) (Awbery).

20 These points wore confirmed in interviews with Griffiths and Chandos

21 HOD vol.499 cols.395-8 (23 April 1952).
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22 it as "very reminiscent of i?ascie>t methods" - but also a motion
sponsored by Driberg, Wyatt and Avbery along with the left-wingers 
Brock.vay and Anthony Greenwood. The motion - 'that this House ... 
believing that such punishuent is contrary to civilised practice and 
is more likely to antagonise the Malayan people than to win their 
friendship and support, urges Her Majesty's Government to modify the 
policy under which this punishment was imposed" - drew 131 Labour
signatures, the greatest number yet appended to any motion on a03 
colonial issue.

In the face of this attack Conservative MPs rallied to their
Minister. The Opposition was chided for asking questions "which

24 only tend to destroy confidence". Dodds-rarker and five party
colleagues uut down an amendment to the Labour notion which welcomed 
the Government's "inflexible determination" and described the collective 
punishment as "appropriate, just and firm, and recognised as such by 
th« great majority of all inhabitants of Malaya, ... and by all in this 
country with r«al knowledge of the military and political problems 
involved". Over the next few days this and a related Conservative 
anendaent acquired 138 signatures. In a sense the breach between 
the parties was thus formalised, for the whole exercise had the 
atmosphere of an unofficial division on tfovernraent policy which the 
Conservatives duly "won".

Lyttelton himself viewed these domestic developments thus:
"The Opposition lost no time in making trouble. The 
questions and arguments seemed directed to show that our 
countrymen wer* always wrong, and nearly always wicked ... 
I had determined not to be moved an inch by all this 
clatter. I began to be an unpopular Minister, and a 
popular target for attack."25

On this issue the "attack" continued intermittently during the 
year. In October, however, attention was sharply diverted from 
Malaya by the outbreak of Mau Mau killings in Konya. rarllament

22 HOD vol.498 col.loTO (2 April 1952).
23 Li)M No. 63 of 1951-2 Session, 8 April 1952.
24 Martin Lindsay, HOD vol. 499 col.1452 (30 April 1952).
25 Chandos, op. cit.. p.382.
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discussed this new crisis several times in the next few weeks, 

i'or the most part the debates were solemn occasions, nuirked by 

(/riffiths's repeated pledge that the Opposition would support measures 

taken in the interests of oruer and peace and by his announcement,

in one debate, that he had advised his party against pressing a
26 

division. 4" Nevertheless, criticisms of the Government's more

rigorous measures - including detention without trial arid, again, 

tae collective punishment of villages - could be heard from such

Members as Driberg, Brockvay, l^delnan, Hector iiughes and *irs. Kirene
27 

'white. "The weight of the Opposition's attacks upon the Colonial

Office and myself", wrote the sorely tried Lyttelton, "was now largely
*>g 

transferred from Malayan to Kenyan affairs".*" And early in jeceraber

'ilie .Jconoaist summarised a commonly-held vie / about these attacks: 

"There can be little doubt that a section of the Labour party is 

exploiting this concern as a stick for beating the Government and 

Mr, Lyttelton in particular". No matter that such attacks were 

"unofficial", since "few Europeans in Kenya and fewer Africans can be 

expected to appreciate the difference between official and unofficial

Labour opposition". Griffiths, said The Economist, should forthwith
29 dissociate the front bench from "the mischievous campaign behind him".

So far from doing so. however, Griffiths himself began to take 

an increasingly critical line. Late in November, when Lyttelton 

announced that tougher measures would be necessary to meet a worsening 

situation, Griffiths responded by distinguishing between "steps that 

are required to suppress Mau Mau" and "the^trends of present policy ... 

[which are] fraught with the danger of converting the whole Kikuyu

26 HCD TO 1,508 col. 383 (25 Nov. 1952).

27 In particular, at Question time on 19 Nov., 3 Dec. and 10 Dec. 
1952; and in response to a statement by Lyttolton on 25 JMov.

op. cit., p. 401.

29 Kconomigt . 5 L>ec. 1952, p. 669. At that time Ilita iiinden was 
writing on colonial affairs for The Economist; it has not proved 
possible, however, to establish if she were the author of the article 
quoted.
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people into our enemies". With Attlee's support he secured an 

adjournment under Standing Order 9 to discuss the newest developments 

in the crisis; later he again expressed dissatisfaction with the

"general trend of policy" and announced that the Opposition would
30 

seek a further chance to discuss "the larger questions". 6 When the

chance came, the party leaders chose to turn it into a censure debate. 

Griffiths, Attlee and four other ex-Ministers tabled an omnibus 

motion expressing concern at measures "which involve the punishment 

of innocent people and which if continued may permanently embitter 

race relations", and going on to demand that the Government give immediate 

attention to the social and economic problems underlying riau Mau, 

"including the land problem", both by hastening the appointment of a 

lioyal Commission and by taking "all practical measures to mitigate 

the most pressing hardships and frustrations of the African people". 

The motion was brought to debate and with Liberal support the Labour 

leaders proceeded to force a division. This in spite of the argument 

offered by Harold iiacmillun, winding up for the Government, that such

a demonstration of disunity would ill befit a House that called for
32 a "united Kenya".

To censure and divide on a matter of this kind was certainly a 

serious step for the Opposition to take. The Government's understanding 

of the situation, in line with the "Conservative" view outlined ibove,

was that the Labour leadership had been driven to it under backbench
33 pressure. But whether this was true of the Kenyan case is difficult

to say. Laboiir leaders did not again attack the Government's measures 

to the same extent; in tho next few months backbenchers tabled 

motions protesting against the treatment of prisoners and Mau Mau
*%yf

suspects, but either did not seek or failed to obtain leadership support.

30 UCD vol.308 cofc.256-7, 383 (25 Nov. 1952).

31 EDH No. 21 of 1952-3 Session, 4 Dec. 1952. itedrafted as No. 29, 
11 Dec. 1952.

32 itCj) vol.509 cols.1319-20 (16 Dec. 1952).

33 Interview with Lord Chandos.

34 HDMa No. 77 and 124 of 1952-3 Session, 19 March and 21 July 1953.
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Yet the censure motion should not be seen as wholly contrary to 

the leadership's normal line on Kenya. That parts of it were based 

upon official party policy is illustrated by the fact that in July 

Griffiths and IJugdale had joined with Brockway and Leslie iiale to 

sponsor a motion urging the 'jovernuent to revise its views on the crucial 

problem of land utilisation, and notably to

"seek agreement in Kenya for a policy which will permit 
Africans, and in particular African cooperatives, to 
own lands in the highlands and which will enable the 
Government of Kenya to acquire, as part of a general 
policy of agricultural development, unused land in that 
area for African use."

Substantially echoing a recent NEC policy statement, this was the 

best-supported Labour motion on any colonial issue in the whole 1945-59 

period: it drew 199 signatories, fully two-thirds of the parliamentary

party. A few days after its tabling Griffiths went out of his way
35 to draw the House's and the Government's attention to it. Hence

there is no necessary reason to attribute the December division to 

backbench pressure upon the leaders.

2. Labour and the Federation

It is no part of our aim to recall in detail the successive 

conferences on Central African federation, the various draft schemes 

put forward or the numerous arguments deployed on both sides. These 

things have been amply recounted elsewhere. Our concern is to 

trace the development of party conflict over the issue; more particularly,

35 EDM No. 97 of 1951-2 Session, 7 July 1952 j nCD vol.503 cols. 2348-50 
(17 July 1952).

36 For an introductory narrative of the main events and the " 
debate" which accompanied them see e.g. Philip Mason, Year of JOG is ion; 
IQiodesia and Nyasaland in I960 (Oxford U.i ., 1960), Part II; Col in Leys 
and Cranford Pratt ( eds . )> A New j)eal in Central. Africa (ileineraann, 1960), 
Parts I and II; or V. F. Gutteridge, "The Debate on Central African 
federation in Retrospect", Parliamentary Affairs, Vol.X, No. 2 (spring 
1957). There are many other works covering much the same ground; some 
are cited in notes below.
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to identify the motives behind Labour's public attitude and to 

discern soraething of the intra-;>arty ran^o of views.

On this matter there was - and is - a clash of opinion which 

encapsulates the nain interpretations of Labour attitudes adumbrated 

earlier. The "official" account of Labour's position has been 

expressed in essence by Hatch, writing as the party's Comiaonwealth 

officer:

"Labour Ministers discussed the plan with the Central 
African peoples. As soon as it became apparent that the 
majority of Central Africans were opposed to the scheme, 
the Labour Party fought every attempt to impose it ... the 
Party Conference of 1952 passed a clear resolution against 
it. Prominent members of the party took a leading part 
in the opposition to it in this country."

The contrasting view has been expressed - again, in essence - by the 

journalist and Africanist Colin Legum.

'The Labour Government ... continued to play an active role 
in tae negotiations oven after it had become clear that the 
overwhelming majority of Africans were opposed to federation. 
It is true that ... the Conservative Government changed the 
federal Constitution, and then 'imposed 1 it. The Parliament­ 
ary Labour Party was divided until the last stages of the 
lengthy debates: only then did it resist 'imposition'. 
But the Government's decision was made easier by Mr. Attlee 
... calling for loyalty to the new State if the necessary 
parliamentary majority were obtained."37

Legura's account says nothing about the party's motivation; for a view 

on this which conflicts with Hatch's we may turn once again to 

Lyttolton. On coming into office he had expected "not to get too 

much trouble in the House of Commons, because the Labour Party ... 

[wasj already committed to federation". That the party ended up by 

resisting "was in ny belief as much dictated by parliamentary expediency
'ID

as by any belief that a majority of Africans were opposed to federation".

From these contrasting observations a small complex of questions 

arises. uad the Labour trovernment really been "committed" to federation? 

If so, at what point was Labour's commitment abandoned and why? How 

seriously and on what grounds was the party "divided until the last

37 Letters by Hatch and Legura to the Observer* 12 Aug. 1956.

38 Op. cit.t PP  3
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stages"? Our purpose will best be served by seeking answers to 

these questions.

Firstly, the question of commitment. There is in fact no 

great problem about assessing the Labour Government's position, since
 

a number of perfectly consistent statements were made by the party 

leaders. In 1949, following some overtures by Sir Godfrey iluggins 

and other settler leaders, Creech Jones stated:

"So far there has been no substantial evidence that a 

reorganisation of government is necessary in the form of 

a confederation. That is not to say, however, that our 

minda are absolutely closed, but we do say, with great 

emphasis, that this country has definite responsibilities 

towards the African peoples of the Protectorates."39

After the 1950 election this cnutious and conditional open-miiidedness 

gave way by decrees to a cautious and conditional support of federati
on 

in principle. Ve noted in Chapter II the reasons why Griffiths 

initiated an exploration of the federation idea: the fear of South 

African influence in Southern Rhodeaia, the economic, strategic and 

administrative considerations, and so on. Cohen in particular 

persuaded Griffiths to permit a conference of theoretically impartial

British and Central African civil servants to consider and decide40 
whether or not federation would be feasible and profitable. Meeting

in London early in 1951, these officials went well beyond their 

mandate to discuss "practical" problems and produced a report strongl
y 

recommending federation. Griffiths subsequently decided to make 

this private report public, and while insisting that the Government 

was not committed either way he described it as a "constructive" 

basis for discussion and promised further consultations. These 

initiatives marked the beginning of British governmental participatio
n

39 IIC1) v,,1.467 col.2915 (29 July 1949).

40 Th« initiative in pressing for this conference has boon wrongly 

attributed by one author to liuggins and by another to G. H. Baxter, 

the Commonwealth Relations Office official who chaired it. See 

Robert I. Hotberg, The Rise of Nationalism in Central Africa (Harvard 

U.P., 1966), p.231n.
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in the post-war debate on closer association, which up till then

had been carried on mainly among the European politicians of the

two Khodesias. Later, after touring the Central African territories,

Griffiths and Gordon Walker represented the Government at the 7ictoria

i?alls conference of September 1951 and put their signatures to a

communique which declared the participants' commitment to "the principle

of federation as so far presented and examined".

Throughout, however, Labour Ministers stressed that federation 

in practice - as opposed to principle - wouli have to raoet certain 

requirenents in order to merit their support. Above all, it would 

have to be ao designed that Britain's "dafinite responsibilities 

towards the African peoples" could be fully and honourably discharged. 

The primary (though not the only) meaning attached to this condition 

was that the Africans' own willing consent to federation would have to 

be engaged before the scheme could be proceeded with. For if it 

were not so engaged, the scheme would be, first, undemocratic, and

second, unworkable. Griffiths emphasised this condition in private
42 as well as public.

After going into Opposition the party leaders continued to profess 

conditional commitment. Griffiths made this clear when in March 1952 

the next opportunity for a parliaraentary discussion of the issue arose:

"My right hon. Friend and I were convinced then ... and 
are convinced now that federation of these turee territories 
is desirable in principle. The problem is how to achieve 
it with the willing consent of the Africans."

43 Later in the debate Gordon Walker expressed himself similarly. In

each of the next two debates, in April and July 1952, Griffiths reaffirmed 

the leadership's view, while in August he implied in a letter to The

Tinea that Labour would support a federal scheme based on genuine
44 racial partnership. Finally, in September Attlee himself toured

41 Annex to Cmd.8573* Southern Hhodeaia, Northern Rhodesia and 
Nvasaland: Draft Federal Scheme (HMSo' t i952)V

42 FCB-MM, 10 July 1951.

43 IICD vol.497 cols.221, 313-4, 317-8 (4 Harch 1952).
44 The Tiaes, 16 Aug. 1952.
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Central Africa and told African representatives that Labour backed
Ati

tiie federal idea, chiefly on economic grounds.

In short, from 1950 onwards the responsible party leaders made 
a series of pronouncements indicating that Labour was conditionally 
committed to fede\-ation. Lyttelton, in the brief statement quoted

00

above, could be said to have misrepresented Labour's position by 
failing to acknowledge the conditions; and to perceive this is to 
resolve at least one of the apparent contradictions aaong the quoted 
statements.

This leads to the second question: at what point did the 
party's opposition to the actual federal scheme begin? It is a more

<*> /V.--.S  - /i ten £>y ff^>"U'i|
difficult one to answer. The official view, was that Labour oppositionXA

developed as soon as African hostility towards federation became 
apparent to the party leaders. Now it is plain enough - since all 
accounts, including Griffiths'« and Gordon Walker's own, concur on 
the point - that the two Ministers were confronted by overwhelming 
evidence of African hostility during their tour of the territories 
in August and September 1951. Yet ~ and this is Leguu's point - the 
tvo Ministers nevertheless "continued to play an active role in the 
negotiations". Not only did they attend the Victoria ?alls conference, 
they also signed the communique in support of the federal principle 
and in anticipation of further discussions, even though the five 
African delegates at the conference refused to do likewise.

The contradiction extends further than this. On the next occasion 
uhen Labour leaders made public statements, nearly six months later, 
they objected to the new (ioverncient ? s approach to the problem and 
carried their objections to the point of forcing a division. Here, 
it would seen, was an indication that the kind of federation contemplated 
by the Conservatives was already unacceptable to labour. Yet unhelp­ 
fully for this view, there were no further divisions on the issue for 
over a year; instead Griffiths explicitly decided against dividing

45 See Harry Franklin, Unholy Wedlock (Alien and Unwin, 1963), p.75;
L. ii. Gann, A History of Northern Rhode.sia (Chatto and Vindus, 1964),
p.418; and Kotberg, pp. cit., p.245- At one point Attlee oven
supported Wolensky's demand for 500,000 white immigrants: kotberg, loc.cit,
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in the debates of April and July 1952. Really vigorous opposition 

in the House did not begin until the very last phase of the whole 

gestatory period, extending from March to July 1953. How, then, 

are these facts to be reconciled? Did opposition date from 

Septe. iber 1951, or March 1952, or March 1953?

Part of the difficulty may be traced to the fact that the 

three leaders most closely involved - Attlee, Gordon Walker and 

Griffiths - did pursue different courses. Initially all three took 

the position of agreement in principle. But to judge by some of 

his reported remarks in Central Africa Attlee, for one, seems to have 

gone beyond this to a virtual acceptance of the scheme actually 

proposed - at least for a time. At other stages he was enigmatic,

stressing the seriousness of the dilemma and the dangers involved
46 both in resisting and accepting the scherae. Generally he took

the view that final support for federation must depend upon the 

production of sufficient evidence by the white Rhodesians that they

would in fact implement the "partnership" which they claimed to be
47 federation's central object. Ultimately, when the evidence failed

to appear, Attlee withdrew his conditional support and led his party's 

parliamentary fight against imposition. Uis change of position can 

probably be dated, within a month or so, to the turn of the year 1952-3. 

In December 1952 he had led a delegation including Griffiths, Mrs. 

White and Morgan Phillips to Lyttelton's office, in order to convey

the party's reservations prior to the final constitutional conference
48 scheduled for January. Once that conference had been held and it

46 Daily Herald, 8 Sept. 1952; Mason, op. cit.. p.43.

47 Leys and Pratt, op. cit., p.56.

48 "A most extraordinary thing for Attlee to do. It must have been 
the strongest deputation ever sent anywhere by the party." This was 
the comment of Hiss Marjorie ."^icholson, secretary of tho Fabian Colonial 
Bureau, in a letter to Jay B. Krane, an official of the International 
Confederation of Free Trade Unions, which had itaelf issued several 
public statements opposing the federal scheme. Nicholson to Krane, 
27 Jan. 1953 (FCB papers).
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had become apparent that the constitution decided upon wont even 

further tovarda meeting the settlers' requirements than previous 

drafts had done, Attlee becaue unambiguously hostile.

Gordon Walker, on the other hand, moved from his initial 

agreement in principle to unrepentant support of the scheme actually 

evolved. I'rota the outset he had accepted the argument that closer

association was not just necessary but urgently necessary, chiefly
49 because of the South African factor. Touring Souther Rhodesia

to consult African opinion in Septenber 1951 he had also acted to some

extent as an advocate, telling Africans that federation would wean
50 more schools, more hospitals and more services. In trie end he had

become so firmly committed as to abstain from voting with his party 

in the crucial debates of March to July 1953.

Griffiths's, however, is by far the most intriguing course to 

trace. Throughout the controversy Griffiths was the party's official 

spokesman, its champion in a long succession of gladiatorial debating 

encounters with Lyttelton. In so far as there was an official party 

line, therefore, it will best be understood by following his route 

from position to position up until the last stages.

We have already seen that Griffiths, when in office, agreed to 

initiate official talks but stressed from the outset that African 

consent must be engaged or the scheme could not proceed. Firstly, 

then: if Griffiths did observe for himself the intensity of African 

hostility towards the federal plan, why did he go on to the Victoria

Falls conference?
51 The answer lies in what actually happened at the conference.

Having made their tour of the territories, both Griffiths and Gordon 

Walker, supported at the conference by Cohen, wore concerned above all

49 HCD vol.497 cols.314-6 (4 March 1952).

50 Handles10r Guardian, 24 Sept. 1951.

51 This account is based on some of the works cited in notes 36 and 
45, statements in Parliament and an mtervi«w with Griffiths,
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to discuss the position and the rights of Africans. But from 

beginning to end there was deadlock between the British Ministers 

on one side and Hogging's Southern Hhodesian delegation on the 

other. For Hoggins'a aim was to cut the conference down on the 

Central African side to the European delegates from the two Khodesias, 

and then to obtain a number of specific alterations, already formulated 

by his delegation, in the Officials' Plan. In fact, Muggins was 

well aware that the Ministers had been impressed by the Africans' 

expressions of hostility. Accordingly he had sought at first to 

have the conference postponed in expectation of a British election and 

the return of a Conservative Government. Griffiths, however, refused 

to postpone the conference and the arguments began. Procedurally, 

the British Ministers insisted that all discussions should take place 

in the presence of the five African delegates, whereas at one stage 

Huggins openly - but unsuccessfully - demanded their exclusion on the 

grounds that there was "no point in continuing" with them present. 

On matters of substance the Ministers .kept stressing three points which 

iluggins consistently waved aside. The points wore that native land 

rights and the protectorate status of the northern territories must 

remain unaltered, that African political advance must remain outside 

the control of the federal government, and that the policy of partnership 

nust be clearly defined and implemented. In his own statements on 

partnership during his tour Griffiths had in fact been no less vague

than anyone else, apparently envisaging an ideal situation with no
52 

domination of any kind by any race. At the conference, however, he

treated this as an especially important point.

With argument on these matters continuing inconclusively, the 

Southern Rhodesian list of amendments to the Officials' Plan was not 

even presented for discussion. let it was typical of the whole 

exercise that the provisions in the Plan which Huggins most wished to 

alter were the very provisions to which Griffiths attached most importance.

52 ^»g'» to an African audience: "I want all the 3uropeans to treat 
you us partners and I want you to treat them as partners. It is only by 
partnership that I see any prospect of decent orderly development ... 
The British Government does not want white or black supremacy." Quoted 
in Franklin, op. cit., pp.61-2.
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These wore the various devices to "safeguard" African interests, such 

as the African Affairs Board, with power to reserve proposed legislation 

affecting Africans for the British Government's approval, and the 

Minister for African Interests, independently appointed by the Governor- 

General, with power similarly to reserve proposed executive actions.

The conference ended not only abortively but precipitately, 

chiefly because Attlee secretly informed the two Ministers of the 

imminent prorogation of Parliament. Their signing of the communique' 

in spite of the Africans* refusal to sign needs to he seen in this 

context. Departing with their eyes on the coming election, they had 

no option but to put their names to a document that conveyed accurately 

enough the reasons for the conference's deadlock while asserting that 

federation remained a desirable goal. And it is clearly no reflection 

on their solicitude for African interests that both continued to hope 

that federation might be achieved. As Griffiths said, in anticipating 

a further conference in July 1952, the proper course with regard to 

African opposition was to admit its validity and soek to remove its 

causes. If the Africans' fears on the three crucial points of

European ambitions, African political advance and land could be met,
53 then it could be hoped that "their opposition would gradually disappear*'.

The next three stages along the route were the debates of March, 

April and July 1952, all of them settings for statements by Griffiths. 

If the official or "Hatch" account of the party's attitude is to be 

accepted, it needs to be explained why Griffiths advised his party to 

divide the House in the first of these dabates but not in the second and 

third.

Again a large part (though not all) of the answer is on the 

public record. In the March debate, having reassorted his belief in 

the urgent need for "closer political association", Griffiths offered 

some criticisms of the new Government's approach with the warning that 

whether or not the Opposition called a division would depend upon the 

Government's answers. It was essential that Africans should have

53 Ouoted in Mason, op. cit.. pp.27-8.
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confidence in the proposals: yet since Victoria Falls the authorities 

had made no attempt to follow up the undertaking to hold discussions on 

the meaning of partnership. Instead Lyttelton had already held 

private talks with Huggins, and the outcome of these was that the date 

of the next conference had been advanced from July to April. What 

could be more encouraging to African sxispicion? Africans were bound 

to conclude that Lyttelton and Huggins were conspiring to rush through 

a federation designed to settlor specifications. Accordingly, Griffiths 

pleaded that the original conference date be restored to allow time 

for consultations with African representatives and for talks on partner­ 

ship.

Lyttelton's reply, in essence, was that these were matters of 

"mechanics", not of principle, and that since the parties were agreed 

on the principle of federation there should be no division. To judge 

by the subsequent exchanges Griffiths and other Labour speakers vere 

much antagonised by this reply. In their view Lyttelton was using 

Labour's acquiescence in the principle of federation to obscure the 

fact that what now preoccupied them was an entirely different point of 

principle - that the discussions should at no stage proceed in the 

absence of Africans. In spite of reiterated and eloquent pleas by 

the Under-Secretary for Commonwealth Relations, John Poster, that there 

be no division - because it would "impede federation", "undo the ^Labour 

Government's^] splendid work", and "solidify and emphasise the opposition

of the Africans" - Griffiths insisted that the gulf between the parties
54 on this point was great enough to justify one.

The next debate, on 29 April, was called by Griffiths so as to 

coincide with Lyttelton's conference of interested parties. The purpose 

of the conference was to produce a "definite scheme" as a basis for 

future discussion. But its beginning was marked by the dramatic announce­ 

ment of the African delegates from the northern territories that they 

would not take part. Their views were explained in a long letter to 

The Times on the day of the debate. The Europeans' real intention, they

54 UCD vol.497, esp. cols.210, 222-6 (Uriffiths), 229 (Lyttelton), 
326-34 (Poster, with numerous interruptions) (4 March 1952).
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wrote, was not to practice partnership but to "throw off Colonial 

Office control" and "entrench themselves in political dominance". 

For Africans to take any part in the conference would imply that they 

accepted the principle of federation, whereas actually, seeing themselves 

as "deputations sent by our people to reaffirm ... our unanimous 

opposition", they rejected any form of union with Southern Rhodesia. 

It was "in the context" of this action by the Africans, Griffiths said, 

that the debate had been mounted.

Lyttelton found it "rather embarrassing" that there should be 

any debate ut all during the conference, and Griffiths sought chiefly to 

register his disquiet that the Africans should have had reason to

boycott it. The question, he argued, was not whether federation was
55 desirable but whether it should be imposed against the Africans' wisf as.

In emphasising this distinction between the scheme's content and the 

method of enacting it Griffiths was introducing a note which in retrospect 

appears significant, for as we shall see the Labour Party's general 

attitude came to be coloured more and more strongly by the view that 

"imposition" would bo wrong. But in this debate Griffiths ehose not 

to call a division, and there seem to have beon at least two overt 

reasons for his self-restraint. First, two African representatives, 

mei.)bers of the Southern khodesian delegation, were present and active 

throughout the conference; and second, the conclusions reached by the 

conference were not yet known (although it was possible for Griffiths 

and others to make well-informed guesses).

The last of the three debates was mounted by the Opposition on 

24 July, chiefly to discuss the "definite scheme" that had emerged from 

the April conference. Two among the scheme's many new features seemed 

to confirm the Opposition's fears: the composition of the African Affairs 

Board had been altered, making it leas obviously independent of the 

federal government, and the Minister for African interests had vanished. 

Griffiths therefore announced that he could not commend the scheme in 

its present form to the Africans, and was outspoken about the absence

55 H££, vol.499, esp. cols. 1234, 1243-5 (Griffiths), 1248-9 (Lyttelton) 
(29 April, 1952).
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of any real concern for partnership. But the iiouse did not
divide because he accepted Lyttelton's assurance that Parliament

56 would be consulted again before any "irrevocable step" was taken,
So much can be interpreted frora the public record. At this 

point it seems fair to observe that Griffiths'a attitude revealed 
a certain vagueness about what could and should be the nature and 
goals of federation. His belief in "federation in principle" was 
never translated into a full set of practical proposals, a dr ft 
scheme to set against the Government's. lie had considerable faith 
in the kinds of technical safeguards outlined Ihtthe original Officials 1 
.flan: yet there were many in the party, including Griffiths'a own 
forner Minister of State John Dugdale, who were not slow to point out 
(for example) the political unreality of planting a Minister for 
African Interests, resp -risible to the British Government, in a federal 
cabinet resp nsible to an elected assembly. His emphasis on the 
need to discuss "partnership" was not accompanied by any attempt 
to give a lead with a precise analysis of the terra (he did attempt 
imprecise ones, as we saw earlier). Nor did he show any awareness 
of the problem latent in his view that "imposition 1* would be 
undesirable: the problem of what he would do if the Africans refused 
to consent to alternative proposals which he himself considered 
desirable and in their best interests.

But an assessment of the lead which he gave the party need not 
rust entirely on the public record. One of Griffiths's first acts 
after going into Opposition was to join the committee of the l\ibian 
Colonial Bureau, Some of the views on federation vhich he expressed 
in the privacy of this circle of colonial experts were recorded in 
the correspondence of the Bureau's secretary, Marjorie Nicholson, and 
this source provides a most useful supplement to the public record.

For example, Griffiths'a reported statements until late in 19:12 
never really made clear how far his desire to see some kind of federation

56 HCD, vol.504, esp. cols. 8o3, 870-1 (-4 July 1952).
57 Ibid... vol.497 col.255 (4 March 1952).
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accomplished acted as a constraint on his opposition to the 
Government's actual scheme. On this point Miss Nicholson's comment 
in a letter to Professor V. Arthur Lewis, written in March 1953, is 
interesting. Having reported that Griffiths "has not used his 
position in the Committee to get support for federation in any way" 
(as if it might have been presumed that he would), Miss Micholson 
observed:

"We have stuck to this question from the beginning and 
I personally believe that if we had not done so, Jim 
Griffiths would have supported federation and there would 
have been no party vote against it on any grounds except 
for what raight be called the 'lunatic fringe' ! '5&

- in other words, that it required a good deal of discussion with the 
party's colonial experts before Griffiths was finally won over to the 
anti federation aide. /aid an earlier letter to Krane throws light 
on Griffiths 1 s tactics in raid 1952 - that is, after the "definite 
scheme" had been published but well before the party embarked on 
full-scale opposition:

"We are trying to get Africans to put up alternative proposals 
so that we con have a platform to fight on here. Jira 
Griffiths thinks that if the Labour Party votes solidly 
against it in the House (by 'it 1 I mean 'imposition'}, t^e 
Tories will not push it through. But we also feel that if 
the Africans don't make any constructive suggestions of any 
kind, or only make the kind that they are making now, this 
will create such an unfavourable impression in the Labour Party 
that the very serious step of voting against a major step in 
the ioperial field will not be token.' ^

If Griffiths really believed that the Government would not proceed with 
a measure which Labour - when it came to the point ~ solidly opposed, 
then it becomes easier to understand why he saw no immediate need to 
divide the iiouae against the unpalatable "definite scheme"; while his 
apparent failure to load in the queat for an alternative scheme can 
t>e explained in terms of the desire that the Africans themselves should 
take the initiative. In this connection it may be noted that in

58 Nicholson to Lewis, 6 March Iv53 (FOB papers).
59 Nicholson to krane, 22 Aug. 19>2 (J*CB papers).
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August 1952 the Northern Rhodeaian African National Congress, 

in response to the Fabian Colonial Bureau's urging, did produce 

"alternative proposals" for their territory, providing for a 

transition in four long stages to manhood suffrage. This document 

was, however, virtually ignored by the territorial administration. 

And a party of Nyasaland chiefs, arriving in London in January 1953 

to petition the Oueen to ac against federation (but without offering 

any alternatives) fared no better, as the Queen vas advised by the 

Government not to receive it. These rebuffs to African representatives 

presumably played a part in the hardening of Griffiths's attitude.

The last stage on the route vas the official conference of 

January 1953. This produced a constitution under which practically 

all of Muggins's original demands were net, including the further 

dilution of the safeguards. Once this had been done, self-restraint 

on Griffiths's part was clearly no longer possible; in terms of 

his own stated views he had no choice but to oppose the Government's 

scheme. Tot even in the first ratification debate, held on hurch 24, 

the amendment he moved did not condemn federation in principle. 

Instead it disapproved on the two grounds, by now familiar, that the 

safeguards were inadequate and the scheme was being imposed. And 

these remained the major grounds of the Labour leadership's opposition 

a)l through the final stages: the debate on an Opposition motion 

that »ddresses from African representatives in the northern territories 

should be referred to a select committee; the debate on the second 

reading of the federation bill; the debate on the bill's committee 

stage, when sixty-nine Labour amendments wore moved toAraeasure only 

two clauses in length; and, last of all, the debate to approve the 

Federal Constitution wrder in Council on 27 July.

Thus Griffiths '» passage from conditional approval to of«fee±gfc4 

opposition. It is apposite to recall Lyttelton's view that the 

Labour leadership ended by opposing the scheme not out of conviction 

but for reasons of "parliamentary expediency": that is, presuraablv,

60 "It amused the Secretariat", in iiotberg's phrase. See otberg 
op. cit., pp.245-6, and Leys and Pratt, 2Jli.-SAljL» PP»36-7 f for accounts 
of the Congress's "Proposed Constitution".
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in order to placate the'loss responsible"elements in the party. 

In the light of this account it should be apparent that the leader­ 

ship's views, if at times confused, were independently and conscien­ 

tiously formed.

We cannot, however, overlook Lyttelton's implication that 

different elements in the party did hold different views. e are 

led in fact to the last of our initial set of questions. Vas the 

party, to recall begum's phrase, "divided until the last stages"? 

If so, how seriously?

Evidence is slender about the views of the party in general, but 

such evidence as there is all tends in the same direction. There were 

indeed divisions in the party, These divisions, however, did not follow 

the nor al linos of cleavage: it was not aiciply a matter of Bovaiiite 

left-wing versus the rest, as it waa for example on such important 

contemporary issues as German rearmament. leather they were divisions 

between an overwhelming majority and two small minorities, with the 

I>evanite left accommodated with the bulk of the party in the aajority.

To elaborate. The "overwhelming cjajority" was held together by 

one consideration above all others: the belief that it would be wrong 

to establish f deration against the will of the Africans of the northern 

territories, who were supposedly under British protection. Whatever 

thoir individual views on the Merits of the scheme, almost all the 

party's members concurred in their distaste for imposition as a procedure. 

It is possible to trace the strengthening of this distaste over quite 

a long period. From "'rankl in' s account it may be deduced that Griff iths 's 

lead in the debates of ilarch and April 1 ()52 played an important part. 

At that time, according to iranklin, there was no general consensus in 

the party about the actual merits and drawbacks of the scheme. 

Griffiths certainly knew this, and perhaps it was partly because of 

this that his nain criticisms in debate did not touch on the scheme's 

content; he concentrated instead on the arguments that discussion should 

never proceed in the absence of Africans, and that imposition without 

consent would be wrong. The second arguraent was clearly an extension 

of the first, and much of its significance, by franklin's account, was
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that it provided "the only firn plank on which he could stand in view 

of previous favourable statements [about federation in principle] by 

himself and other leading tnombers of his party". Thereafter, it 

appears that the bulk of the party was prepared to maintain the distinc­ 

tion between the scheme's content and the i.tothod of its application, 

an-i, while continuing undecided about the former, to concur in dislike 

of the latter. Thus in July 1952 Marjorie fticholson commented in a 

letter to liartin Levinson, another IC-TU official:

"It is true that the Labour Party is split on the subject, 
but not as badly as you raay think. In general, there is a 
feeling that federation is the sensible thing, but a dislike 
of imposing anything* Even the ones vho are prepared to go 
farthest in meeting the settler position rather jib at imposing 
it on the Africans. "

V»hen in /ebruary 1953 the party met in order to resolve its line for 

tne ratification debates, the Vimes correspondent was able to report 

much the same situation:

"oo far as opinion can be assessed at present, about 80 per cent 
of Labour Mi's appear to be opposed to federation. The najority 
view is that the federal plan would be virtually imposed on the 
Africans of the three territories without effective consultation, 
and that this could not be tolerated. "63

And that the left wing's attitude fell within this consensus, with its 

main - though not its only - ground for objection being the imposition 
procedure, may be learned from the text of a petition submitted to the 

Government in March 1953 by the Central Africa Committee, a pressure 

,xroup formed by Hrockway and Hale to serve as their platform on the issue. 
The petition carried among other signatures those of ninety-six iuAs, 

most of them Labour left-wingera*

"Jignatories to this petition are not opposed to the general 
principle of federation ... But recent statements by uer 
flajesty's Ministers convey the impression that there inay be 
an intention of forcing through proposals which arc not accepted

61 Franklin, op. cit., p.78.

62 Nicholaou to Lovinaon, 30 July 1952 (Wti papers).

63 The Times, 25 Feb. 1953.
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by the vast majority of African peoples ... The future of 
the African inhabitants of these territories will therefore 
be in the hands of a privileged minority. The Africans 
have asked for our continued protection ... We therefore 
pray that Her ^Majesty's Government should not betray its 
trust by imposing the Constitution without the full and free 
consent of tiie African peoples. I1(j4

This, then, was the main objection to the (rove nnient's plan. If, for 

Griffiths, it provided in April 1952 "the only firta plunk on which he 

could stand", it was by 1953 a plank both firn and broad enough to 

accoraraodate the great majority of the party. Although /riff iths' s and 

Attlee's attitudes owed nothing directly to intra-party pressures, it 

was s$:ill wonder, given this situation, that the leadership ba.-i.ecl its 

amendment motion and the greater part of its argument in the final debates 

on the premise that imposition was wrong.

Only two small groups deliberately took up positions outside this 

broad consensus. One of thorn, significantly, included many of the 

colonial specialists clustered iu and about the i'abian Colonial Bureau: 

Creech Jones, Lord FYiringdon, Dr. liinden, Miss Micholson, Groenidge, 

Hra. Vhite, ^orensen, Jriberg and Dugdale. More of thorn outside than 

inaide the parlianentary party, thoy w«.ro all determined opponents of 

federation but departed from the party majority by maintaining that

"opposition to federation on the grounds of imposition is the w akest
65 

possible opposition". Thoir raain attacks wero directed at the actual

substance of the schene, and tae ossence of their view was never more 

cloarly expressed than in a letter frora Professor Arthur Lowis to ilia a 

Nicholson:

"To oppose federation exclusively or mainly on the ground that 
Africans oppose it plays into the Government's hands. H.M.G. 
has a moral duty to do what it considers to be right, in the 
interests of the Africans, and only in exceptional circumstances 
can a government be justified in following the cowardly line of 
abandoning what it thinks to be right in deference to mob pressure. 
The Labour front-bench has manoeuvred itself into this weak 
position, because it let the Africans down in the first instance

64 Reprinted in Our Tru'-t in Central Africa (1953), a parn, hlet published 
jointly by the National feace Council, the Central Africa Comnittee and 
Kacial Unity.

65 Nicholson to Arthur Lewis,6 March 1953 (,'CB papers).



268

by issuing the firat federation White Paper ... It has 
therefore deprived itself of the right to oppose federation 
on its merits ... My main objection to the present proposals 
is ... to the fact that no change can be made in tho 
qualifications of the electorate or the members, or in the 
Constitution generally, vithout a two-thirds majority of the 
members. The normal evolution of these mixed societies 
is that their legislatures are wholly white to begin with, 
but that the O.K. i'arliaraont gradually increases the represent­ 
ation of the native population. What happens when the U.K. 
gives up control over the Constitution is the opposite: the 
Assembly begins with some native representation and this is 
gradually whittled away. It is a moral crime for the U.K. 
to surrender to white settlers in Central Africa the right to 
determine political representation."*^

The Fabian specialists were of course not alone in using this argument 
against the federal scheme; many of the party's spealters advanced it in 
tue course of parliamentary debate. But the Fabian group did stand 
alone in the Labour tjarty in seeking to discard the "imposition" argument 
and substitute this one as the core of the opposition caae. liven within 
the Bureau's circle, in fact, some of the parliamentarians, such as 
Johnson, Hynd, Tarker and Kankin, preferred to auhere to the party's 
majority view. Thus Hiss mcholson replied to Lewis:

"The whole discussion for two years has been dogged by division 
on the committee between those... who have felt that tiiis sc ieaie 
and the principles underlying it are so bad that we would have 
opposed it even if the Africans accepted it, and those who believe 
in 'federation in principle 1 but don't like imposing it on 
Africans ... The latter group are principally Merabers of Parlia­ 
ment ... **e are fighting a losing battle against 'moderate' 
elements in our committee who really do not understand the issues."

In brief, the Bureau's leading members found themselves in the perhaps 
unfamiliar position of being the party's most "extreme" oppositionists, 
regarding the attitude adopted by the bulk of the party - including tho 
traditional left - as far too "moderate".

Finally, there was at the other extreme a handful of MPs grouped 

around Gordon Walker who found themselves unable, in the end, to oppose 
the Government's scheme at all. Their stated reasons wore "liberal"

66 Lewis to Nicholson, 5 -iarch 1953 C rCD papers). LMVIB was a member 
of the Bureau's Advisory Committee; he committed his views to paper 
because he had been unable to attend the Coianittee'8 meetings on this issue.
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rather than "imperial" - that is, they involved the belief that 

multi-racial partnership was feasible and that British kith and kin 

CMild be trusted; that alnost any measure which appeared to counteract 

South African influence w^.s justifiable; and that federation would 

fulfil its advocates' predictions of economic ^rovtii to the advantage 

of all races. Undoubtedly there were nany in the party who shared 

some or all of these beliefs, but only the r-aspdon alker &rou;j found 

in theta sufficient reason to ignore the anti-irnpositionist argument and 

the party '/hips, The grou; included, among otuer ex-ninisters, .tichard 

Stokos, Maurice ^ebb and possibly Oeorge Brown, and among back-benchers 

the trade unionist Charles Hobson, the former Colonial ,'ivil Servant 

Thonas Keid, and Stanley Ivans and Villiano Coldriclt, two Members who 

had toured Central Africa in a snail parliamentary delegation in 1951 

and had been coraraitted fcderationists since then. Their total number 

is difficult to assess; on the evidence it could have bean anywhere 

between sixteen and tvanty-eight, but was probably close to the lowor 

figure.

It is true, then, that the party was "dividod until the last stages". 

But the importance of the internal divisions should not be overstated. 

Certainly thoy were not especially serious from the tactical point of 

view. The Fabian-.influenced /IPs vho believed the majority's arguments 

to be inadequate nevertheless aligned themselves with the majority for 

voting purposes. And Gordon /alker's splinter group managed only to 

isolate itself. Its viows might have corjrjanded syu^atliy, bat this w^s 

not translated into lar^o-scale defections from the party lino nor \nfc 

abstentions from the voting lobbies. The substantial decree of cohesion 

which the part;/ achieved for its parliamentary manoeuvres, in short, was 

never really jeopardised.

Ve have attenptwd to trace the development of Labour's various

67 >>ee e.£, the speeches by T -vans and iiobson in the debate of 24 March 
1953, and statements by Stokes and Uebb in The Timoa, 27 Feb. 1953, and 
Uoynulas ijewa. 1 ilarch 19[>3, respectively.

68 In the divisions of 24 Harch and 27 July the Government's majorities 
were 44 and 46, as against a normal majority of 18. This indicates the 
possibility of up to 28 Labour abstentions. The figure 16 was receiveu by 
the writer fr in a Labour source. With reference to the division on 24 aarch 
the saaie fijfuro is mentioned speculatively in the Conservative Research 
;jept.'a Notes on Current Politics. 15 I'ob. 1954, p.16.
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attitudes towards federation and indicate the motives underlying 

different points of view in the party. In the short turn, of course, 

noat of the party's efforts came to nothing, since the plan WHS approved

by formal majorities and Attlee did bind the party to help wake the
69 

federal experiment a success once the arguments vere over. Ijut in

the long torn it was the exporiaent that cai.ie to nothing. Whether 

Labour could claiia to have influenced the course of federal hiutory in 

the later fifties is a question to which we shall return in Chapter X.

3. Labour and the British Guiaim Crisis

The dust of Central Africa had barely settled before the party found 

itself once again embroiled in disputes over a colonial issue. The 

issue was the British Guiana constitutional crisis of Oetober-T>ecernbor 

1953, and it is a peculiarly instructive one to consider. For the 

c-vents in the colony were such as to catch the party in a series of 

tactical dilemmas. Throughout, two underlying questions probed, painfully 

for many, to the core of the party's principles. Labour was committed 

to deuioeracy; shoulu this cora litraent extend to a tolerance of a colonial 

goveriiciont that was popularly elected (under a constitution drafted at 

Labour's initiative), but proving itself to be anti ae<nocr;ttic in temper? 

Labour was coouitted to aocittlista: shoulu it therefore ally itself 

with a widely-based socialist political movement in a colony, albeit that 

movement's version of socialism was a great deal more radical than 

Labour'^ own On these problems the party divided raorw or leas neatly 

into a rig^t, a uiddle and a left, and the different factions clashed 

repeatedly since all wero represented in all the relevant party organs.

In this instance our analysis will take the form of a narrative 

case-study: partly because it seems the best way of illuminating the 

interaction of attitudes, partly because no account of this political 

dispute - unlike the dispute over federation - has previously been attempted.

vol.515 col.425 (6 IUy 1933).
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In 1953 british Guiana's population numbered some 450,000. Apart 

from a fev minority concmnities, this population was diviued alraost 

equally between the descendants of indentured labourers from India and 

those of African Ne^ro origin. The major crop was sugar, an industry 

which employed predominantly Indian labour: uout of the i.e^ro^a, 

descended from an earlier generation of sla.re labour, had migrated to 

urban employment since emancipation.

In April 1953 a new constitution, founded u^on tue recommendations 

of the -addington Commission appointed by Uriffiths in 1950, had come 

into force. It granted substantial internal self-government. In 

the .iouse of assembly there wore to be only three nominated officials 

as against twenty-four meubors elected by universal suffrage. i)r. 

Choddi Jagan's Peoples i'rogrosaive ijurty, baaed taainly on rural Indian 

labour, was tne only established and cohesive party in the country. 

In the election it fought a well-organised campaign characterised by 

lavish promise.- and the exploitation of grievances. i'hanks to vote- 

splitting among the other parties it won eiguteen seats on tue basis of 

51/> of the votes. Jagcm became Leader of the lumse, and he and five 

lYr colleagues (including the Negro Forbos Burnhata, president of the 

party ) were given uinisterial posts.

tvhat happened in the next few months caused great anxiety to British 

administrators in the colony. *ts they saw it the J/Ti' Ministers were 

negligent in their official dutien and sought to use their position to 

gain control of the trade uni 11 taoveuent and to exercise political influence 

over the police arid the Civil service. Jagaa, his wife and some of 

his colleagues were known to nave attended conferences of international 

Communist organisations. Vhe Governor, oir ^ilfred ^ava^o, becaue 

convinced that they were aiming to establish a left-wing dictatorship 

and in the process were ruining tiie econony, not least by organising 

strides in their capacity as trade union leaders. Uu recouiaended to 

Lyttelti^n tliat the iUnistera be removed frou their posts and the 

constitution suspended.

iiis advice was followed. Under an Oruer-in-Comicil of i.'ctober 4 

the Governor was enabled to act without t^e advice of the i.xecutive
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Council and was given ener/jency powers. Tho six Ministers vere 

dismissed; they promptly attempted to organise a general strike. At 

the same time Lyttelton authorised the despatch of a cruiser and seven 

hundred troops from Caribbean bases to reinforce the local security 
forces. There were, however, no incidents. The Government justified 

its action in a lengthy official statement on October 9, announcing 

too that a commission of inquiry would be appointed.

Members of the labour Party reacted variously to the Government's 

measures. The loft was quick to protest. At a Hevanite meeting on 

October 5, Driberg put forward an interpretation of events which was to 

be widely voiced by the left in the next few weeks: a cruiser was going 

to British Guiana bocause people there

"vdted for a ^ovornr.ent which has radical reformers in it and 
whose propramme includes a proposal to nationalise tike sug«.r 
industry. Vhen tiie Labour t.'arty wanted to nationalise the 
sugar industry here, Mr. Cube got busy fighting it and so it 
was not nationalised. Now, Mr. Cube is again busy over in 
.British uuiana."7O

.'iddressing another meeting, he node a socond point which was to become 

familiar in left-wing Labour speeches: that "if we fail to help these

backward people to fight for better standards they will look elsuwheru -
71 possibly to the Communists". Jirockvay too made a stateuent: "I

aia utterly opposed to Conmunisu, but the uuiaua v/overuuont was elected

by adult suffrage. It would make us totalitarian if wo suppressed it
72 on ti;e grounds that soue of its ueubers had Coi-ununist associations."

liut at least one Labour .il 1 , Jacies ilarrisou, a trade unionist, was prepared 

to express support for Lyttelton's action. according to him trouble 

inevitably sprang froia giving the franchise to "primitive people"; this 

"merely handed over the whole future of such pooplo to the norcy of any 

adventurer who made attractive premises. It had led to the return of

70 Jai.ly uorkur, 6 Get. 1953.
71 News Chronicle, 3 Oct. 1953. Driberg later reiterated both those 
arguments in a foreword to a book by JHgan:      orbidden Freedoia. V >e otory 
of British Guiana (Lawrence and Wishart, 19 r>4), pp.5-6.

72 Uaily Herald, ii Oct. 1953.
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73 a Communist-dominated government."

For their part, the parliament try leaders remained silent until 

the Colonial Office released its official statenent on October 9. 

In a public speech that evening Griffiths spo .e for the leadership in

terms which, as the Neve Chronicle observed, "showed a rwstraint in
74 

marked contrast with views expressed privately by many Labour MPa".

According to Griffiths the Government statements made so far were

"too vague and inadequate when judged against the extremely 
serious step that has now been laken. It appears from those 
statements that the justification put forward by the Government 
for their action is that they had reason to fear that some of 
the leaders of the I'iV were contemplating the establishment of 
a Communist state. It is for the Government to satisfy Parliament 
and the nation that this fear is well founded, not by vague and 
general allegations but by evidence set out in specific terms. 
Ti is should be published as a tfhite Paper."75

The statement could hardly have been more studiously non-committal.
7ft

According to the Daily Worker, "loft-wing Labour HPs" were unlikely 

to be satisfied by this caution on the part of their leaders. The 

desire to play for time, the unwillingness to condemn Lyttelton outright,

even the apparent reluctance to call a special meeting of the NEC -
77 upon which the Bevanites had six representatives - would all be challenged

by the left whon opportunity arose.

Meanwhile, Guianese individuals and organisations had been actively 

seeking to impress the Labour Party with their views. Two officials 

of the British Guiariu TUG, already in London, demanded that the party

and the British TUG should forthwith initiate thoir own inquiry into the
TH situation. The strength of their appeal, however, was reduced by the

fact that they made no direct approaches, speaking instead through the

73 Daily Worker, 10 Oct. 1953 (reporting speech of 7 Oct.).

74 News Chronicle, 10 Oct. 1953.

75 The Times, 10 Oct. 1953.

76 > Daily Vorker. 13 Oct. 1953.

77 Be van, Mrs. C.stlo, Crossmari, Driborjt, Mikardo and Vilson.
78 Daily Worker. 9 Oct. 1933.
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Caribbean Labour Congress - a far-left organisation regarded with 

disfavour, though not actually proscribed, by the Labour Party. Jagan 

himself showed a better tactical sense in lobbying the party from a 

distance. On October 7 he had sent the NEC a copy of the official 

protest which he had lodged with Lytteltori. At the weekend he sent 

separate cables to Brockway and the flKC, calling respectively for 

unofficial and official party action. But on Honday October 12 the 

NEC's leader-., Attlee, Griffiths and M rrison, released a statement which 

did no more than echo Griffiths's earlier non-commitment; however, if

Jagan chose to cone to London the party leaders would be willing to
79 hear his case.

It was not yet certain that there would be a Y;hite Paper, but 

Churchill had agreed on the need for a debate and there was speculation 

about the line Labour would take. The Telegraph correspondent antici­ 

pated left-wing charges that Lyttelton had acted under pressure from 

the sugar firms and the American Government: if, however, the Bevanites 

demanded a major attack they would be resisted "by the sawe strong 

minority that resisted the party's decision to oppose Central African 

federation". The unknown factor was still the attitude of the

leadership. As late as October 18 Gaitskell would do no more than
ftl 

reiterate the terns of Griffiths's original statement.

The leadership's prudence seemed well justified by the nature of

the information coming in from the colony. Much of it concerned the
82 trade union situation. The British TITC maintained relations with

the Man-Power Citizens Association, which was recognised by the sugar 

firms as a bargaining agent and, like the TUC, was affiliated with the 

JCFTU. Its rival was the Guiana Industrial V;orkers Union, formed by

79 Manchester Guardian and 1'aily iierald, 13 Oct. 1953.

80 Daily Telegraph, 12 Oct. 1953. 

The Tines, 19 Oct. 1953.

82 As reported in The Times, 15 Oct. 1953 and The Observer, 18 Oct. 
1953.
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Jagan and others in 1948 as a breakaway from the :IPCA. The 

was affiliated to the British Guiana TUG, an association of some 

fifteen small unions, and to the Communist-front World /'ederation of 

Trade Unions; its president had boon one of Jagan's Ministers. What 

was unclear was which of the two had the /greater popular support. Both 

unions were small in registered Mowbership, the IPCA with sorae two 

thousand meDibors among sugar workers and the GIVTI with fewer than a 

thousand members all told. The GIWU, however, appeared to wield much 

the greater influence among the Indian sugar workers; in September it 

had successfully called a strike on all sugar estates, and lator called 

it off again. An aspect of Labour's dilemma was taua becoming plain. 

The ;ii JCA appeared to bo moderate but not widely based, the GIVU extremist 

but more popular. Suppose Ja,jari was indeed the genuine popular loader 

of a depressed and understandably radical/, working class: would it 

therefore be incumbent upon the Labour leaders to take up his cause?

As the week passed it seemed less and less likely that this would 

happen. On the 14th a tologram carae to Attlee fr a» the United Jenocratio 

Party, one of the Guianese opposition groups, pointing out that the PPP 

had repeatedly denounced the Labour Party as "capitalist agents ... Please
U "I

pay no heed to their sudden overtures". On the 17th a cable in similar 

terms arrived from Norman Manley, head of the Jamaican Peoples National 

Party, a body associated with iiritish Labour in the Socialist International. 

On the same day Jtita ilindea, the only prominent Labour figure to have 

had previous personal experience of Jagan," published an article which 

denounced the PPP's attitude at the time of the Uaddington Commission:

"T .ey interpreted democracy jfaa what I can only describe as 
'one-party rule 1 ... In ot,jer words, democratic institutions 
were to be given by Britain as the stepping-stone to a 
totalitarian state"

Pally. Telegraph, 15 Oct. 1953.

84 The Times. 21 Oct. 1953.

85 As a member of the Waddington Commissionj see above, p. 66-
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- a process which,   r. liin-.ten implied, no democratic Labour Party 

could tolerate. 'Jr. liinden also took the lead in formulating the 

attitude of the 1'abian Colonial Bureau committee*, of which Griffiths 

was a member. In a paper prepared for the committee on the 19th, 

she stated unequivocally; "My strong doubts about these radical 

actions [by Lytteltoii] to alt-.*r the Const itu^ion arc matched by an

equally strong belief that the 1'PP had sooner or later to bo stopped in
87 

its course." One indication that the party's leaders vere forming

definite views behind their official mask of non-commitment was provided 

by Attlue's terse reply to a cable from Ja£.4i, asking for the party's 

help in arranging an air passage to London; "Regret impossible inter-
  vene" .

By contrast, the Labour left organised a public meeting in order to 

make its commitment clear. Sponsored jointly by the Bevauite weekly 

Tribune and Brockway's Congress of Peoples against Imperialism, the 

meeting was attended by some four hundred people and addressed by 

Brockway, Jennie Lee, Geoffrey Bing, a Cooperative Party official and

two Guianese. Most speakers declared that "socialists' 1 believed the
o"9 

P?P to be "essentially a Labour rathor than a Communist party".

On Tuesday October 20 the Government, as requested by Griffiths, 

published a ' hite Paper. Consisting mainly of quotations from the 

platform speeches of PPP members and a tabulation of circumstantial 

evidence about their Communist syiapathies, it enabled the party to begin

86 Manchester Guardian, 17 Oct. 1953. This article made a strong 
impression, being quoted by both sides in subsequent parliamentary debates. 
In private Dr. ilin.Ien did not attempt to hide her distaste for Jagan. The 
distaste was mutual, as this passage by Jagan suggestss "History is 
moving too fast for people like Dr. liinden. She wrote some good books on 
the colonial question before ... 1945 ... I suppose Dr. iiindei will never 
recover from the booinp she received in London in 1951; perhaps it was 
the first time she had been booed by colonials. The occasion was a meeting 
... under the joint auspices of the Leag^ of Coloured Peoples and the 
Caribbean Labour Congress, at which both she and I spoke on the British 
Guiana Constitution." Jagun, op. c>t., p.66.

87 Uita Hinden, "The Crisis in British Guiana" (PCB paper i^o. 5 of 1953); 
FCB-lfii, 21 Oct. 1953.

88 Daily Worker. 19 Oct. 1953.

89 Manchester Guardian. 19 Oct. 1953.
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at last the task of formulating n line for Thursday's debate. This 

process of formulation passed through several distinct stages, and by 

following these an insight may be gained into the party's methods of 

accommodating its disagreements.

The first stage was a well-attended meeting on Tuesday night of 

the party's back-bench C< lonial Affairs subject grovip, presided over by

Griffiths. The tenor of the group's proceedings reached several ears,
90 Lyttelton's amon^' them. It appears that several trade union members

were shocked by the White Paper's account of PPP ministers' activities 

in their capacity as union lea.iera, and at first refused to support any 

notion of censure on Lyttelton's actions. Griffiths too would not 

accept prox>osals from left \.dng oouibers that the Government should be 

condemned out of hand. There wns, however, a general feeling that the 

Government should not be allowed to escape entirely uncrit'.c^sed, and 

by the end of the raeoting most of the group hud agreed that criticism 

should be pursued along tvo lines: first, that the "White Paper presented 

insufficient evidence to justify tne charge of a Coranmnist plot, and 

second, that even if an emergency situation had existed the frovernraent 

had not explained why it was thoxight necessary to suspend the Constitution 

rather than invoke the Governor's reserve powers. AS it was, suspension 

would have the long-terra effect of prejudicing political advance by

placing "no ierate elements in the colony" in an impossible position.
91 If necessary, these criticisms should be pressed to a division.

The second stage was initiated by Crriffiths's report of these 

proceedings to the party's fifteen-member Parliamentary Committee later 

the same evening. At this meetinji; Bevan repeated the case for all-out 

attack, but his was a lonely voice in a body composed almost entirely 

of moderates. Griffiths stressed that the party sh mid avoid any 

suggestion of condoninr the PPP ministers' conduct, and it was decided 

that attack would be concentrated upon the suspension of the Constitution 

rather than the sending of a gunboat. L^irthor, in view of the lack of

90 Chandos, op. cit.. p.428.

91 Ilanchester Guardian and Daily Telegraph, 21 Oct. 1953,
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evidence time need not bo wasted in speculation about the putative role
92 of the sugar firms and the American Government in the crisis.

Next morning saw the third stage: u full meeting of the parliamentary 

party. Griffiths reported the J'arlianentary Committee's decisions and 

gave the wording of the proposed anenducnt:
tinThis House, whilst emphatically deploring the actions and 
speeches of some of the leaders of the 1JPP in British Guiana, 
as set forth in the White .Paper, ... and condemning methods 
leading to the establishment of a totalitarian regime in a 
British colony, nevertheless is not satisfied that the situation 
in British Uuiana was of ouch a character as to justify the 
extreme step of suspending the Constitution."

The mildness of these terms won approval from Thomas Keid (one of the 

supporters of Central African federation), and Charles Fannell, acting 

as spokesman for the trade union ;!; *». The Bevanites protested but not 

strongly. Possibly a tactical speech by Attlee, attacking Lyttelton in 

sharp personal terms, helped to placate t^en; in any case the leadership 

had promised a division, and now promised further that the wording of the

amendment would not be considered final until the Shadow Cabinet talked
92with Jagan and Burnham, who were expected to reach London that day.

Arriving as expected, Jagan and Burnhara were closeted with the 

.Shadow Cabinet for more than two hours. But they failed to win it ever; 

after the meeting Labour's amendment wa-j tabled with the wording unchanged. 

Probably the main significance of the meeting was that it enabled the 

party leaders to form personal impressions of the two men. It was

conveyed to the press that 'V'.r. Burnham made a more favourable impression
94 

than Jr. Jagan".

Clearly there was no prospect now of any change in the line of 

attack. On Thursday morning yet another cable arrived from the Caribbean. 

Sent by Grantley Adaus, president of the Barbados Socialist Party, to

92 Daily Telegraph. 22 Oct. 1953.

93 "Nearly all soda water; only a drop of vhiaky", Chandos, op. cit., p.429.

94 !>a.ily Telapruph. 22 Oct. 1953. Reporters in British Guiana had by 
then discovered that Burnlmm w;».s the unofficial leader of a moderate 
Negro faction within the predominantly Indian IViJ , and had gone to London 
mainly to "keep an eye" on Jagan. !Jevs Chronicle, 21 Oct. 1953.
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C.to.V. Greeuidge in his capacity as secretary of the Anti-Slavery 

bociety, it echoed the substance of its predecessors: ".Strongly urye 

you varn Attleo, Griffiths, other Labour speakers against backin,-; wrong

horse. Wo here know Jagan 1 s crowd and sympathisers elsevhere to be
95 

positive menace to k'eat Indian socialist progress." Adams, like

Iiu.nley, was respected by the Labour leadership. :)r. 1 linden suggested

in November that their conraunications wore "perhaps most decisive"

of all the influences which had hardened the leadership's attitude against

Jagan. both Morgan ijhillips and Griffiths later made statements vhidh
,...,,,. . 96 

justified tins view.

So to the debate. By most accounts, the Opposition's performance 

was not very impressive. The main lines were laid down by Griffitlis. 

lie believed that "sone" of the PjP leaders did have "Communist associations", 

though it was only fair to say that in their meeting with the Shadow 

Cabinet Ja;:an and Fhirnhau had denied this. In answer to question from 

Lyttelton he agreed that if he were Colonial Secretary he vould certainly 

have responded to a call from the Governor requesting troops. Never, 

however, would !<e have withdrawn the Constitution. He was convinced 

that the situation could have been met, and better insurance made for 

the future, by temporarily invoking the Governor'3 reserve powers. 

Attlee, winding u;>, amplified these points only by adding a personal

attack upon Lyttelton, similar, perhaps, to the one he had made in the

" 97 party meeting. Other Labour speeches served mainly to indicate the

breadth of the spectrum of opinion which lay behind the terras of the 

party's amendment. Heid, Charles Oroy and John HcGovom all spoko for 

the right. All three departed fro the official brief by d-scribing 

Jagun and his supporters, in unqualified terms, as Communists. Mc' ;overn

95 The Times t 23 Oct. 1953. Dane Margery Perhau has pointed but to 
the writer that this unanimous hostility to Jagan among West Indian 
leaders probably owed something to the racial factor, these leaders being 

of African descent.

96 socialist Contaeiitary, Nov. 1953, p~249; The. Times, 6 Nov. 1953; 
1054 Conference Report, p.170.

97 HCi) vol.518 ool».2180-95, 2240-1 (Griffiths), 2262 (Attiee) (22 Oct. 

1953).
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further announced that he considered the suspension fully justified 
and therefore could not vote in the division. John liynd's speech

closer to the left-wing view. im concentrated less on the sus-
; ension than on the White Paper, suggesting that it offered no ,-roof

rtQ

of Oororaunisra and did not justify the landing of troops. iiut tiie 
Eevanite left was quiet, less perhaps from lack of inclination than 
from lack of opportunity; Jugan, watching froa the gallery, later wrote 
that "many of the raerabera of the left wing of the Labour Party vho were 
prepared to speak strongly could not catch the Speaker 'a eye". Iiut 
other onlookers i'elt that the left conveyed its attitude effectively 
enough: both the Ttimes and the (h^ardi^an. correspondents observed that
Bevan and several back-benchers were "visibly" irked by Griff iths's

99 restraint.

As for Lyttelton, the press reported t.:at he put his case veil.
After quoting h-ita iiinden's Guardian article, among olLer sources, in
support of his position, he acknowledged that the central charge to be
met was that the situation could have been handled by the use of the

100 reserve powers. He had obviously been well briefed on this point.
The reserve powers, he argued, were never designed to cope with continuing 
crises but were intended rather to meet single cases. If tuey were 
used continuously there would have been conflict with ministers, "on 
ever-increasing tension and risk of oisorder". There would also be
a 4,e facto abrogation of the Constitution, which he did not consider

i .. 101 "proper or seenly .

iie made no reference to the disagreements within Labour ranks, 
though he was well aware of then. It was left to the windin^-up speaker,

98 HCD vol.518, cols.2218 (tteid), 2226 (Grey), 2231-5 (HcGoyern), 2199- 
208 (Hynd).

99 Jagan, op. cit.» p.67; The Times and Manchester Guardian, 23 Oct. 1953,
100 And not only, perhaps, by the Colonial Office. layers had taken it 
upon himself to consult a number of ex-Governors for their opinions. 
All supported the go vornment view. Cparjonwealth and yolonial .iffairs, 
Uov. 1953, p.9.

101 iiC.U, Ip.c. cit.. cols. 2172-3.
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Harold itacmillan, to suggest that the loauorship was insisting on a 

division purely as a sop to the left, and to ask, in terns similar to 

those used in the Central /vfrican and Kenyan dispute, that the division

be culled off: its motivation, well enough understood at houe, vould
102 "not be so well understood in the Vest Indies". Labour was, hov ver,

committed to its division. The Liberals, after hearing Lytteltor^s 

speech, voted with the Government. By one count there were also nine 

Labour abstentions, though only one - McGovern's - had been publicly 

foreshadowed.

This was the end of the first round. Clearly there was more to 

cone. The Labour left remained unsatisfied. The TUC had not yet 

spoken. Japan's lobbying was not yet at an end; immediately aftor 

the debate he addressed a protest meeting organised by the Caribbean

Labour Congress and announced that he would "take this matter to the
103British people" Accordingly, there was no diminution of activity

in and about the Labour i'arty. Very little of this activity helped 

to create an impression of party cohesion. Two broad problems continued 

to arouse conflict: that of defining the party's attitude towards 

Japan's movement, and that of reaching agreement on the party's attitude 

towards Lyttelton's policy.

In an effort to resolve the first of these, the? Commonwealth sub- 

crminittee of the NTC, a body dominated at that stage by moderates,

invited Jagai to a discussion on November 3. At the meeting Ja£an requested
104the use of Labour platforms in order to publicise his case. Thus, for

the first time, the party had to face in practice the diletntia which Uad 

confronted the Government: how far should they extend democratic tolerance 

to the anti-der ocratic? Two days later, after the sub-committee Imd 

also seen representatives of the Guianese opposition parties, the answer

102 liC'j) vol.518, col.2278.

103 Manchester Guardian, 23 Oct. 1933.

104 Ibid., 4 Nov. 1953.

105 Ibid. These representatives also met the Conservative Colonial 
Affairs Committee's West Indies sub-comraittee, of which J. Kolaud Robinson, 
a director of British Guiana Consolidated Goldfields, was chair ,an. Jagan 
and burnhara made no attempt to approach the Conservatives; according to 
the Guardian correspondent they would probably have been rebuffed if they 
had. Ibid., 3 and 5 Nov. 1953.
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came in a long NEC statement which was clearly intended to close 

the matter. The party leadership's considered view was that it 

would be "inadvisable" for local Labour Parties to provide platforms 

for PPP speakers and to beware of cooperating "with other bodies 

(which may well be Communist-inspired)" in supporting Jagan. If 

local parties wished to hold meetings on British Guiana "they should 

engage speakers who will present the Labour Party's point of view".

There followed a resum6 of the official case as put by Griffiths in
4.u T i j. 106 the debate.

The one element of this statement which detracted from its air 

of finality was that it was phrased as advice and not as instruction.

Griffiths himself later allowed that local parties were entitled to
107 

reject the advice. Whether or not the NEC moderates would have

preferred to issue a total ban on Jagan is not clear, but it does seem 

probable that an advisory circular was all that was politically possible: 

it was leaked to Jagan that even the statement which did emerge had
1 OR

been approved in the NEC by a majority of only one. Two of the 

NEC's leading left-wingers subsequently had no reservations about indic­ 

ating their own disregard for the statement, Bevan by giving a party 

for Ja^an and Hikardo by sharing a platform with him. The statement was 

also attacked vigorously in Tribune. At lower levels there was further 

defiance. Several constituency parties protested publicly against 

the statement, while organisations with Labour members, such as the

Union of i)emocratic Control and the Congress of Peoples against Imperialism,

110

109 
offered platforms. Even a year later at the 1954 party conference,

a constituency delegate sought to have the NEC's advice "referred back". 

But on tiie whole the advice was effective. Though Jagan pressed on

106 The Times, 6 Nov. 1953.

107 1934 Conference Report, p.170.

108 Jagan, op. cit., p.9-.

109 Tribune. 13 Nov. 1933; The Times, 9 Nov. 1953; Ja^an, pp. cit.. p.93.

110 1954 Conference lie port, p.169.
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vith his plans for a grass-roots campaign, and managed to address 

thirty meetings before leaving on November 19, no local parties other 

thah Mikardo's, in Reading, offered a platform. His chief sponsoring 

organisation throughout was the Caribbean Labour Congress.

The second problem, that of reconciling the different intra-party 

attitudes towards government policy, was a persistent one. The 

debate of October 22 was hardly over before left and right were visibly 

clarifying their differences again. On the day after the debate the 

left managed to add a postscript to it. Emrys Hughes, speaking on 

the adjournment, was able to place on record the views which had gone 

unvoiced in the debate: in particular, that the results of the Guianese 

free elections should have been respected and that the sinister influence 

underlying the whole affair was that of British capitalism. A few 

days later the TUG General Council at last announced its own view. 

There had been no great doubt about the line it would take; in fact 

its statement placed it well to the rig' t of the party leadership. It 

roundly corderaned the >W ministers' activities in the union field and

failed to rebuke the Government in any way, even for its suspension of
112 the Constitution. The terms of this statement reached an NEC

meeting, taking place elsewhere in Transport House, and provoked from 

the IJevanite group expressions of concern that the Government would be 

able to quote the TUG against the party. Later one of the group, 

Mikardo, took direct action. On the day after the *<KC issued its 

advisory circular Mikardo published an article, entitled "New Friends 

for Mr. Oliver Lyttelton", in Tribune. The General Council, he wrote, 

had swallowed the VTiite Paper whole, and had issued a statement directly 

opposing the views of the parliamentary party. In response the General 

Council protested in a letter to the NKC, demanding that Hikardo's 

article be judged in the light of an earlier i*EC resolution that members 

of the Labour movement should not attack each other in public. Par

111 HCD vol.518 cols.2393-401 (23 Oct. 1953).

112 The Times. 29 Oct. 1953.
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from backing down, Tribune reported vith an anonymous article
113 

commenting on "the childish absurdity of the General Council's approach".

These activities during November left the party in a far from 

naPPy situation. On the kinds of issues raised by the Guiana crisis, 

it seomed, there could be little if any hope of achieving unanimity. 

And two more events, bound to be well reported, lay in the offing: 

a parliamentary debate on the Guiana Order-in-Council, and the next NEC 

meeting at which the argument between Mikardo and the TUC would have to 

be considered.

The debate proved to be the last public occasion on which Labour 

views of the crisis wore presented. The Bevanites had let it be known 

that they would press for another division, and on November 19 a prayer 

for the annulment of the Order had been tabled in the names of Griffiths, 

Chuter Kde (the party's expert on statutory instruments) and 57 back­ 

benchers. But this did not mean that the party was internally reconciled. 

The debate itself, on December 7, revealed that the respective attitudes 

had if anything become more firmly set than ever. The left's views 

about the role of the sugar interests, about the lack of justification 

even for sending troops (let alone taking constitutional action), and 

about Lyttelton's proclivity for making "many more Communists" than 

Communists themselves could, were firmly voiced by Brockway. Right-wing 

speeches, offering unqualified endorsement for the Government's actions, 

were made by lan Vinterbottom and Donald Chapman, the latter announcing 

that he would abstain from the division. And the effect of Ede's

opening speech, largely a discussion of legal niceties, was disastrously
114 undermined when he referred to British Guiana as an island. In the

division the Liberals again supported the Government, and it was under­ 

stood (by The Times) that there were several Labour abstentions; the 

Telegraph thought that "a growing number of socialist Mi*s" were by now

Tribune. 6 Nov. 1953? Daily Telegraph, 26 Nov. 1953; Tribune. 
4 Dec. 1953.

114 HO), vol.521 cols.1654-9 (Brockway), 1731 (Chapman), 1632-3 (Kde), 
(7 jec. 1953). As one account delicately put it, Ede's remark "suggested 
a certain detachment from the subject". The Annual kegiater for 1953 
(longmans Green, 19>4), p.59.
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"in opposition to the trend of Labour party policy on colonial 
issues". 115

The NEC meeting, held on December 16, provided a melancholy finale. 

Mikardo was indicted by Sam Watson (a trade union representative), 

Morrison and Griffiths, for having jeopardised party unity. His right 

to free speech was then argued by Wilson, Driberg and Bevan. After 

this, by a vote of about twenty to five, he was censured for having 

written hia article and reproved for having shared a platfom with Jagan. 

That the NEC should censure one of its own members was, according to 

most observers, without precedent.

A few weeks earlier, at the party conference, there had been some

hopeful claims that the party's wide-ranging factional disputes belonged
117 already to the past. The Guiana crisis showed how premature this

optimism had been. It demonstrated too how much not only the Labour 

i'arty but also the nature of colonial issues had changed in the space of 

a few years. In the late forties colonial policy would have been almost 

the last topic on which a Labour split might have been expected. Now, 

apparently, it had to be ranked with foreign policy and defence as one 

of the divisive issues of principle.

A. Other Issues

1953 was the annus mlrabilis of colonial causes; federation and 

British Guiana may have been the most hotly debated, but they fell far 

short of being the year 1 ' tally. Here, though, it is unnecessary to 

do more than touch upon some of the other issues, since they will tell 

us little about the "breakdown of the bi-partisan approach" that is not 

already apparent.

Lyttelton's opponents, while refraining from taking up certain 

colonial troubles as full-dress debating topics, seldom lost an opportunity

115 The Times and Daily Telegraph, 8 Dec. 1953.

116 Manchester Guardian. 17 Dec. 1953.

117 tt»K» by Arthur Greenwood, chairman of the conference: 1953 
Conference Report, p.210.
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to attribute thorn in some measure to his presumed raaladroitness. 

One example of such troubles was the disputation among Nigeria's 

regional politicians at a time when Lyttelton was attempting to secure 

agreement among them on the country's future. Venture argued that 

"the federation ssue is poisoning the whole continent, and plays no

inconsiderable part in the current crisis in Nigeria. Will nothing
118cure the -Secretary of State's invincible obstinacy?" And the "left- 

wing press", Lyttelton observed ironically, "foretold dodra if these 

delicate balances were to be subjected to the ruthless and clumsy hands 

of the Secretary of State." For his part, he attributed some of his

difficulties in bringing the Nigerian politicians into conference to
119 "shadow-boxing by the Opposition". As it turned out the July 1953

conference on Nigeria had to be adjourned without reaching agreement. 

Ro-convening in Lagos in January 1954, however, it was successful in 

devising new, more decentralised federal forms for the country, and 

it should be noted that Labour leaders wore among those who gave Lyttel­ 

ton credit for this.

A second instance was the supposed correlation between a remark 

by the Colonial Secretary and a series of disturbances in Uganda. Lyttel­ 

ton^ words, spoken in an after-dinner speech to the British Africa Club 

on June 30,were:

"That Federation, both politically and economically, will be 
of immense benefit to the three Central African territories 
is, 1 believe, an established and unshakable Tact. Nor 
should we exclude from our minds the evolution, as time goes 
on, of still larger measures of unification, and possibly 
atill larger measures of federation of the whole Ea^t African 
territories. This is the sort of idea which the man who gave 
his name to the Rhodesiaa would, I believe, have supported."120

Passing almost unnoticed in Britain, this statement was prominently 

reported in the East African press. Subsequent disorder in Uganda was 

widely believed to have been caused - or at least occasioned - by it;

118 Venture. July 1953, p.2.

119 Chondos, op. cit., p.40H.

120 As reported in East Africa and iihodesia, 2 July 1953.
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Ugandan Africans were said to have regarded it as a hint that the 
Government aimed to establish an Enst African federation with political 
control in the hands of the Kenyan settlers. Later in the House 
Labour HPs, in particular Brockway and Hale, stated unequivocally that 
the remark and the disorders were cause and effect. Lyttolton denied 
the correlation, maintained that the disorders hud been latent, and
gave assurances that there would be no Kast African federation without121 popular approval. But there seems little doubt that the correlation
did exist. It soon became known that the Governor of Uganda himself, 
Sir Andrew Cohen, had persuaded Lyttelton to issue a disclaimer of any 
intention of "imposing" an liast African federation. According to a
contemporary newspaper profile of Cohen, Lyttelton's words had vitiated

122 "all his efforts to win popular confidence".
In December there were two more parliamentary confrontations. Both 

of these, however, turned out to be counter-productive from Labour's 
point of view: the light which the Guiana affair had thrown on the 
party's internal disagreements continued to shine, and in each case 
Lyttelton was widely ad jigged the victor.

The first of the two concerned the exile of Kabaka Hutesa II, the 
hereditary ruler and spiritual head of Buganda. The Kabaka had been 
demanding that Buganda, by far the most "advanced" component of Uganda, 
should be allowed to secede and come under the purview of the foreign 
Office. When this was refused he publicly repudiated his responsibility, 
as outlined in an agreement of 1900, to act upon the Governor's advice. 
Cohen, with Lyttelton's authorisation, thereupon decreed his exile.

Lyttelton announced this decision to Parliament on November 30. 
By the next day Labour spokesmen were announcing that their party would 
seek a debate and that several members, regarding this new crisis as the
final straw, were also advocating an official censure of the Secretary123of State.

The Kabaka debate took place on December 2, Brockway having secured

121 HCD vol.521 cols.1244-5 (2 Doc. 1953).
122 Observer, 6 Dec. 1953.
123 The Times, 2 Dec. 1953.
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the adjournment under Standing Order 9. The outcome, briefly, was

that Lyttelton produced a sufficiently convincing argument "as tempor-
124 arily to stun the Opposition into silence". If there had been

any intention of forcing a division it was abandoned in the course of 

the debate: according to Harold Macmillan, "it was common knowledge

that as hon. Members walked out [after Lyttelton's speech] they said,
12*5 'This is the end of that 1 ". The real weakness of Labour's position

was that once again the different elements in the party could not agree 

on the policy to be adopted. Thus Richard Crossman commented in the 

Nuw Statesman:

"If, after taking into account the gravity of the risks that 
flow from it, the decision is reached fby Labour] that Mutesa's 
return is essential for the well-being of Uganda, then a 
solemn pledge should be given ... that the next Labour Government 
will restore him to his throne. On the other hand, the Labour 
Party may reach the conclusion - to which I myself have been 
driven - that ... the conduct of the Kabaka made his deposition 
inevitable , nd justifies the Governor in advising against his 
return. If that is Labour's view, it should be stated as soon 
as possible. The one unforgiveable thing would be to raise false 
hopes and to prolong a most dangerous crisis by well-intentioned 
equivocation."126

but "well-intentioned equivocation" was precisely the impression of 

the party which its activities towards the end of 1953 seemed most likely 

to create. The air of indecision which had damaged the party over 

British Guiana, and now the Kabaka, reappeared in the manoeuvres which 

accompanied the general censure motion. On December 2, the day of 

the Kabaka debate, Opposition spokesmen conveyed to the Government and 

the news agencies that a motion deploring Lyttelton's handling of 

colonial affairs, with Drockway prominent among its sponsors, was about 

to be tabled. During the Kabaka debate Griffiths unexpectedly announced 

his decision - reached, he later said, on his own responsibility and 

without consulting any colleagues - that there would be no such motion 

"for the time being", in the hope that a settlement with the kabaka might

124 The Economist's phrase: 5 Dec. 19 ;3, p.729.

125 HCB vol.522 col.503 (16 Dec. 1953).

126 New Statesman, 6 Feb. 1954.
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yet be reached. The following weekend The Observer could state, with 

tin air of inaide knowledge, that the Government's publication of a 

White Paper on the Kabaka "is expected to cause the Labour Party 

finally to withdraw xts motion." On December 10, however, the motion

was retabled by the party leaders, with Brockway's name replaced by
127 

that of Sir Frank Soskice. ' The Manchester Guardian's political

correspondent commented:

"It is ... odd that the ostensible reason for suspending the 
censure motion last week ... should be abandoned without a 
word of explanation before the visitors from Liuganda have seen 
the Colonial Secretary ... Part of the explanation is that 
Labour members have been stung by the premature trumpeting of 
Mr. Lyttelton's 'triumph' in last week's (kabakttj debate by 
Tory speakers at the wewkend."128

The House was called upon to express "itd grave disquiet at the 

handling by Her Majesty's Government of affairs in Africa", and the motion 

was brought to debate on December 16. It was Labour's first and last 

censure motion on this subject. Griffiths led off by drawing a contrast 

between "the Africa of 1951" when "there was trust, there was confidence, 

there was mutual relationship" and Africa in 1953, marked by the Africans' 

"deep mistrust" of the British Government. There was a "drift to disaster"

in Africa, and Lyttelton's cumulative errors of omission and commission
1 '9 

had greatly augmented the process. ** In response Lyttelton set out to

justify his major decisions one by one and, more generally, argued that 

the origins of the current troubles antedated both the present and the 

late governments: they were the inevitable result of the ferment caused 

by the projection of Western ideas and influences into the continent

127 Sir v'rank, according to the Guardian correspondent (11 Dec. 1953), 
had "won great credit with his party for his attack on Central African 
federation last session". The other side of the coin was presented by 
the Conservative Research Dept.: "It is understood that this substitution 
reflected growing criticism within the Socialist Tarty that Hr. liroekway's 
extreme vi<ws have been allowed too much influence on the party's attitude 
towards colonial policy." Notes on Current Politics. 15 ?eb. 1954, p.12.

128 "Again the Censure"; Manchester Guardian, 11 Dec. 1933. On these 
manoeuvres aec also Griffiths, liCD vol.521 col.1283 (2 Dec. 1953) and 
vol.522 col.402 (16 Dec. 1953); Macmillan, loc. cit.. cols.505-6; 
Observer, 6 Dec. 1953.

129 Phrases quoted from HCD vol.522 cols.393, 407 (16 Dec. 1953).
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ovor a long period. Thereafter neither side's contribution* added 

anything fresh to the arguments already advanced in the conflicts of 

the preceding year or so. Viewed simply as a parliamentary occasion, 

the debate was chiefly Memorable - if the tenor of press comment is 

to be accepted - as the most considerable of Lyttelton's hat-trick of 

debating victories, Por example, the parliamentary correspondent of 

the Manchester Guardian, a journal which had often been editorially 

hostile to Lyttelton, wrote:

"Mr. Griffiths vas playing too obvious a party hand. Mr. 
Lyttelton's approach was broader and ended in an almost moving 
lament that the non-party treatment of colonial affairs had 
broken down, coupled with the hope that it might soon bo restored. 
It would be difficult for any impartial person studying the 
speeches of the two men to deny that the vote of censure was made 
to appear to have no justification at all. Mr. Lyttelton had 
already had two undoubted debating successes against the Opposition 
over British Guiana and Buganda. Today's performance excelled 
either of then, and he sat down to a long roll of Vory cheers. 
These, by the way, contrasted sharply with what seemed to be the 
merely dutiful cheers which Labour bestowed on Mr. Griffiths.''!^0

The last few months of Lyttelton's tenure were passed in relative 

parliamentary calm. The Opposition did not again attempt a premeditated 

attack on him or his policies. For these few months at least colonial 

affairs seemed to lose their critical urgency and the party's energies 

were mainly directed elsewhere. In additiou, Griffiths had undoubtedly 

suffered a loss of esteem among sections of tiie party. His socaewuat 

emotional manner had already earned for him the sobriquet "Minister of 

Tears" among Labour members. And the lines he had followed in several 

major debates satisfied neither the left, which considered him too 

restrained, nor the right-wing iiFs, a few of whom had openly expressed

the view that tho party's activity in this field might begin to damage it
. . ,,131 electorally.

130 Manchester Guardian, 17 Joe. 1953. The Times correspondent expressed 
himself similarly; so later, did ti.e New otateataan correspondent (26 Dec. 
1953). Two Labour members - Phillips Price and, again, iicUovorn - 
abstained from the division.

131 J ; «g. Stanley liivana: "This sort of frivolity does not pass unnoticed, 
and we shall pay a heavy electoral price if a more sober outlook is not 
quickly forthcoming". Constituoncy speech (11 Dec. 1953), reported in 
Conservative Research Dept., op.cit.. p.5. (In 1956 Kvans resigned from the 
party in protest against its attacks on Eden's Suez policy.)
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Only on the very last day of Lyttelton's tenure - 28 July 1954 - 

did an occasion arise for the rejoining of battle. Henry Hopkinson, 

as recounted earlier, announced that the Government would "never" 

contemplate a change of sovereignty in Cyprus. In the ensuing uproar 

the Conservative Chief Whip was obliged to summon Lyttelton, who was 

drafting farewell telegrams to the Governors, from the Colonial Office. 

That a measure of peace was restored to the House perhaps owed something 

to Lyttelton's argument that his junior minister had meant "never" 

in a conditional sense. But there may have been a further reason, 

on which hyttelton hiraaelf may be permitted the last word: "The

Opposition knew that this was the last time that they would see me and
132 

tiiis gratifying thought no doubt calmed them down".

5. The Breakdown Assessed

By the end of 1953 Labour was being severely taken to task in many 

quarters for its approach to colonial affairs. Lyttelton's rebukes 

were widely echoed in the press: as an example, consider this series 

of strictures by The Economist:

"Mr. James Griffiths's combination of sentiment and political 
opportunism on colonial matters has served his party ill..." 
"Privately, the Labour leaders must be aware that in both the 
rocent debates the party has succeeded only in making a fool of 
itself. This would not matter if domestic politics alone were 
in question. But, unfortunately, Labour's irresponsibility in 
colonial affairs is beginning to have a bad effect in the colonies 
themselves..."
"In colonial affairs, the Labour Party puts on blinkers to look 
at the present and rose-coloured spectacles to look at the past ... 
The motion of censure could in effect be regarded as being a 
censure on Labour's attitude in opposition as much as on Mr. 
Lyttelton's in office. ul 33

It could not have been Labour's intention to create such an impression 

of itself, in the quality press or anywhere else. How, then, may its 

attitudes and tactics in this period be explained?

We recounted earlier the three main explanations that have been 

advanced. The party's beliefs and principles; its view that Lyttelton 

personally was the wrong man for the job; irrelevant motivations, such

132 Chandos, Q{>. cit., p.436.

133 Kconomist. 5 J)ec. 1953, p.729j 12 :>ec. 1953, p.793; 19 Dec. 1953, p.871,
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as a desire to placate the party's "irresponsible" elements - all were 

advanced at various tiiaes. In the light of our discussion it seews 

necessary, if unadventurous, to conclude that there was some truth in

uch. The party's opinion of Lyttelton personally has been sufficiently 

illustrated and need not be lingered over. But the other two explan­ 

ations require some consideration.

First, party principles. One point that emerges clearly is that 

Labour recurrently took the part of indigenous peoples against the Uoveru- 

Lient, white settlors, or both. The arguments used were basically moral. 

In Central Africa, for example, the party in its own estimation was 

defending the otherwise unrecognised rights of the vast majority of the 

population; in the Malayan and Kenyan wars, urging the application of 

humanitarian principles; in British Guiana, arguing for u broad demon­ 

stration of confidence in a colonial people, however wayward! its 

temporary leadership. All these were natural expressions of Labour's 

traditional self-image concerning colonies. ^or Labour politicians, ac 

we saw in earlier chapters, had always been prone to argue from an 

assumption of moral superiority on colonial questions. Reeling no 

accountability for the creation of Pjnapire, and accepting a self-stereotype 

as the party of the underprivileged, they were able to argue that the 

Labour - arty was necessarily more alive than the Conservatives to the 

moral issues of alien rule, better qualified to perceive the interests of 

indigenous peoples, and hence to act in their interest. In the early 

fifties the moral implications of colonial issues took on a new urgency. 

The effect for many Labour Members was to make thorn more keenly aware of 

their presumed "special relationship" with indigenous peoples and their 

obligation to promote under-represented colonial causes. In these 

circumstances Labour felt relatively few qualms about pressing the party 

battle. oome remarks by the front-bencher John Dugdale in the censure 

debate should illustrate the point:

"We believe that while Africa can be developed in the interest 
of all races ... the race there which has to be considered first 
is the race which is the overwhelming majority of the people, 
namely, the African people. Hon. Members opposite say that the 
race which has to be considered first is the race which has the 
least people there - the white people ... I do not think it is
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wrong that colonial affairs should be brought into party 
politics ... There is a fundamental difference between the 
two parties on colonial policy, and it is right that those 
differences should be brought forward tonight so that all 
shall see them."134

This, to Labour speakers, was a sufficient answer to the Oovernraent's 

argument that it was wrong on principle to divide the House on colonial 

affairs: genuine policy differences made divisions a regrettable 

necessity. No Labour speaker ever expressed the difference between 

the parties on this question of principle more pointedly than did 

S. S. liaraphal, a correspondent to The Times who described himself as 

a "colonial", in December 1952. Both sides, ttaraphal suggested, thought 

it a "sin" to divide the House on a colonial issue. The difference 

between the two was that Labour "considered the sin pardonable".

Secondly, opposition as a reflection of the party's internal tensions. 

Undeniably their attitudes towards colonial issues wore among the ch.ar-i.ctor- 

istics by which the main Labour factions in these years could be distinguished. 

Prcaviously the Fabians' attitudes had constituted the dorainaht strain. 

The party's leading colonial specialists in the Labour Government years, 

such men as Reginald Soronaen, John Uynd, John » ankin, i?rederick 

Skinnard and James Johnson as well as Creech Jones himself, had all been 

variously associated with the Fabian Colonial Bureau and held broadly 

similar views. Their emphases had lain upon the economic and social 

priorities, upon community development and cooperative self-help, upon 

the value of research, and, within the political sphere, upon consulting 

colonial opinion and winning positive colonial cooperation for each new 

phase of policy. In framing new political institutions the underlying

134 HOB Vol. 522 cols. 469, 473 (16 Dec. 1953).

135 itaiaphal himself (writing from lawyer's chambers in the Temple) 
thought it no sin at all. "Those who deprecate the use of the division 
lobby on colonial affairs do so in the name of unity - the implication .., 
being that a facade of unity at Westminster is as essential in dealing 
with Africa or the West Indies as it is in dealing with the Soviet Union 
or the United States. Such a proposition is fallacious for the simple 
reason that in colonial affairs Her Majesty's Government decroe, while in 
international affairs they bargain ... Moreover, even the appearance of 
unity must cease to be desirable were it ever to become the appearance of 
unity in error." The Times, 27 <>ec. 1952.
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objective was always to ensure the growth and preservation of a 

liberal, democratic spirit, a point reaffirmed by Rita Ilinden in 

December 1953:

"ftelf-government alone in not our true objective; our objective 
is defuocrutic self-governtaent ... But democracy is not just a 
matter of forms and institutions - it is a set of values, and 
institutions are only a means for safeguarding them ... To 
safeguard these values, quite different institutions may be 
required in heterogeneous Africa from thoK«? we know in homo­ 
geneous Britain, and which were never designed to settle the 
problems of a Mixed society."136

The Fabians had tended to be cautiously optimistic about the prospect of 

achieving these goals, of helping responsible colonial politicians to 

assimilate the right priorities. By the early fifties, however, it had 

begun to appear that Labour would have to take fresh stock. Where 

the party's colonial specialists had once felt "certainty" about correct 

courses of action - as L>r. ilimien pointed out at a meeting of MPs, 

also in December 1953 - now they were often in doubt. In the forties 

the formulation of attitudes towards the issues of the day had usually 

been a straightforward and uncomplicated task; it was so no longer. 

Ihe main difference lay in the fact that raany newly articulate colonial 

political leaders were acting and speaking in ways which seemed most unlikely 

to assist oraerly progress and shore up democratic values. Faced with 

the choice of endorsing the more extreme demands and resisting them in 

the cause of defending democratic values, Dr. liinuen for one considered 

that Labour moderates would have to resist. Labour's self-image notwith­ 

standing, this would entail the endorsement of such measures as 

Lyttelton's dismissal of tae 1/uianese ministers and his expulsion of 

the Kabaka.

In the same period, however, a different strain was emerging. Since 

the Zeroise Khainu, affair in 1950 the left had taken an increasing interest 

in colonial policy. A faction broadly coextensive with the original 

"Keep Left" tfroup and its followers, and after 1952 with the Bevanites, 

made much of the running i|» the party's indictments of Lyttelton and his

136 "Insurgent Africa Today", Manchester Guardian, '•) Dec. 1953. Emphasis 
in original.

137 Notes of a meeting in the House of Commons, n.d. but clearly Doc. 
1953 (FCB papers).



295

policies. Penner Brockway coordinated back-bench efforts and acted as 

a major source of supply of Questionsj with Leslie Hale and others he 

also took private initiatives to form or sustain a number of pressure 

groups, all of which promulgated views more radical than the leadership 

would endorse.

The left's attitude represented in fact the logical extreme of 

Labour's traditional attitude cm colonial questions. The task of 

speaking for indigenous interests gave rise to an obligation, for raany 

among the left, to ally with such leaders as Nkrumah, Jagan and the 

Kenyatta of 19^2, on the ground that they were leaders of spontaneous 

popular movements, and to endorse their most radical demands. Prom the 

left's point of view the moderates' attitude amounted to residual 

paternalism; talk of winning colonial confidence and cooperation was 

vitiated by the fact that the metropolis would still dictate the terms of 

cooperation. The left was prepared to accept, rather, cooperation on 

these indigenous leaders' terms. In particular the attainment of 

political goals took priority over, and was supposed to facilitate, the 

attainment of social and economic goals.

But the moderate and radical versions of the traditional moral 

approach did not exhaust the range of party attitudes. Upon occasion 

a third kind of attitude was discernible, finding expression mainly 

among the non-]Jevanite party leaders. Prudential and pragtiatic, this 

attitude derived less from an a priori party stereotype than from the 

fact of being in leadership positions, from a concern to act In a 

"responsible" manner. And when this attitude appeared to run counter 

to party principle, it was sometimes the principle which suffered. In 

office the decision to exile the Khamas and the decision to initiate 

federation discussions with the settler leaders were regarded by many in 

the party as examples of principles abandoned. And in opposition the 

sane attitude re-emerged with reference to Central Africa, with such leaders 

as Gordon Walker and, for a time, Attlee suggesting that the most 

responsible course would be to give the sciieme a chance to prove itself.

Several elements, then, coexisted, and not always peacefully. The 

Now Statesman, ever a candid critic of the Labour Party in and out of
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office, noted in that climactic month of December 1953 that

"touay the veiled disagreements which exist inside the Labour 
Party are at least as large as those overt disagreements about 
colonial affairs which divide the two front benches. So 
long as its spokesmen keep to the generalities of anti-Government 
propaganda sufficient for platform oratory, the Labour Party 
appears united on colonial affairs. But how superficial that 
unity is, might very soon be revealed if a Labour Minister were 
to replace Mr. Lyttelton. Ml ^8

The point was shrewdly made. Undoubtedly the semblance of unity was 

raost apparent when party spokesmen kept to generalities. Dugdale's 

statement, quoted above, was a good example of the kind of sentiment 

behind which the party could appear to stand united, for it conformed to 

the generalised self-image held in common by moderates arid radicals without 

descending into tho kind of particularity which differentiated them. 

By contrast the British Guiana crisis ^rovided instances of particular 

issues which aroused latent disagreonen s. Caught between the conflicting 

views of right and left on this raatter, the leadership was forcod to 

devise an amendment motion which, in effect, deplored both the puiiishiaent 

and the crime in British Guiana - a remarkable attempt at gap-bridging.

The question to consider, however, is not whether differences 

existed nor by what means the leadership sought to hold the party's 

elements together. The question is whether the party's broad policy of 

opposition to the Government's colonial policy was to a significant extent 

the consequence of these internal differences. For this, to repeat, 

was the charge which the party's opponents repeatedly made. To quote 

Sayers again:

"It wa.s when the Socialists became divided amongst themselves 
that the attacks became really violent ... The ni'erence to be 
drawn is that the party leaders made a disreputable bargain with 
the lievanites whereby the latter, us a quid pro <iuo for toeing 
the line on domestic issues, were to be given a free hand in 
attacking the Government on colonial affairs."139

The short answer to the question, based on the discussion of cases 

in the present chapter, must be that this kind of notion was never so

13» New Statesman. 26 Dec. 1953.

139 Commonwealth and Colonial Affairs, Jan. 1954, p.3.
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serviceable aa the party's opponents maintained. The left did not 

instigate and load the policy of opposition, nor did it browbeat the 

leadership into doing so. liather the party leaders and the moderates 

generally, if cautious at times on individual issues, were actively 

committed to the wider battle along with the left-wing. Though there 

were minority abstentions in the important divisions, it is fair to say 

that the party as a whole had no doubt that the Government merited 

attack in some decree. Intra-party compromises were typically reached 

not on the question of whether opposition should be offered, but on the 

extent to which it should be pressed. At the same time, the party'« 

internal differences did affect the character of the opposition offered 

in the party's name. Generally the party lines adopted for the big 

debates reflected their own origin as compromises not entirely to the 

liking of those who stood at the two extremes. British Guiana, again, 

provides an outstanding example: while Bevan and others were irked by 

the moderation of Griffiths's criticisms in both the main debates, a few 

Members could abstain from voting in the belief that criticism could not 

justifiably be pressed to the point of dividing. But much the same 

was also true of the federation issue; the party's attac.js in the debates 

of March to July 1953, too muted in the opinion of some MPs (and not 

just the left-wing MPs) were still strong enough to make several others 

abstain Trom voting.

Labour's tactics, in sum, arose from a mixture of motives. Certainly 

the party believed that some of the Government's policies deserved 

attack on grounds of principle, Central African policy above all. True, 

Labour leaders in office had thetaselves been forced to depart from party 

principles on occasion. But this does not affect the point, for as a 

general rule opposition conferred on party leaders the freedom, in the

New Statesman's rather sardonic phrase, "to preach party principle;* as
138 fervently as those of their colleagues who wore never in office".

Certainly the party believed too that Lyttolton was the wrong man for the 

job, that failings of policy and the rising tide of African distrust 

of Britain owed a good deal to the Minister's manner of handling affairs 

and men. It is much less certain, however, that the party's internal
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travail playud the causal role which some observers thought they discerned, 

The fact that some party raerabers were more zealous than others in the 

task of opposing undoubtedly affected the nature of the opposition which 

the party offored. But "ui'fecting the nature" and "causing" are two 

completely different things and should be kept distinct, in matters of 

fact as in logic.
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CHAPTER VII

LIBERAL AND RADICAL PRESSURE GROUPS, 1951-4

"The practice of setting up new committees from among the same sort of 
people to deal with African issues every time a nev one arises is hoth 
confusing? to the "British public and bewildering to Africans."

Miss Mary Benson, of the \frica Bureau, in a letter to Leslie Hale IP,
of the Central Africa Committee, 24 June 1952.

The "Lyttelton era" was a time of unprecedented activity among 

liberal-minded individuals and organisations interested in colonial 

affairs. By far the most important stimulus to this activity was the 

federation issue* Several well-known colonial experts contributed to 

the general debate, among them Lord Htiley, Sir Keith Hancock and Miss 

Margery Perham. All manner of organisations sou ?ht to make their views 

known; they included the Anti-Slavery Society, the National Council for 

Civil Liberties, the National Peace Council, the International Confederation 

of Free Trade Unions, Racial Unity, the Union of Democratic Control, the 

London Missionary Society and Christian Action, And the Churches, weightily 

represented by the Archbishop of Canterbury, the Moderators of the Church 

of Scotland and the Free Church Federal Council, expressed misgivings about 

federation and issued an appeal that no irrevocable step should be taken*

In this chapter we shall concentrate on the major liberal and radical 

organisations w ich meet the criteria outlined in the Introduction. Ve 

are concerned, that is, with the most prominent of those organisations whose 

main reason for existence was an interest in problems of colonial political 

advance, and which were continuously active within that area of domestic 

politics having Parliament and the Colonial Office as its focal points* 

In effect, this will involve taking up some of the threads which we began 

to trace in Chapter IV. vfc will follow, first, the fortunes of the Fabian 

Colonial Bureau; second, the early activities of the Africa Bureau, created 

in 1952 as a vehicle for Michael Scott and the people associated with him; 

and third, the pressure group activities chiefly stimulated by that other

1 Leys and Pratt, op. cit  . p. 36.



300

key individual Penner Brockway, culminating in the formation of the 

Movement for Colonial Freedom in 1954.

1  The Fabian Colonial Bureau
i 

A month after Labour's electoral defeat the Bureau Committee

assembled to discuss their organisation's future. The outgoing Colonial 

Office ministers, Griffiths, Dugdale and Thomas Cook, had all been 

invited to join the committee and were present at the meeting. A working 

paper, "Future Policy of Fabian Colonial Bureau," was presented by the 

secretary, Marjorie Nicholaon; as an analysis of the changing problems 

which confronted the Bureau and its panel of MPs, this document is worth 

quoting in extenso.

"1* The changes in the colonies in recent years, the developments 
which are now going on, and the change of the Labour Party's 
position from Government to Opposition afford us an opportunity for 
reviewing the policy of the Bureau...
2. In planning our work we must recognise certain fundamental 
changes in the problems of colonial policy in the eleven years the 
Bureau has been in existence!

(a) In nrinciple, our fight for political progress, economic :
development, social services, trade unions, cooperatives, etc.
in the colonies, has been won. The Conservatives may try to
make inroads in the achievements of these years, and there are
further advances still to be made, but they cannot turn the clock
back.
(b) One result of the &reat constitutional advances in the 
colonies is that it is no longer very fruitful, in some cases no 
longer possible, to question the details of colonial administra­ 
tion in Parliament...
(c) Another result is that the colonial peoples are standing more 
independently on their ovn feet, and do not need our help in quite 
the same way that they did in the past...

3. What is the nature of the new problems and new emphases? Following
are some examples)

(a) The colonial national movements, *B they move towards responsibility,
are uncertain as to their own programmes and organisation and how
genuine political democracy can be achieved...
(c) Hie political problems of the m xed communities are still
unsolved. East and Central Africa is the major danger-point in
the Empire. Also Malaya. The concept of 'partnership 1 has
never been clarified*..

5. The Bureau also he s some responsibility for sustaining interest in
colonial problems in the wider Labour Movement and maintaining links
with organisations in the colonies..."^

2 FCB paper no. 11 of 1951.
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Accepting this outline of priorities, the meeting devoted much of 

its attention to the practical problem of coordination with the Labour 

Party. It was decided that the most efficient division of function would 

be for individual M?s to specialise in particular topics and to report 

back at intervals and for TVrmer to continue to provide liaison with party 

headquarters and the NEC's Commonwealth sub-committee (which could be 

expected to revive now that the party vas in opposition). The Bureau 

itself would concentrate on current questions in the context of an 

expanding programme of research into the problems itemised in the working 

paper. If possible, there should be no duplication of functions with any 

other organisations.

By January 1952 the MPs* special subjects had been decided and 

distributed. Driberg would follow events in the Sudani John Parker, 

Basutoland and Swaziland; and Mrs. White, Bechuanaland. Together with 

John Hynd, Mrs. White also undertook to specialise in land problems, and

James Johnson, Reginald Sorensen and Harry Wallace would concentrate on
4 Hast African education, racial discrimination and labour problems respectively.

The ^Hireau's various intentions were fulfilled to very different 

degrees. There was no great problem in "maintaining links with orrjanisa- 

tions in the colonies" since this was chiefly an administrative matter, nor 

in "sustaining interest in colonial problems in the wider Labour movement", 

since this r sponsibility could be interpreted and met in terms of preserving 

organisational liaison, publishing Venture. and arranging "fringe" meetings 

at the party*s annual conferences. But in the field of research, it is not 

apparent that the Bureau was able to expand its prosfrarame to any extent. 

In fact pamphlets based on research were published at a lower rate than 

previously: two dealing with East Africa, one with Malaya, one with the 

Caribbean, one with the implications of partnership and one with colonial 

trade unions comprised the output for the next three years. Similarly, 

the broad plans for parliamentary work were scaled down as time passed* 

in October 1952 it was decided that the Bureau's parliamentary work "in the 

next six months" would be concentrated on East and Central Africa, and

3 PCB-KM, 22 Nov. 1951.

4 Ibid.. 30 Jan. 1952 (including Secretary's Report)
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labour and cooperative developments in colonies generally. Some of the

, for their part, seem to have been less than punctilious in observing 
the allocation of special topics. A. count of the 'Questions asked by the 

MPs named above on their special subjects, in relation to Questions they 
asked on other colonial subjects, in the three sessions 1951-2 to 1953-4, 
produced the following totals*

Qs. on Special KSubjects Qs. on Other Colonial Subjects

Driberg 15 54
Hynd 15 56
Johnson 18 288
Parker 0 12
Sorensen 8 225

Wallace 2 0

White 29 1236

The figures suggest, if anything, that the idea of distributing special 

topics was incrobably unworkable from the beginning, since the range of 

colonial subjects was so vest thet no colonial-specialist MP could be 

expected to confine himself to one or two subjects.

There was one respect, however, in which the Bureau did seek to adhere 

closely to plan: the avoidance of duplicating functions with other organisa­ 

tions* The Bureau committee Relieved that their organisation vas best 

suited to perform such tasks as publishing pamphlets, working out lons»-term 

policies in practical detail, and making private approaches to MPs and the 

Colonial Office. Such tasks as exerting ^ressure by way of demonstrations 

and manifestos, achieving liaison with (say) the churches, and providing 

public platforms for colonial visitors, were best left to other bodies. 

This attitude of the Bureau's became especially plain during 1952, when a 

number of other organisations became increasingly active in and about the 

field Uiich the Bureau had once had virtually to itself. ^.arly in the year, 

for example, the Hureau was asked to support a petition on Kenyan Land

5 Unnumbered FOB paper by Marjorie Nicholson, 30 Oct. 1952.

6 These figures, based on the three sessional indices, are meant to indicate 
orders of magnitude only. They should not be regarded as strictly arcurate, 
since some Questions are noted more than once in the indices.
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sponsored jointly by Brockway's Congress of Peoples against Imperialism 

and Jomo Kenyatta's Kenya African Union. The Bureau declined on the 

grounds that the Fabian Society Constitution forbade collaboration vith 

outside bodies* But it was obvious that the Bureau vould hare been 

unwilling in any case to associate itself vith this sort of activity: 

at a meeting committee members had already agreed that the petition "was 

unsatisfactory as a basis for policy since there were so many omissions 

and that the Bureau should work out an acceptable long-term policy in the 

light of which immediate action could be decided*" To this end the 

committee sought to discuss with KAU delegates then in Britain "some of 

the wider issues omitted from the petition" \ later, since the delegates 

had been "unable to attend", the committee resolved instead to send a 

series of detailed questions on land policy to KAU headquarters* Meanwhile 

one of the committee's M?s, Mrs* White, raised several questions on the

Government's policy for Kenya land in an adjournment debate speech, which
g the Minister of State, Leiuiox Soyd, undertook to answer by letter*

These procedures were typical of the Bureau's approach to most issues; 

the petition WB.S typical of an approach it eschewed.

A rather different demarcation was envisaged between its own and the 

nevly-created Africa Bureau's functions. In May, in response to an inquiry 

from a subscribing member, Marjor e Nicholaon tried to explain the difference 

in a nutshell. The new body was

"different from ours in that its function is not to produce publication! 
as we do but to give an opportunity for the statement of African views 
etc.*. It is bringing in various church >odiea in order to get their 
support on political mattera if it considers this desirable."9

Less than a week later, however, the Bureau had been informed >»y the new body 

that it did plan a programme of publications, beginning with a pamphlet on 

Central Africa, and that the Fabians' assistance was invited. Replying,

7 Mary ^'lopper (campaign secretary, Keoya Land Petition) to TIB, 13 
1952 (FOB papers). The petition is discussed below,jop. 319-zo.

8 PCB-MMs, 30 Jan. 1952 and 27 Feb. 1952.

9 Nicholson to T.B. Caldwell (an adult education worker in York), 14 May 
1952 (PCB papers).
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Misa Nicholson was openly sceptical about the need for a pamphlet on 

Central Africa, since the Fabians and others had published several in 

the last few years, and about the Africa Bureau's grasp of -he economics 

involved: "If we cross each other with publications, the only final 

result will be th- t we shall all go down financially." But within another 

fortnight two more groups had decided to attempt pamphlets on federation: 

the Central Africa Committee, founded by Brockway, and the Union of Democrat! 

Control. "You see ^hat I mean, wrote Marjorie Nicholson to Miss Mary 

Benson of the Africa Bureau, "about cutting each other's throats?"

In due course the Fabians accepted that the Africa Bureau at least 

was in the field of pamphlet production to stay, and a modus vivendi was 

reached between them. This item in the minutes of a Fabian Colonial 

Bureau committee meeting, held in December 1953, was indicative of the 

relationship:

"Since the Africa Bureau was contemplating a pamphlet on Nyasaland 
it was agreed that the Fabian Colonial Bureau should not start work 
on Nyasaland... It was agreed that whatever the Africa Bureau did. 
the Pabian Colonial bureau should not susrxrad work on the Northern 12 
Rhodesian Constitution and Northern Rhodesian trade union position."

Along with its belief in a clear division of functions, the Bureau 

took the view that the fulfilment of its own functions required organisationa 

independence: a core of like-minded people untramelled by any need to 

cooperate vith others of different persuasions* This view, quite as much as 

the provisions of the Pabian Society's Constitution, underlay most of the 

Bureau's rejections of other bo ies* overtures to it to collaborate on 

various issues. And there was certainly no lack of these* In 1952, for 

example, the Bureau refused invitations from both the main left-wing pressure 

groups concerned with Seretse f s case, the Seretse Khama Fighting Committee 

and the Council for the Defence of Seretse Khatoa and the Protectorates* 

In the former instance the invitation was specifically to support a petition 

caorpaip, and the secretary's report to the Bureau indicated how much more

10 Nicholson to Africa Bureau, 20 May 1952 (FOB

11 Nicholson to Henson, 4 June 1952 (FCB papers).

12 FCB-MM, 1 Dec. 1953.
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than constitutional formalities lay behind the Bureau's attitude: "As
? 1^ 

the secretary of this committee is Billy Strachan, no reply has been sent."

Again, in raid 1953 the Bureau successively declined invitations from the 

"Kenya Provisional Committee" to SB -i delegates to a conference on Democratic
vv -   •^^S)fc -£ ^^~t^ll>4~+~~^

Rights for Kenyan Africans, and from the Congress of PeoplesA "to participate 

in a joint meeting of various organisations to lay down a common policy in 
Kenya." 14

But on the rare occasions when it saw g;ood reason for doing so the 

Bureau did not hesitate to ignore the Constitution and collaborate. On 

federation, in particular, the Bureau debated whether or not collaboration 

would be advisable. It was agreed that official contact with the Central 

Africa Committee should be avoided and that the Bureau "misfct do better to 

put its weight behind the campaign of the Africa Bureau, which had a wide 

appeal to all sections of the British public, particularly the churches." 

Later the Africa Bureau itself took an initiative, writing to the Fabian 

Colonial Bureau in connection with the forthcoming visit of a delegation of 

Northern Rhodesian Africans. On behalf of the Africa Bureau, Miss Benson 

sought the Fabians' good offices in arranging introductions for the Africans 

to Kdvard Farmer and the colonial-specialist MPs, adding (persuasively?) 

"they would also prefer not to meet the Central Africa Committee for the time 

being." Within a few weeks Miss Nicholson could report to her committee 

that the two bodies were working in close co-operation on the federation 

issue. From the Fabians' r>oint of view the Africa Bureau complemented 

their efforts admirably: in particular it was well placed to ask churches

with missionary organisations in Central Africa to lobby Conservative MPs,
17 who were normally well beyond the Fabians' reach.

Thus the Colonial Bureau's organisation and functions. As for its 

attitudes in the controversies of these issue-laden years, we have already 

noted in passing the Bureau's views on the Kenya land question, on the

13 FCB Secretary's Report, 22 May 1952} MMs f 11 June 1952 and 26 Nov. 1952. 
Strachan was secretary of the Caribbean Labour Congress, and a nrohibited 
immigrant in Trinidad.

14 FCB-MMs, 16 June 1953 and 22 July 1953.

15 Ibid.. 11 June 1952.

16 Benson to Nicholson, 16 Nov. 1952 (FCB papers).
17 FCB Secretary's Report, MM 28 Jan. 1953.
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Nigerian disturbances and on the British Guiana crisis, as well as on 

federation. But to illustrate the Bureau at work it is appropriate 

to consider further its activity with reference to the last, and for the 

Bureau the most important, of these.

The Bureau had never been in doubt about its attitude towards any

scheme for closer association instigated wholly or partly by the settlers.
18 

It* first pamphlet on the subject had appeared in 1944. In 1949 ^t had

vigorously opposed the conclusions of the unofficial Victoria Fall*

conference of settler politicians, convened by iluggins in order to reopen
19 the question. Duriug 1951, alarmed at the growth of official interest,

it had pursued under Creech Jones an "unequivocal and unwavering" policy
20 

of opposition. True, it had advised African organisations in the northern

territories not to boycott Griffith's and Gordon Walker's tour - but maicly 

so that the extent of African opposition might be more vividly impressed 

upon the Ministers.

After the 1951 election and Lyttelton's prompt statement that the new 

Government was in favour of federation, the Bureau's task gained a new 

dimension of difficulty. Previously it had tried to occupy the middle 

ground between the African Congresses and the Labour Government so that it 

might influence both; now it had to act in relation to the Congresses, a 

Labour Opposition and a Conservative Government, of which the last bod/ 

was at once the most distant and the one vhich the Bureau most wished to 

influence.

Very early in the piece - in fact, on the morrow of Lyttelton's 

statement - the Bureau committee decided that one initiative at least was 

available to it, and might be useful in bringing these diverse bodies 

closer together. A Bureau sub-committee, comprising Faringdon, Sorensen, 

Griffiths, Creech Jones, Hinden, Nicholson and Greenidge, would formulate

18 Contribution by Colonel Stewart Gore-Brovn fmember representing African 
interests in the Northern Rhodesian Legislative Council) to FCB, Four 
Colonial Questions; How SJuould Britain Act? (Fabian Society Research 
Series No. 88, Dec. 1944).

19 PCB-MM, 22 Feb. 1949; Venture. April 1949, pp. 1-2.

20 The adjectives were used by Lady Hilda Selwyn-Clarke, Miss Nicholson'a

successor as secretary of the Bureau, in a letter to the Observer. 26 Aug. 1956.       
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a statement on partnership.

During the next few months the Bureau's grasp of this nettle seemed 

to become less confident. A preliminary draft entitled What is Partnership? 

was discussed et a committee meeting early in April 1952, and the different 

contributions to the discussion revealed something of the dilemmas latent 

in the question. Griffiths adopted the view that it was not, after all, 

desirable to publish a "theoretical paper" on partnership, and that the 

Bureau should be nore concerned with the immediate problems in Northern 

Rhodesia such as African ret>resentation in the Legislative and Executive 

Councils and the colour bar in government buildings. Others who considered 

that the project should be continued disagreed on the word "partnership" 

itself. Sorensen felt that it could not be dropped, as it was "an advance 

on the previous conception of trusteedip." Creech Jones, however, argued 

that the word had been unacceptable even when first introduced, and he 

doubted whether it had any meaning left for anyone. Its only real effect, 

in his view, was that Africans understood by now that the Europeans were 

there to stay. Following his lead, the committee generally agreed that

the paper should concentrate on "democracy" rather than "partnership" - not
22

that this was an easier term to deal with.

In June the pamphlet Advance to Democracy was published. Not 

surprisingly, in view of the difficulties encountered, the Bureau's statement 

offered no sweeping solution, and on the crucial points it retreated into 

generalities. Therr< would have to be a steady progress towards ultimate 

full democracy, but the interests of the minority communities must at all

times be recocrnised and protected by procedural devices. It was stressed
23 

that the working of democracy required compromise on all sides.

There is no evidence that the document made any great impact on any 

of the parties aimed at - the African organisations, the Labour Opposition, 

the Conservative Government j and it must be recorded that thu Bureau's 

other attempts to influence these bodies came generally to frustrat ng ends.

21 FCB-MM, 22 Nov. 1951. ft would not he inaccurate to describe this group 
excepting Griffiths, as the Bureau's "inner cabinet".

22 "Vhat is Partnership?", FOB paper no. 4 of 1952, 27 March 1952; MM, 2 
April 1952.

23 Advance to Democracy (PCB Colonial Controversy Series No. 8, June 1952).
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Vith regard, firstly, t.- the Africans, the Bureau sought chiefly to 
persuade them to put up alternative proposals, rather "than purely 
negative opposition, to federation. To this end it urged them, when
its advice vas asked on the matter, not to boycott the April 1952

24 conference* Its advice was not followed. In the ensuing months it
tried to p rsimde the African Congresses that an initiative on their
part would not only make an impression on the Government but also give

?5 their allies in Britain, including the Fabians, "a platform to fight on."""
In August the Northern Rhodesian Congress did produce a draft sc|heme for 
their territory in response to this urging, but in the event its very 
provenance, as vas noted in the last chapter, ensured that the local 
administration took little notice of it* In the wake of these setbacks 
the Bureau committee was obliged to decide whether it could conscientiously 
advise the Africans to attend the final federal conference in January 1953. 
Creech Jones thought not, in view of the Africans* open and unremitting 
hostility to the whole scheme I they could not take part in a conference 
or even put forward alternatives without eating their words* It was 
decided, however, that if it were technically possible for Africans to
atteid without committing themselves either to the principle or details of

26 the draft scheme, they should do so. But the possibility was too remote.
Although Africans did come to London in January they did so for other reasons: 
the Nyasaland Chiefs* Delegation to petition the Queen, the two African 
members of the Northern Rhodesian Legislative Council to take part in a 
conference on their territory's constitution* And as it became increasingly
plain that the federation battle would be lost, so the Bureau redirected its

27 own attention towards the Northern ithodesian Constitution* Thenceforth
co-operation with the Africans of Central Africa became a matter of working 
to secure reforms in whatever matters still fell within the British Government

24 PCB-MM, 27 Feb. 1932.

25 Nicholson to Jay B. Krane, 22 Aug. 1952 (PCB papers).
26 FCB-MM, 29 Oct. 1952.

27 2«g»f the Bureau sent a major deputation to the Colonial Secretary on this 
matter in July 1953, the very month in vhich the federation Order in Council 
vas oroimlgated.
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purview.

tfith regard, secondly, to the Labour Party, the Bureau's main 

objective was to persuade it to oppose federation for the right reasons, 

for a time it seemed possible that many in the i»rty raifjht not vi»h to 

oppose at all. Labour MPs wlio heard the African delegates speak at a 

Commonwealth Parliamentary Association meeting in April 1952 later

commented unfavourably on the Africans' "confusion on policy and their
28 tendency to ignore the interests of the Europeans"; while as Marjorie

Nicholson observed, writing in July, "of course there are also those who

say that African oninion hasn't been expressed and that we are responsible
29 and must do what we think is right." As time passed, however, the general

Labour attitude crystallised into a dislike of "imposing" the scheme. It 

thus became the Bureau's self-appointed task to induce the party not to 

make this the main ground of its opposition. For as Miss Nicholson 

exrrressed it, "the Africans can't have protection as well as self-determina­ 

tion, and*..even if our suggestion of a > figh Commission were substituted

for federation, that (unless the Africans get out of their purely negative
29 mood) might hove to be imposed*" But to little avail; as we saw earlier,

far from inducing the bulk of the tarty to abandon "imposition" as its main 

grievance against the scheme, the Bureau committee was unable even to persuade 

some of its own member MPs.

Thirdly, with regard to the Government. During most of the controversy 

the Bureau pursued its strategy of promoting the Africans to ma';e the 

necessary approaches tr< Ministers. Thu», after an early deputation to 

Lyttelton in February 1952, the Bureau itself made no direct approaches for 

over a year* In January 1953, a committee meeting reached the conclusion 

that "as TOwerful as possible a deputation" was the only weapon remaining to 

it. By this time most of the committee believed that "no deputation could 

shake Mr. Lyttelton's decision"; nevertheless the attempt had to be made. 

But to the great regret of the committee's 'inner cabinet 1 , it was resolved 

that the deputation's major point of protest would be imposition. Lewis,

28 FCB-MM, 30 April 1952.

29 Nicholson to Martin Levinson, 30 July 1952 (FCB papers).

30 FCB-MMs, 28 Jan. 1953 and 10 Feb. 1953.
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a member of the Bureau's Advisory Committee, thereupon refused to 
participate in any delegation "which could be manoeuvred into saying 
that if the Africans had not understood the proposals, and had not 
organised resistance to them, then the Fabian Colonial Bureau vould 
have been willing to accept them." But as Miss Nicholson apologetically 
explained, "this was the best that we could get through our committee."

The deputation, ten strong including fire Members of Parliament, 
was received by Lyttelton's deputy Hopkinson on March 12. And as many 
had anticipated, the Minister's task in replying was probably made easier 
by the deputation's presentation of its case* To the anti-imposition 
argument stressed by the deputation, Hopkinson was able to ansver that 
the Government as trustee felt bound to take this decision, that in the 
Government's view African opposition was not so widespread as it had 
been represented, and that the scheme's many advantages would seen justify 
it to any sceptical Africans. To the argument put secondarily, that 
African political advance would now depend on the say-so of the European 
minority, his answer was etsentially that any complaints by the African 
Affairs Board vould be bound to receive great publicity. This was a 
weaker reply than the first; no doubt the hard-core Fabians thereby 
felt confirmed in their view that their arguments should have been 
differently ordered.

In the midst of these failures to achieve major objectives, however, 
the Bureau could find at least one consolation. Federation's Labour 
opponents might not have presented their case to maximum effect, but at 
least they had done a good deal better, in the Bureau's estimation, than 
the scheme's parliamentf:ry supporters. And for this the Bureau felt 
entitled to some credit. Thus, on the morrow of the ratification debate 
of March 24, Marjorie Nicholson wrote:

"The Tory side was appallingly weak, and T think it was a real moral 
defeat for them. This and the previous Debate on Central Africa... 
vere at a much higier level than most Debates on colonial subjects, 
and I really feel that they have justified all the amount of work that 
has been put iri on those MPs."33

31 Lewis to Nicholson, 5 varch 1953; Nicholson to Lewis, 6 March 1953 
(PCB papers).
32 Colonial Office - FCB joint nraas release, 12 ?%rch 1953.
33 Nicholson to Kr&ne. 25 March 1953 (FCB papers).
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2. The Africa Bureau

Since the late forties the Pev. Michael Scott and a few associates 

had been active in a number of controversies involving Southern Africa, 

Britain and the United Nations: the case of the Hereros of South-Vest 

Africa, th0 continuing argument over the South African Government's demands 

for the incorporation of the High Commission Territories and the Khama 

affair, especially as it affected Tshekedi.

These experiences had widening consequences. First, the individuals 

involved felt a proving need to define their general attitude towards 

Africans' national aspirations and the way in which British policy vas 

dealing with them. During 1951, the year of the campaign with Tshekedi, 

a number of discussions were held among a grout) comprising Scott, David 

Astor, Colin Legura, Arthur Lewis, Martin Wight, Margery Perhara, Arthur rreech 

Jones, John McCallum Scott (secretary of the Liberal International), and 

 Mlp Elizabeth Pakenhain (wife of the fufrtre Lord Longford, a prominent 

Labour politician). Miss M»ry ^enson, a South African, joined Scott as 

secretary at about the same time. Out of these consultations grew the

book Attitude to Africa, with contributions by Scott, Legum, Lewis

and Vight. The book sold well, suggesting that the "attitude" expressed
35in it might command some public support.

Second, the group felt an increasing need for centralised organisation. 

It had worked well with Tshekedi, but this success only heightened the 

feeling that in general it was virtually mwerless to influence policy-makers. 

It lacked both an institutional base and A source of funds, and had no means
i

of publicising its views or approaching influential people except by the 

individual efforts of group members already preoccupied in other ways. E-rly 

in 1952 the federation issue provided the decisive stimulus. The Africa 

Bureau was set up in March of that year.

34 The events discussed in this and the following section will doubtless 
receive much mor« detailed treat'rmt in M.E.A, Laschinger, ladical British 
Pressure Groups end African \auionalism. vith Special Reference to the Africa 
Bureau and the Movement for Colonial Freedom (M.A, thesis in preparation, 
University of Manchester).

35 Report on the Africa Bureau. 1952-1954 (Africa Bureau, 1954), p. 2; 
Michael Scott, A Time to Speak (Doubleday, New York, 1958), p. 269. For 
an unsympathetic account see Harold Soref and lan ftreig, The Puppeteers 
(Tandem Books, 1965), pp. 63 ff.
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Much care vent into the selection of the committee, since it was 

intended that the new body should hare wide connections with various 

elements in public life. The chairman was Lord Heraingford, a Conservative 

peer, recently retired after a distinguished career as an educationalist 

in Africa, The others were Lady Pakenham, Creech Jones, John MacCallura 

Scott and Michael Scott, who became Honorary Director. Mary Benson 

became secretary. Astor floated the Bureau financially, and together with 

Legum, his Commonwealth correspondent on The Observer, was able to provide 

the Bureau with information from professional news sources. In September 

1953 the Bureau recruited an Assistant Director: John Hatch, at that 

time a lecturer and research worker in African studies at Glasgow University.

In addition the Bureau appointed a number of widely representative 

honorary presidents: four churchmen, two university figures (including 

Lewis), a social worker, a trade union leader, and an elder statesman of 

the Liberal Party. Later Tshekedi himself was to join their number.

The Bureau did not, however, seek connections and representativeness 

at the expense of 1 ike-mindedness among the people who actually did the 

work - the executive committee members and the permanent officials. "Some 

have said/' the Bureau allowed in one of its reports,

"that the Bureau has been too 'personal* in its composition... [But] 
experience has shown that representative bodies tend to become 
unwieldy for the reason that procedures are slow and questions have 
to be referred back to organisations before decisions can be taken. 
The object of the Bureau being a small body was to ensure that it was 
agile and that it consisted of people...who had confidence in one 
another and the capacity to carry their ideas into action."37

In drawing up a constitution for the Bureau its founders sought further to 

ensure this k^ility by stipulating that the committee could not exceed ten 

persons, that three could form a quorum, that committee members could be

expelled (by the committee) - and also that the committee could change the
38 constitution.

36 Initially the committee also included Messrs. Dingle Foot and Learie 
Constantine, but neither remained for more than a few weeks. Africa 
Bureau, circular letters of 31 March and 3 April 1952.

37 Report on the Africa Bureau 1952-1954. p. 5.

38 The Constitution of the Africa Bureau. Articles 5 and 8.
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Why was this nev body created when other organisations interested 

in African affairs already existed? What distinctive objects and programme 

of vork did it envisage? The Bureau itself felt it necessary to meet 

these questions. It vorked out the answers during its early discussions, 

and incorporated them in a series of mimeographed circulars* The first 

question vas treated nt length in the text of a "statement of aims" 

circulated in June*

"The history of a number of ^ecent African controversies in which 
some of us vere involved...has shewn that there is no single 
organisation in Britain concerning itself exclusively with African 
affairs, and ab?f to anticipate the^heeds of a situation and to 
intervene at the right time... most of the existing organisations 
have so many other interests to take into account that they may not 
be oble to give priority consideration to a particular issue which 
has suddenly arisen... An all party committee having ready access 
to various sections of British yaiblic opinion and to political, 
social and religious organisations in Britain could exert a great 
deal more influence than we have yet seen brought to bear upon 
these African questions  "

But there was more to it than this, as was indicated at other points in the 

statement.

"African issues will tend to be drawn into the 'cold war 1, and there 
is the probability that they will be used by Communists, Trotskyists 
and others having ulterior political motives in Britain. It is 
therefore imperative that there should be an independent organisation 
which will aim at ensuring that these African affairs are dealt with 
in Britain on their own objective merits and inherent rights and 
wrongs... Militant action is long overdue on some issues and if not 
taken by a responsible body occupying a central and non-party position 
these issues are likely to be taken up irresponsibly and will probably 
be side-tracked into one or another ideological groove, or blind

The same desire for "independence" lay behind the Bureau's choice of 

name* The task of lobbying different parties and even competing groups 

within the same party, Scott later wrote,

"is a very intricate and delicate one... It cannot bo performed 
by a strongly partisan group, or an organisation with a flag- aving 
name... It is one of the reasons why our advisers, knowledgeable 
in the ways of the world aod human nature, recommended an innocuous 
sounding name *ttch as the Africa

39 tatement of Aims (-frica Bureau, mim., n.d. but probably June 1952), pp. 
1-3. Scott later stressed the same argument in his autobiography: A Time 
to Speak, p. 267.

40 Scott, op. cit.. p. 272.
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The second question - how it planned to work, and towards what broad 
objectives - proved difficult to answer, largely because, by the THireau's 
own account, "while it was still trying to hammer out its own policy ind 
procrramme of action, a succession of i^r>ortant and immediate issues n^rose 
with which it was called upon to deal." An initial statement was drafted 
and circulated in March, Five objectives were outlined at length; the 
statement's first and last phrases indicate their range, from the abstract 
and far-reaching to the concrete and immediate: "to strengthen and further 
the best traditions of Britain's policy in relation to Africa"; "to
establish an African Trust Fund for the provision of bursaries and other

*t)
facilities for higher education and technical training." During subsequent 

discussions the five items were reworded and reshuffled until eventually a 

condensed statement of objects was agreed upon for inclusion in the Bureau's 

constitution and annual reports.

"To inform people in Britain and elsewhere about African rxroblems and 
African opinions thereon, and to convey to Africa accurate reports 
on events and attitudes in Britain that concern them*
To help peooles in Africa in opposing unfair discrimination and 
inequality of opportunity and to foster cooperation between races*
To promote policies for furthering the economic, social and political 

development of all communities in Africa, and especially the establish­ 
ment of responsible self-government in countries where this does not 
exist*
To promote projects in Africa or for Africans elsewhere of education, 

development and inter-racial cooperation.
To establish and administer, through its Executive Committee or 

Trustees, Trusts and Trust Funds for any of the foregoing purposes."

Presented in this order, the list gave prominence to the objective 

which undoubtedly came to be associated most closely with the Africa Bureau's 

name: the conveying of "African opinions" to "people in Britain". In its 

June circular the Bureau stressed the need for an organisation on which 

Africans could rely "to convey their opinions, however controversial they 

nay be, to wide sections of the British public and Members of Parliament," 

since "a more fully informed public opinion in Britain is no less necessary 

han the confidence of the peoples of Africa that their voices can be heard."

41 Report on the Africa Bureau 1952-1954. p. 2.

42 Aims (Africa Bureau, raira,, n.d, but clearly March 1952).

43 Statement of Aims, pp. 1, 3.
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One of the Bureau's first actions was to invite "representatives of 
interested organisations" to a meeting to hear the African delegates to 
the April conference on federation* Throughout the delegates' stay the 
Bureau worked closely with them, arranging several private and public 
meetings in an effort to secure them a hearing among influential groups 
and individuals, press representatives and the public at large. This 
activity set a pattern. All the African delegations to subsequent 
conferences on the Central African territories were similarly provided for* 
And *hen at the end of 1953 the Kabaka vas exiled and a delegation from the
Uikiiko (parliament) of Buganda came to Britain to appeal for his return,

45 it was the Africa Bureau to which the delegation first turned.
Of the Bureau's other objectives the establishment of trust funds, 

though last on the list, was one of the first to be realised* This 
remained in fact the most concrete - and, therefore, realisable - of the 
Bureau's ?oals. tfithin a short time two trusts had been set up. The 
African Trotectorates Trust, financed partly by the royalties of a book on 
South-Vest Africa, Freda Troup's In °la,ce of Fear, was designed to provide 
opport nities for higher education and technical training for Africans of 
the High Commission Territories; the African Development Trust was designed 
to support inter-racial projects such as the St. Faith's mission farm in 
Southern Hhodesia. The device of the trust also enabled the Bureau to 
recruit a» trustees such people as the ftev. C.E. Raven, Lord Noel-Buxton and 
Miss Per ham, who were supporters of the Bureau but not members of its 

executive*
Most of the Bureau's activities in support of its broader objectives - 

"opposing unfair discrimination", "furthering the economic, social and 
political development of all communities" and so on - came down in practice 
to an extension of the first activity: that is, the presentation of 
information and arguments designed both to mobilise opinion and to influence 
nolicy-makers. In this way a great many activities may be understood: the 
maintenance of links with MPs and the provision of briefs for debate, the 
furnishing of speakers for all manner of organisations ranging from towns women'3

44 Circular letter (mira.), 3 April 1952.
45 Report on -foe Africa Bureau 1952-1954. p. 3.
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guilds to Notary clubs, the organisation of public meetings and lectures 

all over Britain, the establishment as from early in 1953 of regional 

"Africa Councils", the Publication of a monthly Africa Digest and of five

on Southern African topics in two years - all of which the
46 

listed among its "activities" in its first two reports.

Though the bureau claimed in these ways to be ^laying a distinctive

role it is clear that some of its activities did resemble the work of older

bodies, most notably the Fabian Colonial Bureau. As early as June 1952

representatives of these two bodies had met to discuss "the avoi lance of
47overlapping." Tt may be useful, -therefore, to compare the Bureaux at

this stage of their histories.

The basic difference between them was not one of goals but of working 

techniques. The Fabian Colonial iHrreau usually sought to work by itself, 

and to achieve its ends through private contacts with the Labour Party, to 

which it was bound both by political loyalty and by formal affiliation, and 

with people in government* The Africa Bureau was more outgoing, eager to 

form links with wide sections of the community and to supplement its private 

approaches to the influential with large-scale public campaigns. An example 

of the difference lay in their approaches to parliamentary work. Whereas 

the Pabian Colonial Bureau made intensive use of a fairly small group of 

Labour M ps, some of whom were members of its committee, in order to ask 

Questions and perform other functions allocated to them, the Africa Tkireau 

maintained contacts with a larger number of members of all parties and as a 

rule sought to "inform" them, either ;-t their request or on its own initiative, 

rather than ask them to do particular jobs. And it was no less symptomatic 

of the difference that the contacts between the two bodies themselves were

46 The Africa Councils arose out of a countrywide series of Bureau meetings, 
with African speakers, on the federation issuej. Thereafter they obtained 
their sisakers and information from the Bureau but were otherwise autonomous, 
providing hospitality for speakers, distributing literature and so on in their 
respective areas. The Africa Digest bad begun life in 1951 aiming chiefly at 
an African readership. Like George rfcdmore's Colonial Parliamentary Bulletin 
(see above, pp. 80-^, it began by concentrating on relevant events in the British 
Parliament, since these were too often "inadequately or one-sidedly reported 
in the African press." Later it aimed mainly at a coverage of events in 
Africa ><nd built up a circulation in Britain as well as overseas. Scott, 
op. cit.. pp. 267-8.

47 FCB-MM, 1 July 1952.
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established at 1he Africa Bureau's initiative. For by contrast with

the Fabians' policy of avoiding "collaboration", the \frica Bureau

openly stated its intention "to secure the goodwill and active collaboration

of existing societies and organisations engaged in \frican and colonial
48

affairs." From the month of its formation, indeed, the Africa Bureau

be<jan issuing invitations to members of the Fabian Colonial Bureau 

committee: to join a discussion on the best handling of the federation 

question, to assist in the drafting of a pamphlet on the "practical

alternatives to federation", even to "discuss the ourpose and aims" of
49 

the Africa Bureau. In due course it became fairly regular practice for

one or tvo members of the Fabian Colonial Bureau committee to attend the 

Africa Bureau's committee meetings on masters of common interest*

Perhaps the best single indication of the difference vas that whereas 

the Fabians' most active personnel were people not veil known outside 

political circles, Scott was something of a public figure in his ovm right  

Vnd not just on the domestic scene: he spent a good part of almost every 

year travelling in Africa, and it was certainly a tribute of a kind to his 

influence that he vas declared a prohibited immigrant, over tho years, by 

the then governments of Nyasaland, Kenya, Northern fthodesia, Southern 

Hhodesia, South Africa, Tanganyika and Uganda. In one capacity or another, 

whether as representative of the Hereros or the International League for the 

Rights of Man, he was also a familiar figure at the United Nations. Of 

course Fabian Colonial ^reau members also travelled abroad on business 

from time to time. But even had their organisation commanded the necessary 

funds - and it did not - it is difficult to imagine it sending a representative 

to the United Nations.

Which body vas the more effective? Only the most tentative of answers 

can be suggested. In the period both were concerned above all else with

48 Statement of Aims, p. 2.

49 Circular lette s of 31 March, 18 May and 19 June 1952. The pamphlet 
never materialised, although the Africa Bureau did publish a pamphlet 
analysing the federation proposals; it vag written anonymously by Creech 
 Tones*

50 See e.g. the reports of Africa fhireau meetings in FCB-MMg, 1 July 1952, 16 
June 1953 (Secretary's Report), 22 July 1953.

51 Soref and Greig, op. clt.. p. 65.
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the federation issue* Neither achieved the major goal of forcing 
significant changes in government policy. Bach, however, could claim 

a subsidiary achievement arising from its ovai distinctive approach to the 

problem. The IVvbian Colonial Bureau, with its preference for relatively 
unrmblicised work in political circles, could claim that federation's

opponents had at least scored a moral victory in ::!arliament, and that "all
33 the <)mount of work" ]7ut in on certain Labour KPs was thereby justified.

The Africa Bureau, with its sponsorship of public campaigning all over 

the country, could claim by contrasts

"It ie clear that much of the concern sho>n by the British public 
over this issue was due to the initiative taken by the Bureau, and 
it can be assumed that the promises to safeguard the rights of 
Africans and the care of the Europeans in Central Africa to prof 3S 
a policy of rjartnership was mrtly due to the public concern thus 
stimulated."52

There is no possible way of testing these claims, nor of --neasurinj? them 

against each other in terms of some common standard of value. Suffice it 

that each body felt the satisfaction of having had an efiect on the audience 
at which it aimed. A decade later each would similarly be ub- e to claim a 

small and immeasurable portion of the responsibility for the federation's 

collapse.

3. The Labour Left

'we noted earlier SOB of the consequences in party and Parliament of 
the "awakening" of Labour's left ving in the early fifties. Outside 

Parliament the left's campaigning on current issues vas channelled through, 

a number of pressure groups.

Immediately after the 1951 election only one such extra-parliamentary 
base for left-wing MPs existed: the London Committee of the Congress of 

Peoples against Imperialism, of which Brockvay was vice-chairman and Hale 

treasurer. Its main preoccupation ot the time we? Kenya. The Congress 

had formed close relations with the Kenya African Union, based partly on 

Brockway's own friendships with several of the Kikuyu leaders. The

52 Renort of the Africa Bureau. March 1952 to November 1953 (Africa Bureau, 
1953), p. 5.

53 On a visit to Kenya in 1950 tie had been ceremonially installed as a blood 
brother of the Kikuyu tribe. Brockway, Outside the Right, p. 62.
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organisntional relationship vns maintained even fter the f^enya emergency 
regulations of 1952 oral 1953 had prohibited international affiliations for 
FAIT and, l^ter, proscribed the :^arty itself. In a Congress pamphlet 
written by Rrockway nnd published in March 1953, Why Mau Mau?. it was 
announced that the Congress's Tendon office v s arranging fcr the defence 
of \fricans arrested on Mau Mau conspiracy charges. A ye?r later the link
VPS arrain demonstrated when Joseph Murumbi, ^ All's general secretary, was 
made a member of the council of the Movement for Colonial Freedom.

By f*r the largest project carried out in collaboration with KAU was 
the Kenya Land -Vtition. This had been planned by ^rockway and TTenyatta 
during Brockvay's visit in 1950. Its main contention was "that a grievous 
vrong is being suffered by the neople of renya through the alienation of 
16,700 square noiles of their most fertile land, and the consequent over­ 
crowding of the native reserves"; its specific requests were that

"1. ^e ^rown Lands Ordinance No. 27 of 1938 and the Native Lands 
Trust Ordinance of 1938 which authorised the alienation of African 
laud and the restriction of African occupation to reserved areas be 
withdrawn;
2. Africans shell have rights to the own-.-rahip and occupation of 

land in any p- rt of Kenya ;
3» Africans shall immediately be allowed to occupy and farm the 

large unused areas which are in the territories reserved to Europeans j
4. Immigration of further settlers shall be stopped in view of the 

land hunger from which the African community suffers;
5« Conjointly with the withdrawal of the above Ordinances arrangements 

should be made in agreement with representatives of the African people 
for the provision of agricultural credit, equitwient, and training to 
permit the Africans to develop their land cooperatively."

The project was slow to begin, and it was to r*e nearly three years before the 
petition was finally submitted to Parliament. During that time the signatures 
or thumb-prints of 158,642 Africans were affixed to itj some thumb-prints, 
as Brockway explained to Parliament, we»e made in blood to show that for the 
petitioners "land is life." Since January 1952 another netition of identical

54 F*nner Brockway, Why Hau Mau? (CPI, March 1953), TU 21.
55 Outside the ^ight. p. 57.
56 I!£D Tol. 517 cols. 2029-30 (15 July 1953), where the full text of the 
petition may also be found. Rrockway had originally hoped for a million 
signatures and thurabprints: see Daily Herald. 18 Jan. 1952.
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text had been circulating in Britain under the supervision of fifteen
*$7 

left-wing Labour f Ts. It was laid before 'arliainent, bearing 16,434

signatures, one day efter its twin.

The consequences of the whole effort seem to have been negligible . 

The only recorded parliamentf.ry reaction was that of Archer Baldwin, 

Conservative Mp and Kenyan property-owner, who rose after Rrockway had 

read out the text to demand whether Members had "no right of making any 

reply to the statements which have ju->t been mode, which are not in accord 

with the facts," Elsewhere in the Labour Party the Pabian Colonial '-iureau's 

inner cahi.net regarded it coolly, "since there were so many omissions,"
eg

although some members of the Bureau's advisory comraittee had signed it. 

The Government was not obliged to consent; had it done so it could well 

have sheltered behind the fact that it had already appointed a Royal 

Commission with an extremely wide mandate to inquire into the land and 

population problems of Cast Africa,

Kenya, aowever, did not remain the Congress's only interest. In May 

1952 the London Committee decided that more vigorous action on the Central 

African issue was required, A circular letter signed by Brockway and Hale 

invited "representatives of interested organisations" to a meeting "to 

consider the formation of a special committee to continue the campaign 

against the i (position of federation," Both the Pabian Colonial Hireau and

the Africa Bureau were invited; both sent apologies, although ^orensen
59 

agreed to attend in his private capacity.

The meeting was held in the Palace of Westminster on May 26, and 26 

people attended. Apart from Brockway, Dale and Sorensen they included two 

Labour M^s, Sir Richard \cland and Hreor^e Craddockj Dr. Hastings Ttenda, 

representing the Nyasaland African Congress; and representatives of the 

Union of Democratic Control, the Crusade for tforld Government, the Federal 

Union, the Tclitical Committee of the London Cooperative Society, the 

National Union of Students and the Sierra Leone Students Union. The fruit 

of this gathering was the Central Africa Committee. Hale was made chairman,

57 Daily Herald. 18 Jan. 1952,

58 FCB-W, 30 Jan. 1952.

59 London Committee of C T I, circular letter of 15 May 1952.
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and in his other role as treasurer of the Congress of Peoples undertook 

to raise money for a campaign. >;>anda announced that he would prefer 

to act as an "outside adviser" rather than a committee member*

The idea behind the formation of this body, as Brockvay told the 

meeting 9 was that it would act as a "coordinating committee." Since a 

number of organisations opposed to federation already existed, there was 

need for a central body to "organise a unified struggle." The Congress 

of Peoples "had accordingly approached the Africa Bureau with the idea 

that that body might act as the unifying organisation* They*..had 

suggested that the Congress of Peoples should take the initiative."

If f^rockway had contemplated "coordinating'' the work of the Fabian 

Colonial Bureau and the Africa Bureau, ' owever, it was soon made plain that 

the idea had no chance of realisation. Sorensen reported the meeting to 

the Fabian Colonial Bureau committee, and after some discussion of whether 

individual members of the Bureau might cooperate with the Central Africa 

Committee it was concluded that they would be well advised to stay clear, 

since "the African cause would not be benefited if colour were given to the 

allegation that opposition to federation was stirred up by 'extremists' in 

Britain." For its part the Africa Bureau committee was extremely annoyed 

at Brock way's statement that the Congress had approached it and gained its 

permission to take the initiative. Lady Pakenham sent Brockway a terse 

letter:

"Members of the committee of the Bureau are at a loss to know on what 
information you wrote that statement* ^uite contrary to the impression 
that statement gives the Africa Bureau are working very closely with 
the African delegations from Northern Rhodesia and Nyasaland throughout 
their stay... We should be glad if you would make the position of the 
Africa bureau clear at your next meeting*"62

And a few days later Mary Benson sent Hale a letter which developed at more 

length the Bureau's views:

"I am not at all clear about the need for setting up another committee 
to deal with this question... I should have thought the lesson of the 
Bechuanaland case would have warned all those who genuinely want to

60 Central Africa Committee-MM, 26 May 1952 (mim.).

61 PCB-MM, 11 June 1952, The "allegation" was soon afterwords made by 
Lyttelton himself: HCD vol. 504 col. 789 (24 July 1952).

62 Lady iJakenham to Brockway, 8 June 1952.
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assist Africans against the setting up of special committees 
making their own competing appeals to the British public on 
matters for vhich it is hard enou^i already to secure a fair 
hearing. I am sorry if I sound obstructive for I do not mean 
to be so and if for any reasons you think it preferable to form 
a new committee...it is for you to decide. But it does seem 
to me that any major change of policy on the p rt of Britain. ..such 
as we desire, will only be accomplished as the result of broad 
united effort in England. M^3

A "broad united effort", of course, had been precisely Brockway's goal 

in forming the new committee. But it was clear enough that neither 

body was prepared to accept "unity" as conceived by the other.

The Central Africa Committee carried on regardless. It raised 

its money and collected a fairly wide range of names for its masthead, 

including those of some Liberal MPs; its most active members included 

Lord Stansgate (the father of Anthony Wedgwood Benn), John Stonehouse, 

and Canon L. John Collins. It sponsored public meetings, deputations and 

Questions in the House. In cooperation with the National Peace Council 

and acial Unity it aiblished a pamphlet, Our Trust in Central Africa; 

interestingly enough the first section, entitled "The background to 

Federation", was based on material supplied by the Africa Bureau. But 

the main product of its work was a "Memorial pleading for a reconsideration 

of the present proposals." A delegation led by Hale and Lord Stansgate 

presented this document to the Colonial and Commonwealth Relations 

Secretaries on 27 March 1953. three days after the first ratification 

debate. Characteristically the Committee had sought to strengthen its 

case by collecting signatures. But in this case the collection was 

selective: the Memorial bore 623 of +hem, appended, according to the 

Coraiiittee's pamphlet, by "129 leading clergy; 96 Members of Parliament; 

8 Members of the House of Lords; 92 professors, lecturers and members of 

universities; 51 medical doctors and hospital authorities; 39 headmasters 

and headmistresses; 21 trade union leaders; 40 artists t musicians,

writers mid playwrijGjhts; 66 members of the legal profession; 36 members
64 of the London County Council; aid 44 others holding important positions."

63 Benson to Hale, 24 June 1952.

64 Our Trust in Central Africa, ^art Til. These figures add up to 622, 
not 623. For the major points made in the text of the Memorial see above,



This main product of the Committee's vork was also the last, for 
once federation was an accomplished fact it disbanded. But by this 
time another committee had been established! the Council for the defence 
of Seretse Khama and the Protectorates. Including many of the same people 
as the Central Africa Committee, this bod^ had been set up in November 1952 
with Brockway as chairman and Jo Orimond as vice-chairman. The Council

/LC

did not open its public campaign until March 1953, however, presumably 

because federation was for the time being a matter of much greater concern 

for the Council's members. Its main asset was Seretse himself, who spoke 

at almost all of the Council's public meetings. The Council also organised 

a petition on ^eretse's behalf; bearing 10,839 signatures, the netition 

was duly presented to Parliament by Brockway on 22 March 1954. Throughout, 

one of the Council's principal targets was the Labour leadership. In 

an attempt to influence the leadership to pledge Seretse'a restoration 

under the next Labour government it circularised all delegates to the 1953 

party conference. But this initiative came to nothing since - as was all 

too often the case at n»rty conferences - the colonial debate on the agenda 

was not reached. Nor is there any indication that the Council made much 

impact outside the Tvrty. 1953 was the year of many colonial causes, but 

not Seretse's.

Late in the vear one more group appeared on the scene. This was the 

British Guiana Association, founded by Brockway along with two other Labour 

MPs, Jolm Baird and Sir Leslie Pluramer, while the Guianese crisis was still 

a live issue* Plummer became chairman; he had been born in British 

Guiana and knew the country well. In a letter to the press he announced 

that the Association's members, while supporting neither communism nor the 

PPP, believed that "the voice of the peoples of British Guiana must be 

heard." Their aim was to work for "friendship and understanding between 

the peoples of British Guiana and Great Britain"; they would seek, therefore, 

to purvey accurate information about the colony through meetings, pamphlets 

and press releases. This announcement could be construed as an expression

65 The Times. 11 March 1953.

66 Laschinger, "The Khamas and their British Campaigns", p. 7.

67 Manchester Guardian. 26 Nov. 1953.
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of reluctance by these M?s to vork vithin the formal party framework 
on the issue, in view, perhaps, of the line the leadership vas taking. 

It implied too thnt the information then reaching Britain from the 

territory, most of it accepted as accurate by the leadership, was in 

some way unsatisfactory. However, this enterprise too came to very little, 

After en unsuccessful attempt to obtain coty for a newsletter by 

circularising prominent individuals in British Guiana the Association 

lapsed into silence*

The fit fulness of these groups 1 activities was no reflection on 

the enthusiasm of their memberss it arose rather from the groups' 

concern with single issues which fluctuated in iraioortance and public 

interest* Nevertheless the result in each case was a weakening of their 

long-term effectiveness* Aware of this, Brockway had for some time been 

contemplating a stable organisation which, like the Fabian Colonial 

Bureau, could concern itself with an unlimited range of colonial issues, 

bringing them into suitable ideological focus and acting accordingly. 

In his view the London Committee of the Congress of Peoples had outlived

its usefulness, chiefly because it had come under the sectarian influence
68 

of Trotskyists* A completely new body was required.

Early in 1954 a special conjmittee under Brockway and Wedgwood Benn 

formulated proposals for the new organisation* The London Committee, 

the Council for the Defence of Seretse Kharaa and the Protectorates and 

the British Guiana Association would all be merged into it, bringing in 

their assets. Membership would be open to individuals and organisations} 

there would be standing committees of specialists in various fieIdsj there 

would be regional councils in the provincial cities* At this stage the 

name proposed was "Council for Colonial Freedom."

By 6 March, when a press release was distributed, it hod become 

"Congress for Colonial Freedom*" Th* release announced that "a new 

organisation to rally public opinion in favour of a change in colonial

68 Interview with Lord Brockway.

69 Proposals for a Coqntll for Colonial Freedom* Recommendations of, the 
Special Sub-Committee (mim.). In the case of the Council for the Defence^ 
"nssets" totalled £2. Ibid., par. 10.



325

policy will be launched at a special delegate conference on Sunday 11th 

April 1954 at the Waldorf Hotel." Among those actively concerned, 

apart from Brockway and Benn, were the Labour M?s Jennie Lee, Sir Richard 

Acland, Leslie Hale, Sir Frederick Messer, Walter TVidley and Sir Leslie 

Plummer, and the churchmen Canon Gollins, Rev. C«E. Tlaven and the ^ev. Dr. 

Donald ooper. The objects were to support

"(a) The rights of colonial peoples to independence (self-government 
and self-determination) taA of all peoples to freedom from external 
economic or military domination.

(b) The application thrm/hout the world of the ra-inciple of "fr ir 
shares for all" by extending to under-developed territories economic 
aid free from exploitation or external ownership.

(c) The application of the Four Freedoms and the Declaration of 
Human Fights to all peoples, including Freedom from Contempt by 
the abolition of the Colour Bar.

(d) Technical assistance to educational and economic advance in the 
under-developed territories, particularly to the Trade Union and 
Cooperative Movements*

(e) The substitution of Internationalism for Imperialism in all 
economic and TK>litical relations, including action through the 
United Nation*."70
The inaugural conference was held as scheduled, and the birth of the 

Movement for Colonial freedom received wide publicity in the press. 

There were some three hundred delegates, including representatives of 38 

constituency Labour Parties, 22 trade unions and 21 cooperative bodies. 

Amen;* those elected to the Council were Brockway as chairman, Wedgwood Benn 

as treasurer, Jennie Lee, Joseph Murumbi and Canon Coll ins. The list of 

objects was endorsed without change, and a policy statement outlined as 

"immediate 11 ^oals the aid of fighting in Kenya and Malaya, the release of 

political leaders in British Guiana, the introduction of a democratic 

constitution in British Honduras, the "democratisation" of Nyasaland and 

Northern ^hodesia, "t'le return of one Xabaka and Seretse Kh'ma, resistance 

to the incorporation of Bechuanaland, Basutolaod and Swaziland into South 

Africa, arri the termination of "British military domination in oil overseas 

territories, including the withdrawal of British troops from the Suex 

Canel zone."

70 "Congress for Colonial Freedom" press release, 6 March 1954 (mim.).

71 This account is based on reports in the Daily Herald. Manchester 
Guardian, Scotsman and Times of 12 \pril 1954.
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Like its main predecessor, the Congress of Peoples, the Movement 

thus committed itself from the very beginning to a vast programme. 

Unlike its predecessor, however, it was almost immediately successful 

in making its presence felt. The circumstances of 1954 were very 

different from those of 1948. The broad development of events in 

colonies and the long train of politico-r oral issues, from the exile of

eretse to the exile of the Kabaka, had brought about a political climate 

in which the cause of colonial freedom ranked among the most urgent of 

all the causes espoused by the British left. The Movement vas established 

at a time which psychologically could not have been more opportune. 

Though it was not formally affiliated to the labour Party - since it did 

not limit its membership to members of the party - it could soom claim 

over a hundred Labour MPs among its members snd be regarded by colonial 

nationalists and British press as a major platform for Labour opinion on 

colonial issues.

Prom this time on the Fabian Colonial Bureau could no longer present 

itself, as it sometimes had in the past, as the only full-time specialist 

organisation of Labour sympathisers interested in colonial affairs* Within 

the imrty the Movement gained strength partly at the expense of the Bureau, 

both outstripping its membership and challenging its ideological ascendancy. 

To this theme we shall return*
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CHAPTTiF VIII

CONSERVATIVES \ND THE IMPERIAL RETREAT

"The increase in responsibilities of the colonies has been 

accompanied by a loss of faith in ourselves."

Mr. Peter v.'alker, a delegate to the 1955 Conservative party
conference (Conference Report, p. 28).

In a recent discussion of the 1956 3uez crisis an American scholar, 

James 3. Christoph, has written of

"a continuing problem that had plagued the leaders of the 

Conservative Party ever since they had regained control of the 

government in 1951. This was the question of hov far the party 

should go in presiding over the dissolution of the British 

Empire. Despite the efforts that had been made by Conservative 

leaders during Labour's period in office to "modernise" the party 

in the direction of...the need to reduce colonial commitments 

abroad, there remained a strong undertov of imperialist feeling 

within the party. Britain had begun to accommodate itself to its 

new, and lesser, power position, but a total conversion to little 

Englandism had not occurred, particularly vithin Conservative 

ranks* After all, the Conservative Party more than any other 

had been associated with the great days of the Empire." 1

The theme of this passage is also the main theme of the present chapter* 

During the fifties the Conservative Party began to adjust itself to the 

diminution of Britain's imperial power, but not without reluctance and, 

in some quarters, outspoken resistance* dw preliminary discussion of 

developments in i*irtv organisation will open the way for an exploration 

of this theme in terras of the interaction of party members' attitudes.

1 * Organisation

In each relevant aspect of party organisation there were changes, 

some brought on by the translation from opposition to office and some by 

the development of events*

First, the parliamentary party's Commonwealth Affairs Committee.

1 James B. Christoph, "The Suez Crisis", in James B. Christoph (ed,), 

Cases in Comparative Politics (Little, Brown, Boston, 1965), p. 94.
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After the 1951 election the committee's chairman and vice-chairman, 

Lennox-Boyd and Gtunraans, were recruited to the ministry. Their 

successors were Dodds-Parker and Alport, formerly the committee's joint 

secretaries* By the end of 1955 these two as well had been elevated 

to ministerial office, and from 1954 the chairman was Sir Roland Robinson. 

A former chairman of the West Indies sub-committee, Robinson was to hold 

office Tor ten years with Bernard Braine as vice-chairman during most of 

them* The structure of sub-committees remained as before, with Archer 

Baldwin, 3ir Edward Keeling aad Walter Fletcher, for example, continuing 

as chairman of tie East African, West African and Far East sub-committees*

The committee continued to carry out its traditional functions: 

the discussion of policy, the formulation of lines for debates, the 

provision of facilities ior visiting colonial politicians and so on. 

Such functions inevitably declined in importance once the party was in 

office, since the committee was no longer led from the front bench as it 

had been in opposition. From the front bench point of view, however, the 

committee gained a new importance. It comprised all those back-benchers 

most concerned with colonial affairs; obviously, therefore, whenever the 

Colonial Secretary wished to secure the party's support for lines of policy 

his main task was to win over the members of the committee* Neither 

Lyttelton nor Lennox-Boyd could ever afford to assume that the committee 

would be automatically complaisant* We shall take up this point in the 

discussion of party attitudes*

Second, the Central Office machinery* Once the party had left 

opposition and the Colo ial Secretary had his Civil Servants to advise him, 

Sayers's old function as policy adviser lapsed. His task become much more 

that of information officer to th» party, both in and out of Parliament* 

This was a duty he had performed at least since 1948, but he was now able to 

 xnand th« work in a significant respect. Relieved of responsibility for 

offering advice on policy, he felt himself free of the inhibitions which in 

opposition had prevented the establishment of a regular journal* In 

February 1952 the first number of Cormonwealth and Colonial Affairs appeared 

under his editorship.

This began life as a bi-monthly, devoid of editorial comment
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concerned chiefly to provide background information on current issues* 

Initially it did not make lively reading, nor did its editor necessarily 

intend it to* But the repercussions of the politics of the period soon 

becea? evident in the journal. As colonial issues became more hotly 

contested in Parliament the journal became increasingly devoted to the 

presentation of arguments, a purpose to which the presentation of factual 

information was consciously geared* As from January 1954 the Treasure of 

copy resulted in monthly publication, and a steadily widening intra-party 

audience was reached* But it remained in effect a house journal and in 

its editor's opinion never really resolved the two functions of arguing 

cases and providing informations it had always to attempt something of 

each, and the explicitly editorial copy which might have served to clarify

its role went unwritten because it was not the party leadership's policy
2 to permit it*

Occasionally, but not often, the entral Office supplemented the 

journal with other publications in the field* In 1952 Conservatives and 

the Colonies, published by the Conservative Overseas Bureau, provided an 

historical perspective on Empire-minded Conservative statesmen from 

Disraeli to Stanley* In 1958 the Conservative Political Centre published, 

under the title Imperium et Libertas. the text of an address on the 

colonies delivered by Lennox-Boyd at a party conference fringe meeting* 

More publications followed after 1959, in some of vhich, for example 

Awakening Africa (1961), Sayera was acknowledged as author*

By comparison with other subjects on which the Central Office 

published material in the fifties this was a tiny output. But there was 

a good reason for this, namely that after July 1953 the major responsibility 

for published and printed material in the colonial field passed to another 

body, the Conservative Commonwealth Council*

This Council was something new in Conservative machinery* It was 

set up as a result of initiatives taken by Dodds-Parker, then chairman 

of the parliamentary Commonwealth Affairs Committee. The central argument 

which he put to ti e party's leaders early in 1953 was concisely expressed 

in the statement of purpose later outlined in the Council's prospectus:

2 Interview with Sayers.
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"While the party adheres to its viev that Commonwealth and
 Colonial 

affairs should be kept outside political controversy, the 
increasing 

activity of organised left-wing bodies in this field clear
ly calls 

for some answer* It is vitally important that it should be widely 

known both at home and overseas that the party is constant
ly 

producing new thought and ideas on the problems that confr
ont the 

C ommonwealth   "

It followed that the party should attempt to

"build up a body consisting firstly of those with wide kno
wledge and 

experience of the Empire, and secondly of active supporter
s *ho seek 

to know Commonwealth affairs in up-to-date detail and to m
ake good 

use of that knowledge."

The party leaders accepted the force of this argument appa
rently without 

demur, and in the Central Office the new body's structure 
and functions 

were worked out. Membership would be confined to members of the party 

together with "individual sympathisers overseas*" There would be links 

with the Commonwealth Affairs Committee and the Central Of
fice) secretarial 

work would be done by the Conservative Overseas Bureau* 
Funds would be 

provided by the party, although there would be a modest su
bscription for 

members* The main work would be done by groups specialising in the 
affairs 

of particular regions* The initial activities would include setting up 

advisory and literature services for members, undertaking 
a publications 

programme and working out a hospitality scheme for colonia
l students, to 

be expanded from a scheme established early in 1952 by Sir
 Patrick Spens 

MP.3

A governing body was assembled* Lord Woolton, the party chairmaa, 

invited Sir Angus Gillan, a former Civil Secretary of the 
Sudan and British 

Council representative in Australia, to become chairman* 
R.D. Milne, 

secretary of the Conservative Overseas Bureau, was appoint
ed secretary* 

Savers was appointed to provide liaison with the 'esearch Department* A 

general committee of twenty was built up by invitation* 
It included five 

HPss Dodds-Parker, Spens, John Hare, Niall Macpherson and Vagus
 Maude. 

Pour others, invited for their different representative ca
pacities, were 

later to become MPs: John Biggs-Davison, Mrs* T. Enmett, W.R. v*n Straubenzee

3 Conservative Commonwealth Council (henceforth CCC), T>rosrictus.
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and Miss Joan Vickers. Several, among them Sir Stephen Pierssene aud 
lan page, had major business interests in colonies: one, Lord Tveedsrauir, 
also represented the party in the Upper House. On 7 July 1953 members of 
the Council were invited to meet the general committee at a House of 
Commons reception, and the Council was officially launched with the 
Colonial Secretary's blessing.

Prom the outset the Council sought both to educate itself and to vield 
influence over other bodies. Most of its day-to-day operations fell in 
the former category. The first year's working set the style. The groups 
and sub-groups met to draft papers on developments in their regions. 
The Council met eight times to be addressed, in the Council's own phrase, 
"by outstanding exerts"; these included Viscount Svinton (the Commonwealth 
Relations Secretary), Peter Smithers (Ilopkinson's PPS), Hopkinson himself, 
nnd A1 port. And in May 1954 a hundred or so members attended a conference 
which "pooled a large pert of the year's work in the groups", with group 
convenors presenting papers on their special topics. In later years the only 
major variation from this pattern of self-education was that conferences 
were normally made the occasion for set-piece speeches by ministers. 
Some conference sessions were also opened to a wider public, largely because 
they were thought to provide an exemplary picture of party members at work. 
Thus Sayers could report that the 1955 conference was attended not only by 
two hundred Council members but also by "obviously impressed" visitors, 
chiefly colonial students in Britain and "distinguished observers" from 
diplomatic missions.

Self-education blended with modest attempts at a wider influence in the 
Council's programme of publications. By the time of the 1959 election 
over 160 papers, in the form of "unofficial hut informative memoranda", 
had been prepared by the regional grou>» for submission to annual conferences.

4 CCC, First Annual Reportt July 1954. p. 1.
5 Ibid., p. 2.

6 Commonwealth and Colonial Affairs (henceforth in this chapter CCA) 
July 1955, p. 7.

7 Calendar of Background Papers Submitted to the Annual Conferences of 
the Conservative Commonwealth Council (CCC, mim.. 1963). p.1.
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All of these were available to outsiders upon application, and no doubt 
some enjoyed a vider, if still mainly intra-p^rty, circulation. In 
nddition the Council sponsored a aeries of pamphlets in association with 
the Conservative Political Centre. As in 1947, vhen his discussion 
pamphlet had set the tone of the pnrty's attempts to evolve a policy 
statement, Lord Salisbury vas given the opening word: the Council's 
first pamphlet, Commonwealth and Empire (1953), was a reprint of a speech 
he had made to the Primrose League. The second, entitled Colonial Rule* 
Enemies and Obligations, was published in 1955? it was devoted largely to 
a discussion of the Movement for Colonial Freedom and various fellow-

n

travelling fringe groups. Three more pamphlets had appeared by 1959, 
discussing India, the smaller colonial territories, and aid to Comrnonvealth 
education. Most of the Council's rublications dealt in generalities 
rather than particulars, and deliberately so. Detailed technicalities, 

according to one report, were a matter
"with which the public services and Parliament are infinitely better 
equipped to cope. The fact remains that even in a complex world 
ideas - soratimes of the crudest kind - do count and are moving 
multitudes. This is the stuff of politics, and our own as yet modest 
contribution is no exception."9
There were, however, attempts to wield influence which took forms more

8 This pamphlet was based on a paper "African - U.K. Anti-Colonial 
Activities" submitted to the Council's 1954 conference by Harold 3oref, 
convenor of the ^ast African sub-group. Soref, a journalist and oft- 
defeated parliamentary candidate, appears to have specialised for many 
years in exposes of radical pressure groups concerned with African affairs. 
In 1965 he puMisne^ with a co-author, Tan '"rreig, The ^Vppeteera* An 
examination of those organisation* and bodies concerned with the elimina­ 
tion - * the white man in Africa (Tandem Special, 1965). The organisations 
examined were the Anti-Apartheid Movement, Christian \ction, the Movement 
for Colonial Freedom, the Africa Bureau, the Southern African Freedom Group, 
the Union of Democratic Control, the National Peace Council and five 
Southern African groups. According to the blurb, the book "carefully 
analyses the extent to which communists are using organisations of British 
people to further their campaign for the overthrowing of the Government* 
of Southern 4frica." The theme of the book "originated in discussions 
held at meetings of the Africa Group of the Monday Club" (a group of right- 
wing Conservatives formed in 1961).

9 CCC, Annual Report for 1955, p.4.
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direct and immediate than these* The Council sought consciously to 

emula.te the Fabian Colonial Bureau's methods in gaining footholds in 

both parliamentary and governmental circles. Firstly, to achieve 

liaison vith the parliamentary party's specialists, MPs associated 

with the corresponding sub-committeea of the Commonwealth Affairs 

Committee were invited to serve on the Council's regional groups* 

Initially, for example, Roland Robinson served as deputy chairman of 

the Vest Indies group, being succeeded in 1955 by John Vau^han-Morgant 

John Tilney was first deputy chairman and later chairman of the vTest 

Africa group; the East and Central Africa group enjoyed in succession 

the services of Archer Baldwin, Beresford Craddock and Patrick Vail as 

demity chairman, while Major Wall served also as convenor of the 

Mediterranean group. In 1955 the Council was able to report its success 

in "bringing information and suggestions on current questions to the notice 

of the relevant sub-committees of the parliamentary Commonwealth \ffairs 

Committee*.  This is facilitated by our having working groups similar to 

those sub-committees", and two years later it was reaffirmed that "our 

close liaison with the parliamentary sub committees contributed to their 

counsels, find increased their regard for our efforts." Secondly, in its 

relations with ministers and government departments the Council, like the 

Fabian Colonial Bureau, concentrated on relatively small-scale issues, if 

not always the issues that the Fabians would have chosen. "We, for our 

part " the Council reported in 1956, "have felt it right to press hard for 

acti.n in s. eh questions as the Overseas Civil Service and the taxation 

of companies* overseas earnings."

On neither of these questions, as it happened, could the Council claim 

to have wielded any rrreat influence. Though the Minister of State, John 

Hare, flatteringly chose the Council's 1956 conference as the setting for 

an announcement that the Service's retirement and pensions provisions would 

shortly be modified, there can be no doubt that the Government won Id have 

acted in this matter with or without the Council's representations. And

10 CCC, Annual Importsfor 1955, p. 4, and 1957, p. 2.

11 CCC, Annual Report for 1956, pp. 1-2.



334

in the matter of taxation relief for "pioneer" industries operating in

colonies, the Council's efforts served only to supplement the work of

interested parties which had been applying steady pressure on the

Government for years. Tn particular a Taxation ^olicy Committee representing

the Joint Cast and Central Africa Board, the British Commonwealth

Producers Organisation, the eat Africa Committee and the *est India

Committee, meeting under the chairmanship of John Vaughan-Norgan, had

been active since 1953, and had received its reward vhen the Chancellor

of the Exchequer promised to meet its main demands in the 1957 budget*

Even then it had maintained its pressure, forming a sub-committee under

Lord de la Warr to discourage too narrow a reasury definition of "pioneer

industry relief" and, in the budget debate, submitting amendments to the
12 Finance Bill through the agency of Bernard Braine* The Council's role

in these cases was to echo rather than initiate*

Indeed, the Council was never really influential* There may have been 

other reasons why it failed to achieve a position similar to the Fabian 

Colonial Bureau's in relation to government and party, but the central 

reason was that it lacked autonomy* Whereas the Bureau was created 

independently of the Labour Party and was free to work as it thought fit, 

the Council was created by and within the Conservative Party organisation 

and vas totally dependent upon it for finance, premises and secretarial 

guidance* Consequently it functioned aimply as an adjunct to the party

machinery, providing its members with plenty tj do but conveying nevertheless
13 an impression of respectability and harmlessness.

Not that members of the Council seemed particularly concerned at finding 

severe restrictions on their organisation's freedom of manoeuvre* If they 

did seek to pursue their interest in colonial matters in an extra-party 

setting there remained numerous ways and means of doing so* In Chapter

12 Joint Cast and Central Africa Board. Annual Reports for 1956, pp. 13- 4, 
and 1957, pp. 16-7; CCA. July 1956, p. 4.

13 Gerald layers, who served on the Council's executive, recalled when 
interviewed that on one occasion in the early sixties the Council did 
criticise Central African policy. It was sharply reprimanded, and reverted 
swiftly, in Sayers's phrase, to being "safely wisjiy-washy."
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V we observed the extent to which party members found outlets for their 

interest in the work of various august voluntary societies, organisations 

founded upon an interest in a particular region, and organisations 

concerned with colonial business and commerce. During the fifties 

Conservatives continued to participate in the work of such bodies in much 

the same way. The case of taxation policy, noted above, provides an 

example; further examples will appear during our discussion of party 

attitudes, since in some cases attitudes were most clearly stated in and 

through particular groups*

2.

In our analysis of the post-war party in Chapter V, we concluded 

that "traditional" attitudes were still pervasive. Among the party rank 

and file and at the grassroots level there was certainly no lack of imperial 

sentiment - that is, pride in the imperial achievements of party and nation. 

Among the party's articulate specialists this generalised attitude was 

distilled into relatively precise views on various leading topics. Oliver 

Stanley, the principal spokesman, provided an exception) it was his 

considerable achievement to have retained the close loyalty of his 

traditionalist colleagues while seeking to guide the party towards a more 

liberal attitude on imperial matters*

During the fifties the picture altered. For one thing, the party's 

colonial specialists concerned themselves less and less with the old, all- 

embracing cause of imperial unification* But this traditional imperialist 

cause was not yet dead. Rather the task of advocating it passed to a new 

set of men, distinguishable from their immediate predecessors by the fact 

that their primary interest lay in foreign rather than colonial policy* 

The affair which brought this group most prominently into public view vis 

the Suez crisis* Ve will not be concerned in any detail with this 

adventure in foreign policy, but we will certainly be concerned with the 

motivation of the "Suez group11 - its fierce determination to stem the outflow 

of British power - and the forms which this determination took in relation 

to imperial problems*

The Suez group was never more than a rissht-wing minority, and was
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generally regarded in the party as such. But if extreme traditionalism 

on broad imperial matters was thus contained, there vas no '?reat or 

necessary advance of outspoken liberalism on specifically colonial 

matters. Such an attitude did not really begin to permeate the party 

until after the pivotal election year of 1959. During the fifties vague 

attitudes based on nostalgia, together with a quite specific hostility 

towards the advance of colonial nationalism in certain areas, still had 

many spokesmen and commanded many adherents in the party. These spokesmen 

included most of the colonial specialists, who might have abandoned the broad 

unification!at dr«am but continued to shov keen interest in policy for 

areas where the party's emotional stake remained high, such as East and 

Central Africa. There vas no coherent party view on colonial problems, 

in short, more liberal than the leadership*s own* Nevertheless, for the 

purposes of decision-making and policy formation the party at large vas 

almost invariably willing to be led by its relatively advanced leadership. 

Because of this docility among the majority of party members there was 

seldom any danger of a serious split over colonial policy*

To illustrate these points we will consider first the declining 

fortunes of the broad imperialist cause, and second the interaction of party 

attitudes in the field of colonial political problems.

1*5 
(i) The Slow Death of Residual Imperialism

If the high imperial theme had been out of touch with the real

14 The term "right-wing" is meant here to apply only to the group's vievs 
on imperial policy. Some of the group's leading members, for example 
Julian Amery, John Biggs-Davison and Lord Hinchingbrooke, combined their 
imperialism with liberal views on such important and sensitive issues as 
capital punishment* In this respect, as Leon D. Epstein has argued, they 
represented "an element that had been prominent in the imperial movement 
of the later nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. Domestic reform 
and overseas expansion had often gone together. This was surely the Joseph 
Chamberlain tradition...the notion of a Britain dynamic at home and abroad." 
Leon D. Epstein, British Politics in the Suez Crisis, p. 52.

15 Epstein's chapter "The Staunch Imperial Position" in ibid., pp. 41-60, 
is a definitive discussion of Conservative imperialist ideology in the 
fifties with special reference to ihe Suez crisis. The following discussion 
differs from Epstein's in emphases but not in essential themes.
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vorld in 1he forties, still more was it so in the fifties. Yet it 

continued to have a strong appeal among party activists in the 

constituencies and in a section of the parliamentary pirty* These 

Conservatives regarded themselves in effect as the upholders of a faith 

that had once been general in the party and was bound to rise again.

At the heart of the imperialist attitude in the fifties, as 

earlier, was a preoccupation with national greatness. The residual 

imperialists of the parliamentary party were convinced that the evident 

decline in Britain's power and independence since the war could and 

should be halted, and -the trend reversed. To them it was clear that 

Britain could regain its old international standing only by exerting 

effective leadership over some unit larger than itself, and equally 

clear that the "British Commonwealth of Nations" must be that unit just 

'8 the British Empire had been in the past. They refused to accept 

that Britain no longer commanded the power to mould the modern Commonwealth 

in its own image; all that was lacking was the will. They seem to have 

tacitly assumed, however, that such a Commonwealth could not feasibly be 

multi-racial. The important thing was not to try to accommodate nations 

like India and Pakistan, which had loosened the old ties by insisting on 

republican status and complete autonomy; it was rather to develop unity 

among those countries of substantial British settlement which, it could 

be assumed, were already bound by the ties of race*

In a phrase, they were advocating a modernised version of the old 

Greater Britain concept* The negative complement to this positive notion 

wa« a powerful anti-Americanism. The United States was identified as a 

major enemy of British imperial interests, possibly even more dangerous 

than the Soviet Union because it was nominally a friend and ally. The 

American (fovernrasnt's campaign against the Empire had been manifest at 

least since its prewar hostility towards the Ottawa trade agreements* 

After the war, as the residual imperialists saw it, the United States had 

ruthlessly taken advantage of Britain*s materially weakened condition to 

impose non-discriminatory trade agreements, to assume control of the seas, 

and to hasten the contraction of imperial power wherever possible* 

Accordingly the new imperialism had a strong flavour of defiance. In 

spite of this postwar American dominance the old balance was to be
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restored. The nev Commonwealth would be at once the expression of 

Britain's continued greatness and the guarantee of Britain's freedom 

of action in a vorld of great-power blocs*

The means to the end, the actual measures required to bolster 

Britain's flagging will to greatness, remained those which had always 

figured in the imperialist liturgy. A revitalised system of imperial 

preference should be established. Commonwealth defence and communications 

should be fully integrated. On many issues there wight be joint 

planning of foreign policy. Some form of common citizenship mir>ht y«t 

be instituted. It was an essential characteristic of the residual 

imperialist view that its proixments retained their faith in the 

practicability of so Utopian a programme. Ajid it was this faith which 

had sustained them during the Conservatives' barren years in opposition. 

They had looked forward to the party's return to power as the occasion 

when a decade and more of frustration, imposed by wajr and a perverse 

electorate, would end. Led by one of the greatest of Empire men, the 

party would at last resume its unfulfilled task.

In the event, when the party did return to office the imperialist 

frustrations were not relieved but compounded. In two crucial areas of 

policy the Churchill government proceeded to betrp^' the faith. First, 

it .grievously undermined the hopes for en integrated trading bloc by 

consistently opting for multilateral arrangements under the General 

Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (SATT) rather t.ian restrictive arrangements 

under imperial preference. Second, it weakened the most vital link in 

imperial strategy and communications by withdrawing British troops from 

the Suez Canal zone. In each case, as the imperialists again saw it, 

the government was driven on by American pressure.

Naturally the self-appointed preservers of the faith tried to 

block the course of these policies. An imperial preference lobby and 

a Suez lobby became active. Between them there was a substantial overlap 

of some thirty to forty MPs, and these represented the solid core of 

residual imperialism; their attitudes towards both issues were based on 

"much the same instincts and prejudices"  Their leading figures

16 Editorial on the 1954 party conference, The Times. 7 Oct. 1954,
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included Viscount llinchingbrookej Captain Ciiarles Vfaterhouse, a veteran 

MP aiid director of companies with African interests; and the youthful 

Julian Amery, an MP sine* 1950 and the only one to have had any rreviou* 

reputation as an articulate imperial specialist* Other prominent NT's 

associated with tie factions' various campaigns were John Biggs-D«vison, 

Anthony Fell, Harry Legge-Bourke, Patrick ? ait land, Angus Maude, Sir 

Victor Raikes, Patrick Wall and Paul Williams. On both issues their 

activities extended intermittently over most of the decade; in charting 

the decline of their cause ve vill consider each issue in turn.

(a) Imperial Economic Integration

The years 1952 to 1954 spanned the last great effort of the 

imperial preference campaigners in the party. For the first year or so 

after the ]«.rty's return to office their case was repeatedly pressed upon 

the party leaders. One of their main platforms aa the Smpire Industries 

Association, L.S. Amery'ft "non-parly" creation whose parliamentary 

membership was exclusively Conservative. Tn a memorandum to the Chancellor 

of the Exchequer in March 1952 the Association stressed the traditional 

argument that the value of extended preferences would be political as 

veil as economic:

"The T»olicy of imperL al preference, while not an alternative to 
other method* of building up the resources of the Empire   , is 
an indispensable element in assuring their success and enabling 
it to remain 'an independent factor in world affairs.'" 1 7

And a subsequent pamphlet explained why GATT, to which Labour had negotiated 

British adherence in 1946, was striking at Britain's true national interest:

"It is obvious that the system which has been in vogue for the past 
six years has not contributed to the ex:tansion of Bmpire trade... 
It is also clear that...the attempt to daal vith the dollar shortage 
by direct exports from Great Britain (to the dollar area] is 
destroying the one method by which the dollar shortage night be 
eliminated, that is to say the re-establishment of Conmonvealth 
and Rmrdre trade on a basis which would lead to dealing vith the 
dollar area on level terms." 18

In the»e two statements the essence of the case may be seen. The advocates

17 Ouoted in V.A. Veils, Imperial Preference. A Short Historical Sketch 
(ETA, April 1952), p. 1. Vtlls was Director of information for the 
Empire Industries Association and the British Empire League*

18 Ibid., p. 14.
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saw their economic prograsnme as an indispensable means to the .cjoal of 

"uniting" former imperial Possessions to Britain, and hence providing 

a basis for Britain's international freedom of action. To remain in 

G-VTT, by contrast, vas to becone virtually an Anerican dependency.

Another platform used by the advocates vas tLe register of House 

of Commons motions, significant if only because it gave them a formal 

chance to demonstrate their parliamentary strength by collecting as many 

signntures as possible* In March, April and May of 1952 three motions 

called upon the Government to "use every influence to promote as free an 

excl »n^e of goods between all nations of the Commonwealth as possible," 

to "remove   all obstacles vhich prevent the United Kingdom from increasing 

end extending preferences," and "to initiate, during the year of Her 

Majesty's Coronation, a conference of Commonwealth and Empire leaders 

to prepare measures to resolve these [economic] difficulties." The 

first, the mildest of the three, was actually an amendment to a Labour 

motion raid drew only nine signatures* The second and third, however, 

made stronger by the veiled reference to OrATT and the call for a conference, 

attracted 42 and 45 respectively* These figures probably gave an accurate 

indication of the campaign's breadth of support; it may be noted that

over four years later a similar motion on Empire preference drew 44
20si.gnntures, comprising very much the same set of names* Among the better

knovn of the regular signatories were Julian Ajnery, Braine, Craddock, 

Dodds—Parker, Maitland and R.S. Russell; those who were not MT»s in 1952 

but were on hand for the 1956 motion included Biggs-Oavison, Vail and Paul 

Williams. Most of these held executive office at some time or other in 

the Empire Industries Association,
The third main platform for presentation of the case vas the party's 

annual conference* Here too was the opportunity for a proof of strength, 

since the advocates could hope Cor suoport from the norty's !3mpire-minded 

constituency activists* At the 1952 conference the elder statesman himself, 

L.S. Amery, rose to support the cause. opeaking to a pair of motions which

19 1951-2 session, SDMs No. 50, 13 Inarch 1952, No. 64, 9 April 1952, and 
No. 75, 22 May 1952.
20 1955-6 session, EDM No. 110, 30 July 1956.
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called for "closer economic integration" and the amendment of any articles 

in GATT vhich were hindering linpire traxle, Amery found a responsive 

audience. His peroretion - "at any moment, on 60 days' notice, we can 

walk out of the GATT prison camp. Veil, why not valk out and walk our

own way in the world?" - brought cheers, and the two motions were carried
**1 

with negligible opposition.

In response to all these overtures during its first year of office, 

the Government was ^eiierally sympathetic. Lyttelton's reply to the 

debate at the 1952 party conference typified the way in which the Government 

chose to handle the preferential 1st lobby at this stage. GATT, he said, 

was indeed "hampering, even crippling" the development of Commonwealth 

comnerce. The question would be discussed at the next Commonwealth Prime 

Ministers 1 conference, when the Government "proposed to seek a common basis 

of agreement." But along with these conciliatory words went one or two 

earning notes. Although the Government believed in preference, it vas 

"not for the purpose of cutting Great Britain and the Commonwealth off from

the United States." In fact, the Commonwealth might well stand to gain
22

by multilateral foreign trade.

At the next year's conference the cause might have seemed, at first 

sight, to be as popular as ever. Out of the twenty motions on the agenda

which referred to Commonwealth or colonies, no fewer than seventeen called
23 

for greater economic integration. L.S. Amery was again warmly received,

and a motion proposed by Tx>rd Balfour of Inchrye (chairman of the Smpire 

Industries Association), once again demanding a modification of GATT in 

the interest of extended preferences, vas carried unanimously. There were, 

however, signs that the Government's line against the preferentialists was

21 1932 Conference Tteport. pp . 53-4.

22 Tbid.. pp. 54-5.

23 Two others sought wider recognition of Empire Day, one congratulated 
the Government on its general colonial policy and one commended the achieve­ 
ment of Central African federation. Comparing this list with the motions 
put down for the same year's Labour Party conference (see above, p.2-4-1 )> 
Venture was moved to ask: "Can a bi-partisan colonial policy really be 
based on such conflicting emphases?" Venture. Nov. 1953, p. 5.
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hardening. The TYesident of the Board of Trade, T1eter Thorneycroft, 
allowed that GATT did require some emendation from Britain's point of 
view. He vas even then involved in discussions on the subject. But 
emendation could not possibly be of a fundamental kind, Britain vas 
in GATT to stay, and Thorneycroft challengingly announced that he knev 
of no fundamental differences "either within the Coaservative ^Virty, or 
within the British Commonwealth and Tinpire fts to vhat our attitude ought 
to be." 24

A» The Times pointed out, the preferentialists knev uerfectly well 
thst discussions vere in train and had timed their attack at this conference 
in the hope of embarrassing the Government. But it vas clear that the 
bulk of the parliamentary rwrty could be expected to support the leadership.
Far from being the keepers of the party faith, the rreferentialists had

25become no more than dissenters from the new orthodoxy.

The decisive blow was dealt at the party conference of 1954. An 
official motion emphasi sed the neod to maintain imperial ties of culture 
and trade, "if need be by revisions of the General Agreement." Hut if 
this phraseology was meant to pacify the dissentients, it fnilod. An 
amendment moved by oir Victor ^-aikes MP, and strongly supported by L.S. 
Amery, demanded the substitution of the full-blooded riirase "by such 
revision of the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade as will restore 
freedom of action in respect of imperial preference." Against this attack 
Thorneycroft produced the strangest possible argument. He pleaded with 
Raike* and Amery not to press their amendment "on the grounds of unity in 
this great Commonwealth and Empire," and not to press him to pursue a 
policy "which would earn at best the cold indifference, and at worst the
active hostility, of the greet majority of our partners in this

26Commonwealth and Empire.'* It was a moment of sad irony: the chammons
of imperial unity were being asked to drop their case in the name of that 
very cause. For it bed been apparent for some years, and especially since

24 1933 Conference Report, p. 65.

25 3ee The Tiroes'a editorial of 12 Oct. 1953.

26 1954 Conference Report, p. 57.
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the "Prime Ministers* conference of 'December 1952, that the Commonwealth 
countries vere united not in any belief in imperial preference, but in 
a determination to rrAke their ovn economic arrangements. 4gainst this 
insistence on their ri^ht to trade in whichever foreign markets they 
chose, ^ritain could not hope to prevail. And against this fact of 
economic life it was vain for ttaikes to argue now that "even if there is
a division of opinion amongst the Dominions, that does not absolve Britain

28 fron giving a lead if she believes that lead to be both right and just,"
In the words of the conference report, rtaikes's amendment was defeated by 
a "substantial" majority and the original motion carried by an "overwhelming" 
one. In effect, British adherence to GATT now had the Conservative Party's 
official endorsement,; ,

There were to be still further reverses in subsequent years. The 
campaign's father-figure, L,S. Amery, died in 1955. The heir anparent to 
the campaign leadership, Amery's son Julian, was muffled by absorption 
into the government of his father-in-law Har^l'" Macmillan early in 1957. 
later in the same year Britain joined the European Free Trade \ssociationj 
at the 1957 party conference only one MT^ Anthony Fell, was prepared to
nttack this new betrayal, and the conference Defeated the amendment to which

29he sr>oke by a l*r#e majority. But these blows fell upon a cause that had
been irretrievably lost in 1954,

However forlornly, the campaign continued. The newly re-named 
Commonwealth and Empire Industries Association provided one home for it. 
FUven in 1958 the Association's Monthly Bulletin was still arguing the 
preferentialist case, while its more prominent parliamentary members :mch
as ft.H. Turton and ft .3, Russell were contributing likewise to Commons

30 debates. Another home was created inside the party itself. In 1955,

27 See CCA. A ril 1954, pp. 1-2,
28 1954 Conference Report, p. 54.
29 1957 Conference Report. r>p. 76, 79. 1956-7 was the year of Ihe 
Angry Young Menf Pell described himself as "an angry old Tory."
30 C and EIA, Monthly Bulletin (edited ty V7.A. Veils), e.g. i?sue for 
Dec. 1958. :See also contributions by Turton end Russell to the Common­ 
wealth affairs debates on 21 July and 2 )ec. 1958.
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following the defeat at the previous year's conference, the Expanding 

Corrmonvealth Group was founded by Patrick Maitland. With Maitland as 

chairman and Biggs-Davison as vice-chairman, this group comprised fifteen 

(later sixteen) of the most dedicated HPs and enjoyed the tacit support

of several others. Under its auspices three pamphlets and a book by
31 Maitland, Task for Giants, vere published between 1956 and 1958.

Biggs-Davison supplemented this output by publishing in 1957 a book he 

had written four years earlier entitled The Uncertain Ally* His work 

was princijpally a polemic against the United States, which he accused of

VOrking to destroy the British Empire in order to make way for America's
•%-y 

own brand of economic imperialism. The group's pamphlets and Maitland.*s

book, by contrast, were bravely optimistic in tone* In the 1958 pamphlet 

it was argued that Britain could still re-negotiate GATT and transfer 

£300 million worth of trade purchases from foreign to Commonwealth sources*

But the group's publications were chiefly distinguished by the 

novel and remarkable argument that Commonwealth membership should be thrown 

open to foreign countries which accepted "the fundamental principles on 

which the Commonwealth was rounded," in particular the Western European

countries. What was envisaged was a community of nations under British
33 leadership, powerful enough to stand apart from the two great-power blocs.

Whether or not the group really believed in the feasibility of such a scheme

31 Patrick Maitland et al.. The Expanding Commonwealth (Conservative 
Political Centre, henceforth CPC, Oct. 1956)|Eximnd or Decay? (ECG, 
July 1957); The Commonwealth« Expanding Opportunity (CTC. Sept* 1958); 
Patrick Maitland, Task for Giantsi an Expanding Commonwealth (Longmans, 
Green, 1957). A further pamphlet, Expanding Obligation, was published 
by the CPC in March 1961. Fourteen of the group's members are listed in 
Appendix I* The other two members were William Aitken and the Hon. James 
Lindsay*

32 John Biggs-Davison, The Uncertain Ally (Christopher Johnson, 1957), 
e.g. p* 71*
33 E.g% Maitland, op. cit*. passim. Contemporary critiques of the Group*s 
ideas may be found in P.O. Gordon Walker, "Policy for the Commonwealth", in 
T.E.M. McKitterick and Kenneth Younger (eds.), Fabian InternatiomlEssays 
(Hogarth Press, 1957), pp. 190-1, and J.D.B. Miller, The Commonwealth in the 
World (Duckworth, first edition, 1958), pp. 281-5.
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is hard to say* It is apparent, however, that the group's proposal 
represented the final desperate gesture in a prolonged effort whose main 
objective, to the end, was to avoid the American embrace*

(b) Sues
Like the preference lobby with which it was largely coextensive, 

the Suez group was responsible for the last agonised expression of an 

attitude which had once been general in the party but was so no longer* 

Its moments of prominence were occasioned by two momentous decisions* 

The first was the Churchill Government's decision to remove Britain's 

major Middle Eastern military base from Suez, where it had been established 

since 1882, to Cyprus. Prompted partly by questions of cost and effective­ 

ness in a nuclear age, partly by the fact that Britain's retreat from the 

old Asian empire was now virtually complete, and partly by pressure from 

the strongly nationalistic military regime which had overthrown King Farouk 

in 1952, this decision was taken early in 1953 and resulted in the signing 

of a treaty between Britain and Egypt in July 1954. The essential terms 

were that Britain would withdraw all its 80,000 troops within twenty months 

on the understanding that ownership of the Suez Canal, in which Britain had 

a controlling financial interest, would remain unaffected. On this 

occasion the Suez group's reaction was one of violent protest against 

government policy*

Not so on the second occasion* Eden's decision to use force 

against flgvpt, three months after Colonel Naaser seized the canal in July 

1956, earned from the Suez group uninhibited expressions of support. On 

this occasion, indeed, the group's arguments for the reassertion of British 

authority

"seemed to provide a sturdier support for the government than did 
some of Eden's own arguments. It was the moment for the resurgence 
of an unadulterated imperial spirit. The essence of the old 
doctrine, unencumbered by the doubts and qualifications of the 
government, was having its day."34

The "old doctrine" on this issue, as frequently expressed by the 

residual imperialists of the fifties, ran thus. Whereas imperial

34 Bpstein, op. cit.. p* 42. "Eden's own arguments" are touched on 
below, p.
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preference was the main device by which the Commonwealth would become 

more tightly organised, the Suez base represented the chief military 

guarantee tiiet Commonwealth ties would survive* Suez was still the 

lifeline of Empire* Considerations of both strategy and communications 

made it so: in Julian ^raery's uncharacteristically bathetic words, it 

was at once "the hinge of our Imperial strength" and "the Clapham 

Junction of the Commonwealth." In addition the British presence was 

thought to ensure that the entire Middle Eastern area would remain a 

British sphere of influence in world politics, and hence serve as a 

standing testimony to Britain's great-power status. For these reasons 

military control of the canal zone remained essential* And for the 

residual imperialists, it may be added, control of Suez was not just a 

strategic but also an emotional imperative* For Suez was not simply an 

imperial outpost. Rather it signified "the master stroke of Britain's 

greatest imperial statesmen"; British occupation of the zone was central 

to the whole imperial achievement of the last seventy or eighty years*

What follows is an attempt to sketch the life-cycle of the group,
37 that "semipermanent cluster of 30 to 50," which adhered most ardently to

this "old doctrine."

The nucleus of the group was established as early as 1952, in

direct response to the Egyptian military revolution* The initiative was
& taken by Major Harry Legge Bourke, a back-bencher with some reputation as

an independent-minded right-wing critic of Britain's foreign and imperial 

policies. Legge-Bourke confided to Julian Amery his deep concern that 

the Government might succumb to nationalist demands for the evacuation of 

British troops. Shortly afterwards Amery convened at his father's home 

a meeting of MPs with .similar views* With Captain Water house, Amery

35 1953 Conference Report, p. 32.

36 Paul Johnson, The Suez War (Oreenberg, New York, 1957). p* 10, quoted 
in Christoph, op» cit*« p. 94.

37 Christoph, op. cit.. p. 95. As in the case of the preference lobby, 
the register of House of Commons Motions provided a good indication of the 
group's numerical strength. In December 1953^Conservatives sup orted a 
Motion urging the Government to suspend the treaty negotiations with Egypt,
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assumed informal leadership of a campaign to hold the Government to a
38 tough Egyptian policy.

Tt soon became plain, however, that the Government did intend to 
abandon the base. Sir Anthony Sden, then Foreign Secretary, was rightly 
identified by the group as the chief architect of the withdrawal policy, 
and was made the target of public attacks as well as private representations. 
At the 1953 party conference Eden was strongly criticised by the group's 
spokesmen, probably in the hope that constituency opinion .night be mobilised 
against the leadership. But at this stage, with the retreat from Suez not 
yet a reality and its consequences not yet apparent, the conference proved 
amenable to Eden's argument that the evacuation would in no way endanger 
British interests, and the group's offensive petered out*

A more dramatic protest was registered in the following July, when 
the Government presented the actual agreement with Egypt for Parliament's 
approval* Questioning both the military and the political premises of the 
original decision, *rater house, Amery and Hinchingbrooke deplored the
Government's attitude of appeasement to a petty dictator and, more

39 fundamentally, its apparent loss of the will to rule* Legge-Bourke had
already resigned the party whip in protest against the withdrawal policy; 
nov, at the end of the debate, 25 of the group joined him in voting against 
the agreement* But although this was a major break in party discipline,
it had no effect on the Government's position since virtually all the

40 Opposition MPs refrained from voting. No less committed than the Government
to a policy of evacuation, the Opposition parties could hardly vote v 
the Suez group; they had no objection, however, to abstaining as a means

38 On these origins see speech by Legge-Bourke, HCD vol. 570 cols. 629-30 
(16 May 1957).
39 HCD vol. 531 cols. 737-45 (waterhousa), 771-82 (Amery) f 796-801 
(Hinchingbrooke) (29 July 1954).
40 Christoph (op. cit.. p. 93) and Epstein (op. cit.. p. 43) both imply 
that the Opposition parties abstained in toto. In fact a few Opposition 
MPs, including Fenner Brockway, Smrys Hughes and John McOovern from the 
Labour Party and Clement Davies and Jo Grimond from the Liberal "arty, 
voted with the Conservative majority.
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of highlighting the dissension on the Conservative benches.

The group's failure in 1954 was thought by some to close the 

episode. In October The Times could comment that "the ^uez group in

the House of Commons never had a chance of being more than a i irritant
41 minority." Not only was its effectiveness discountedt it was also

relegated to the T»st tense. The group's leaders thought differently. 

In the July debate Amery had acknowledged the loss of the battle but not 

the war, and had prophesied that the group's effort might in fact mark

"the beginning of a return to...faith in Britain's imperial mission and
42 destiny." At the 1954 party conference the group a<?ain subjected Sden

to attack; though ineffectual as a censure, this move at least ensured 

that the party t large would not forget what issues were involved. 

And in 1955 fifteen of the group's members formed the Expanding Commonwealth 

Group, in the general cause of keeping the "imperial mission and destiny" 

actively before the party's notice.

Nasser's seizure of the canal in July 1956 naturally brought the 

group fully back to life* Epstein has lucidly summarised the group's 

reaction to an event which it saw as a total vindication of its earlier 

protests:

"The consequences of the 1954 agreement, in the Suez group's 
perspective, were evident when Nasser seized the canal... That 
Nasser could defy Britain and the Vest generally by nationalising 
the canal was proof that only with the nresence of military force 
in the area could Britain influence Middle Eastern policies and 
events. To maintain this influence generally, not just to reassert 
control of the canal, it was necessary to seize the present 
opportunity of reoccupying Suez. Thus the old Suez #roup 
favoured a forceful policy... It made sense from its point of view, 
based as it was on the assumption that Britain could and should 
maintain its imperial influence. The Suez group, at least, was 
willing to fight in behalf of that influence."43

Nor was the group deterred by the probability that any fighting would have 

to be done without American suDport, since American hostility was assumed 

as a matter of course. According to Amery the United States had

41 Editorial, The limes. 7 Oct. 1954.

42 HCD vol. 531 col. 782 (29 July 1954).

43 Epstein, op. cit.. pp. 44-5.
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"done us enough harm in the Middle East already. We must make 
it clear to them that if they will not or cannot join us, then 
we vill go ahead without them. It will not be the first time. 
Our life is at stake, anl we can do no other."44
At no stage did Eden publicly express the Government's own view 

in terms like these. When, bfter three months of fruitless negotiations, 
the Government did use force, its action was justified not as a reassertion 

of British authority but as a police exercise, an intervention in the name 
of peace-keeping. Nor was Eden really prepared to defy the United States, 
either in public statements or clandestine decision—making. The enormous 
American pressure which was exerted immediately the British operation began 
in late October came as a surprise to him, and was a crucial factor in the 
collapse of the operation.

But this is to anticipate. The present point is that the Suez 
group's publicly stated arguments were not merely different from Eden's 
but also provided, within their own terms, a stronger case for military 
action. For three months the group pressed these arguments on the leader­ 
ship. In the same period it sought to influence the party in general to 
bring pressure to bear, with the direct aim of stiffening the leadership's 
nerve. Its efforts reached a climax at the party conference in mid- 
October. And on this occasion conference provided a climate totally 
favourable to its views. The leadership proposed a cautious motion 
endorsing the Government's efforts to reach a "just solution." Waterhouse 
and tmery thereupon moved an amendment specifying that the solution should 
be "designed to ensure international control of the canal." Both speakers 
openly stressed that such an cl>jecti-v? could be attained only by the use

of force, and that Britain should have no qualms about going ahead without
45 American backing. Their speeches were strong not only in the course

advocated but in the lan^age used. To Waterhouse, for example, Nasser 
was a "miniature Mussolini"j when a delegate referred to Dulles, the 
American Secretary of State, as the nigger in the woodpile, v »aterhouse 
responded "there are lots of niggers about." Such phrases went down well 
in what was clearly a fervent gathering. The one speaker to counsel

44 HCD vol. 557 col. 1701 (2 Aug. 1956).
45 1956 Conference Report, pp. 31-2.
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restraint, William Yates, a young MP known for his pro-Arab views, was 
booed from the platform* Frequent interjections by members of the 
League of l&npire Loyalists contributed to the excitement* In the event
•the Waterhouse amendment was carried by the mass meeting with Yates the

46 sole dissentient*
This was the group* s hiffc point* Its success at the conference 

probably did not play any necessary part in "nerving" Eden, since the
basic decision to use force had already been taken by the time conference

47 met* But it can certainly be said that after the conference the party
leadership knew that there would *>« enthusiastic rank and file support 
for any strong action against Egypt, and that failure to vrest control of 
the canal from figypt without an attempt at strong action would be unpomilar 
in the party*

Thereafter the group's position weakened. No amount of support 
from the party ranks could sustain it once military operations against 
Egypt had been tried and proven disastrous* The Government's failure 
to reinstate British authority left the group with nothing to advocate
except the counsel of despair - that Britain, in the name of principle,

48 should thenceforth undertake a self-sacrificial boycott of the canal*
And when in May 1957 the nev Kaeraillan Government committed Britain to use 
of the canal on Nasser's terms there was nothing the group - or at least
eight of its most dedicated members - could do except put self-sacrifice

50
49 into practice by resigning the party whip. In doing so this cave of

"Suez rebels" received at first the notable support of Lord •alisbury.

46 The Times*s report of this conference debate effectively conveys its 
atmosphere. The Tirpes. 12 Oct. 1956.
47 See e.g. Hugh Thomas."The Suez War (Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 1967), 
Ch. V. Thomas gives a brief but interesting account of the party 
conference from the leadership's point of viev: ibid., pp. 102-3.
48 -See e.g. speech by Vaterhouse, HCD vol. 556 col. 1356 (14 March 1957).
49 Seven of the "Suez rebels" are named in Appendix I; the eighth was 
sir Victor ruiikes, who with L.n. Araery had led the final struggle against 
GATT at the 1954 party conference.
50 See e.g. speeches by Salisbury, TTl£ vol. 203 col. 637 (14 May 1957) 
and 1155-8 (23 May 1957).
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One of the great figures of the party, Salisbury had resigned tvo 

months earlier both from the Cabinet and from the leadership of the 

party in the,Lords, in protest against Macmillan's "soft" line on 

Cyprus - a motivation basically similar to that of the rebels. These 

gestures, however, failed to embarrass the leadership, and in the 

ensuing months Salisbury and the Suez rebels were to prove uninfluential 

as independent critics of the Government's policies in Cyprus and 

elsewhere. By June 1958 all six of the Suez rebels still in Parliament 

- following the precedent of the original defector, Legge-Bourke, who 

had left the Suez group in 1954 - had been driven by the imperative of 

political survival to rejoin the party.

However much Conservatives in general regretted the passing of 

Britain's imperial strength, most of the party's parliamentary members 

were prepared to assume that it was inevitable* The residual imperialists 

refused to make any such assumption. In campaigning as they did, 

however, the failed to revitalise the party's imperial spirit; they 

succeeded only in isolating themselves from the bulk of their party 

colleagues.

(ii) Colonial Political Advance

Concerning the policy of advancing dependent territories towards 

self-government, the party in the fifties generally presented a picture 

of harmony. The broad policy statements which the leadership issued 

from time to time were accepted without controversy and even - in most 

cases - without comment. Party gatherings listened docilely as first 

Lyttelton and later Lennox-Royd explained that "all parties" agreed on 

fundamentals, and that the major problem was to judge the appropriate 

pace of political change. "We must tr ' and pursue the golden mean, 

heedless of the clatter and criticism of extremists, whether of those who 

wish to live in the 19th century, or of those who wish to live in the 

22nd," Lyttelton told the 1953 party conference, and five years later 

Lennox-Boyd in his turn rejected the advice of "the too fast and the too 

slow schools." la more positive terms, the elements of the approved

51 1953 Conference Report, p. 64j Alan Lenuox-Boyd, Imperium et Libertas 
(CPC, 1958), pp. 8-9.       ~   *
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policy received an entirely typical expression in the party's 1955 

election manifesto:

"The British Commonwealth and Empire is the greatest force for 
peace and progress in the world today*.. We uphold the principle 
of racial partnership, as exemplified in the new Federation of 
Rliodesia and Nyasaland. We shall work to raise living standards 
and to guide colonial peoples along the road to self-government 
within the framework of the Commonwealth and Empire. We shall 
do all we can to insulate these problems from the heat of party 
conflict."52

Yet the apparent contentment with which the party accepted official 

nolicy requires analysis. Harmony in political parties is always 

conditional; what, then, were the conditions of harmony in this instance?

Superficially it mi^it be said that the leadership's statements 

were couched in such conventional rhetoric as to be unexceptionable from 

almost any point of view. But our concern is somewhat deeper. Harmony 

prevailed not only with regard to broad policy statements but also, for 

the most pert, with regard to the Government's actual policy record. And 

there were undeniably elements in the party which might have been expected 

to become disaffected by aspects of the policy record*

These elements existed chiefly to the right of the party leadership. 

During the fifties no MP or group of MPs consistently expressed views more 

liberal or "advanced" than the official party line. Certainly there were 

isolated instances of liberal deviation. In February 1953, for example, 

"a small group of Government back-benchers" was reported to be unhappy 

about the federation scheme and likely to abstain from voting on the 

subject* In the event, however, there were no Conservative abstentions. 

In 1956 an informal faction, about equal in size to the Suez group, was 

tacitly opposed to Eden's Suez policy; ten of its members, the best known 

being Anthony Nutting, Sir Edward Boyle, Robert Boothby and Nigel Nicolson, 

became in due course publicly identified as anti-Suez critics, most of them 

suffering at the hands of their constituency parties in consequence. But 

this faction was quite unorganised and lacking in leadership; its members

52 The Times. 30 April 1955.

53 Ibid.. 25 Feb. 1953.
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"barely knev each other's identity." It could not really be described, 

therefore, as a significant intra-party pressure group counteracting the 

Suez group. Moreover, none of its members -as primarily interested in 
imperial policy as such; their protests related chiefly to tho use of 
force as an instrument of foreign policy. A third isolated instance of 

liberal deviation occurred in 1959, when Enoch Powell, temporarily a 

back-bencher, made a speech forcefully criticising the party leadership
ee

over the Hola Camp episode. But it could not be said that any of these 

incidents represented a continuing strand of critical liberal opinion on 

colonial affairs.

By contrast, a consistent strand of opinion certainly existed on 

the right. As in Stanley*s day, those who gave expression to it 

included many of the colonial specialists. The following statements on 

different aspects of colonial policy vere not isolated deviations, but 

typical of views regularly expressed during the fifties. First, Salisbury 

addressing the Primrose League in 1953s

"There axe, I believe, two prior necessities for any successful 
administration of our colonial Empire. First, we must ourselves 
believe not only in its essential value to the world but in its 
permanency. For us, [itj ...must always be something built to 
last: and if we in this country are sound at the core, so it 
will be, so far as anyone can look ahead. And, secondly, and 
most important r».we must maintain the position of the Crown as 
the peak of the whole edifice. That indeed is quite vital to _ft 
the survival both of the Commonwealth and the colonial Empire."

Second, Sir John Barlow addressing the House of Commons in 1955 on the 

subject of British government expenditure on development and welfare in 

colonies:

"The proper thing would have been to lend the money rather than to 
give it as outright gifts... It would be only just that, after a 
period of years >jhen the country concerned is greatly enriched by

54 Nigel Nicolson, People and Parliament (Wiedenfeld and Nicolson, 1958), 
p. 117. Other discussions of the anti-Suez critics and the setbacks whidh 
most of them experienced in their political careers include Spstein, op. cit.. 
T>p. 97-122, and Leon D. Epstein, "British HPs and Their Local Parties: the 
Suez Cases," American Political Science Review Vol. LIV No. 2 (June 1960), 
pp. 374-90.

55 HCD vol. 610 cols. 232-7 (27 July 1959).

56 Lord Salisbury, Commonwealth and Empire (CPC for CCC, Commonwealth 
Series No. 1, 1953), p. 13.
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57 that expenditure, it should recompense us,"

And third, Brigadier Ralph Rayner M? addressing the Empire Day supper 

of a local Conservative Association in 1954:

"As a nation we have always been guided by conscience, but in 
recent years, as far as our Empire is concerned, our conscience 
has become overdeveloped* Sljppy speeches in the House of 
Commons have so misled public opinion that the Government has 
often been afraid to act with vigour, or even to support its 
representatives on the spot. Now that sort of foolishness will 
lose us much more of the Empire if we are not careful... It 
makes an administration weak where it should be firm, and kind 
where it should be harsh in the final interest of all."58

These statements may be permitted to speak for themselves. Suffice it 

that a "too fast school", in Lennox-Boyd's phrase, existed, and -that it 

included many of the people with a particular interest in this field of 

policy. In so far as any section of the party had to be reconciled to 
the pace and methods of the Government's devolutionary policy it was this 

one. How then was conciliation achieved?

fttrt of the answer lies in the fact that Government and Opposition 

were so markedly at odds on aspects of colonial policy* One consequence 
of the breakdown of the bi-partisan approach, especially in the early 

fifties, was that potential differences between the Conservative leadership 

and traditionalist back-benchers remained undeveloped since all sections of 
the party accepted the need to unite against a hostile Opposition, Through­ 

out the political conflicts of 1952 and 1953 the Conservative Piarty, unlike 

Labour, maintained in public a virtual unanimity of opinion on the issues 

at stake and tota 1 unanimity in the division lobbies. Back-benchers also 

combined in using procedural technique to shield the Colonial Secretary 

from the Opposition!
"Question Time ic «ts only an hour, so if it seems that the hecklers 
are planning to bombard the Colonial Secretary with awkward 
Questions that clay, the best method of protecting him is to try and 
crowd them out. A sudden passion for information about television 
services and the scteool building programme seizes Tory members... Up 
spring the back-benchers with their supplementaries. And Mr. 
Lyttelton's turn never comes."59

57 HCD vol. 536 col. 1605 (7 Feb. 1955).
58 Manchester Guardian. 25 Msy 1954. Tense changed*

59 Kenya Weekly News. 30 Jan. 1953.
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Understandably, Conservative counter-attacks vere aimed 
particularly at Labour's left-wing activists - "the Brockwayites". 
The Conservative Coranonwealth Council*s pamphlet Colonial Rule* Enemies 
and Obligations, published in 1955, suraaarised vievs often voiced in the 
House. Left-wing ideas were deplored for their intrinsic failings, for 
example the notion of a time-table for self-government - "in the very
idea of a time-table there is a negative attitude towards colonial rule

60 - as if it were a stopgap, to be got rid of at the earliest opportunity";
but they ware deplored even r.ore for their presumed repercussions overseas. 
The African resistance to federation was eommonlv attributed by Conservatives 
to the inflammatory effect of Labour speeches. More generally, the 
Council's pamphlet observed:

"Each wild speech or destructive piece of writing receives 
exceptional attention in the dependencies themselves, and provides 
ready material for our tssail nuts abroad, as we appear to stand 
condemned out of 'progreasive* British mouths* Our representatives 
at the United Nations often have to listen, on colonial matters, 
to quotations by Iron Curtain colleagues from a so-called 'disting­ 
uished British politician.'"60
But the existence of this ideological gulf between the "distinguished 

politician" and his colleagues, on one hand, and the Conservative T^arty, 
on the other, was not the central reason for the party's high degree of 
internal unity. Central reasons must be sought in the substance of 
policy. And here it is useful to recall the distinction suggested in 
Chapter V between the areas of colonial policy as perceived by Conservatives. 
Briefly: devolution was fully and unequivocally acceptable only with 
reg rd to those territories plainly destined for self-rule under indigenous 
governments. With regard to two other major types of territory - the "kith 
and kin" colonies and the "fortress" colonies - it was normally thought of 
as unacceptable to most Conservatives, or acceptable only on condition 
th-at •&• Government did not depart dramatically from traditional goals 

&n<< attitudes.
Lyttelton, in first addressing the back-bench Commonwealth Affairs 

Coraoittee in 1951, is reported to have announced forcibly thct "dominion

60 Colonial ftulei Enemies and Obligations, p. 22.
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over palm and pine is gone," with a thump on the table to underline the 

last word* None of his listeners demurred; probe blyf though, most of 

them took it for granted that the trees he had in mind grew chiefly in 

the first of the three types of colony*

(a) The "Indigenous" Colonies

In the fifties the Gold Coast provided the leading example of this 

type: "leading" in the quite literal sense of approaching more rapidly 

than any others towards independence, and "leading" too in the degree to 

vhich its progress was scrutinised and discussed in Britain* Within the 

Conservative Party it was accepted that the British Government was no 

longer in a position to "impose" any particular pace of advancement on the 

Gold Coast. Even moat of t^ose who regarded the current pace as 

excessively fast did recognise that the Government had little choice, and 

must needs make a virtue of necessity* Those few who argued in the 

Commonwealth Affairs Committee that the Government should attempt to force 

a slowdown, in the interest of "orderly" progress, had no answer to the 

counter-argument that such a policy would be much more likely to jeopardise 

stability than to preserve it* For in the Crold Coast of the fifties such 

a policy could be implemented only by force, and though the Government 

could use force to maintain basic law and order it could not do so actually 

to run an "advanced" colony. Lyttelton's own view, fully formed by the 

fifties, bears repeating: "We do not have the force to govern

without... consent... With modern communion tions, the consent has to be
62 

engaged by open and candid discussion of rx>licy." In practice then the

party specialists in the Commonwealth Affairs Committee seldom went so far 

as to urge a steadying of the pace in the Sold Coast; rather they confined 

themselves to expressing the hope that the Gold Coast politicians would 

develop a wholly responsible, even "Vestrainster", approach to politics while 

there was yet time. Thus the rise of Kofi Busia's National Liberation

61 Interview with Sayer». Interviews vith Lord Chandos, Lord Boyd and 
Sayers provided a basic source for the argument of the next three paragraphs.

62 Chandos, Memoirs. p. 352,



357

Movement in the mid fifties drev from some Conservatives the thoroughly 
British response encapsulated in this comment in Commonwealth and Colonial 
Affairs?

"It is not by breakaways und tertitorial fragmentation that 
opponents of a government in pover should seek to get their way, 
but by fighting the government as a nation-vide p rty and finally 
throwing it out. In short, what is wanted in the Gold Coast, and 
other colonies, is a proper understanding of the party system."63
There vere, as it happened, some attempts by Nkrumahist politic! ns 

in the colony, and Labour politicians at home, to link the rise of the NLM 
with the divide-and-rule tactics of British business interests and 
Conservative politicians* Brockway, for one, implied in an article that 
"British capitalist circles associated with the mining, ,s*old and other 
enterprises" were supporting the NLM, with the aim of delaying self-rule 
and thereby protecting their investments against Nkrumah's depredations. 
Immediate representations by the interests concerned, however, educed from 
Brockway an "unqualified withdrawal" of his statement, and for its part 
the Conservative Party had no difficulty in demonstrating its formal 
neutrality in the Affairs the Commonwealth Affairs Committee had indeed 
heard Busia present his separatist c se, but it had conscientiously 
"balanced" him against the Gold Coast's Commissioner in London. Undoubtedly 
there were anxieties about the future of British business interests in the 
territory, yet there is no reason to assume that at this stage any 
Conservative politicians would have therefore sought to halt the devolution 
process; nor any reason to question the sincerity of the Committee's 
official view that the differences in the Gold Coast "should be thrashed 
out in the Gold Coast by those whom they concern."

For even the traditional Conservatives generally believed by now 
that whatever s akes the British possessed in the Gold Coast - be they 
economic, strategic or emotional - were simply not great enough to justify 
the effort and cost of seeking to retain political control. And once this

63 CCA. Dec. 1954, p. 7.

64 New Statesman. 12 Nov. 1955.

65 CCA. Dec. 1955, p. 11.
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was accepted it followed that the same point of viev, mutatis mutandis. 

must eventually anply to all other territories vhich fell in the same 

broad category. In no such territory did Britain possess interests 

great enough to outweigh its interest in vithdrawal. Hence the task 

of guiding indigenous colonies to self-rule at some (still unspecified) 

future date was not just a matter of "our mission", or of nurturing the 

imperial "family" t although such sentiments were still frequently heard. 

It was also a policy in Britain's evident national interest.

It is questionable, however, whether traditional Conservatives 

would have been so complaisant had they been able to foresee the chain- 

reaction effect of Ghanaian independence on nationalist movements in 

East and Central Africa. For in these territories they judged the stakes 

to be s^reat indeed.

(b) The "Kith and Kin" Colonies

What was at stake in the major territories of Tilast and Central 

Africa was, essentially, the position of the resident Europeans. Though 

the long term objective could be - and was - variously described as the 

maintenance of "British influence" or "sound and responsible leadership" 

in Africa, the basic need, and the very condition of such influence and 

leadership, was to preserve the accumulated powers and privileges of 

settler communities.

The so-called "settler lobby" in the Conservative Party was not 

to become visibly and urgently active until the early sixties, the period

in vhich the interests it had at heart first came under serious threat
68 

from British ministora as well as from African nationalists. In the fifties

its members were no less firm in their views but were generally more subdued 

in their activities. They could be heard in parliamentary debates, for

66 Both these traditional notions - "mission" and "family" - were invoked 
by Lord Salisburv in his Primrose league addresst op.cit.. pp. 15 f 9. 
And Lennox-Boyd assured the 1955 party conference that "the British Colonial 
Empire is not breaking up, it is growing up." 1955 Conference Report, p. 32.

67 \ccording to Horowitz, "some of the right-wing Tories later regarded 
their indifference to the independence of Ghana as a tactical mistake on 
their part." Attitudes of British Conservatives towards Decolonization, p. 37,

68 See below, Ch. XI.
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example the series which nreceded federation, offering their defences 

of the settler r>osition; "P.M. Bennett sr>oke typically vhen he argued, 

in March 1952, that press and Parliament seemed obsessed with the 

Africans and thn.t it was time someone showed concern for protecting the 

Europeans. Or they could be noted, in the some period, lending their 

support to the London Committee of the United Central Africa Association, 

a group founded witti Sir Godfrey Husrgins's blessing in order to promote 

the cause of federation; this committee's publicists, as one historian 

has pointed out, quite consciously "limited their appeal to persons of

moderate or right-wing symp thies, making no attempt to adjust their
70 phraseology for left-wing consumption*" Throughout the post-war period

many could also be found involved in the work of the Joint Hast and Central 

Africa Board: for example Alport, Baldwin, Bennett, *2raine, Dodds-Parker, 

Hopkinson, Ponaonby, Russell, Vaughaa-Morgan and Vail, all firm defender* 

of settler interests, a 11 served at various stages as executive members of 

the Board (and in some cases as its chairman)* And this is worth noting 

if only because the Board provided a classic instance of a professedly non- 

political organisation which was nevertheless deeply committed to a 

particular political attitude* It was an attitude plainly restated each 

year in the Board's official reports

"The object of the Board's policy is to maintain and strengthen 
British influence in Africa, This must involve*..the maintenance 
and safeguarding of the interests of trading and settler comnunities 
which bear such grave responsibilities for the peaceful progress 
of Africa in the years to come*..[The BofirdJ is able, through its 
contacts with Parliament, the radio and the Press to play an 
increasing part in counteracting those corrosive and ill-informed 
views which have caused so much damage to British interests in 
Africa during the last decade*.  The dangerous forces to wa ich the

69 HCD vol. 497 col. 262 (4 March 1952). See also remarks by Sir Richard 
Grimston and F/rf. Harris in the same debate, and by Archer Baldwin in the 
debate of 29 April 1952, HCD vol. 499.

70 L.H. Gann, A History of Northern fthodesiat Early Days to 1953 (Chatto 
and Windus, 1964), p. 418. For an example of the Committee's approach see 
the passage quoted by the Labour MP Sir Leslie Plummer, HCD vol. 504 col. 
835 (27 July 1952). The Committee's Vice-Presidents included two senior 
Conservative party figures in L.S. Amery and Lord Altrincham (a former 
minister and, before that, Governor of Kenya).

71 See Appendix I. But concerning one maverick in this group see note 73 
below.
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British position in Africa is exposed must be defeated, so that 
the peaceful progress and welfare of all races in the African 
territories can continue uninterrupted and Britain's great mission 
therein be fulfilled."72

It would be difficult to find a clearer statement of the traditional 
Conservative attitu'e.

The reason >fay the settler lobby remained subdued in the fifties was 
simply that it had no quarrel with current policy. Concerning Kenya, a 
number of interested Conservatives had in 1952 put on record their 
conviction that the Government must "maintain the guarantees with regard
to European settlement in the Highlands >jhich have been given by successive

73 Governments in the past." And all through the fifties, the era first of
Mau Mau and later of astute political manoeuvring by Africans for gre« ter 
representation in the Legislative Council, the Government did indeed maintain 
these guarantees. Concerning Central Africa, the Government was thoroughly 
committed - indeed, as Sir Hoy Welensky was often to point out, it was 
pledged - to support the federal "experiment in partnership." But in this

72 JECA3, e.g. Annual Report for 1956, pp. 6-7. It is fair to note that 
the -polemical last sentence was deleted from the 1957 report (rxiblished early 
in 1958) and did not reanpearj also that the Board maintained its non-party 
status by keeping places for two Labour MPs on its executive. But as in 
the forties (see above, Ch. V, note 73) the Labour MPs concerned were hardly 
representative of the majority of their parly. Charles Hobgon and William 
Coldrick, who served on the Board from the early fifties until both lost their 
parliamentary seats in 1959, were both staunch federationists.
73 Amendment to F!DM No. 97 of 1951-2 session, 7 -July 1952. The amendment 
was sponsored by Alport, Bodds-Farker and Baldwin* others of the 19 signatories 
included P.M. Bennett, F.V. Harris, Sir Cdward Keeling, Angus Maude, Brigadier 
Payner and John VaugJhan-Morgen. It n^ay be noted that Alport, for one, 
veered away from this traditional view as his career advanced. In a speech 
at the end of 1954 he disowned the view expressed in his own EDM ly announcing 
th-vb "the idea of a ^Juropean reserve such as is represented by the White 
Highlands is a political and economic anachronism today. Tomorrow, it may 
very veil be a positive liability to the European community." HCD vol. 535 
col. 2788 (22 Dec. 1954). In 1961, after four years as a minister in the 
Commonwealth Delations Office, he went to Rhode»ia as British High Commissioner 
and played an active part in arranging the Federation's demise. Although he 
had always been, in his o\*i words, "a strong supporter of federation," he 
was "not convinced of the soundness of the policies which the Federal Govern­ 
ment had followed," and accordingly hoped for a "middle" solution rather than 
a "black" or "white" one. Lord Alport, The Sudden Assignment (Hodder and 
Stoughton, 1965), pp. 24-5.
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instance it was "partnership" as the European community understood the 

term. In 1957 the Commonwealth Secretary, Lord Home, told the Joint 

East and Central Africa Board's Council that "every effort should be 

made to steer {the African^ away from {nationalism's] extreme forms 

towards partnership. Complete success would only follow when Europeans 

and Africans felt themselves equally Rhodesians." That this apparently 

"neutral" viev in fact corresponded with the pro-settler attitude can be 

demonstrated simply by substituting "the European" for "the African" and, 

say, "/.ambians" for "Rhodesians" - thereby producing a stateuaent completely 

different in political implication but characteristic enough of the kind 

of views then being expressed, in opposition to settler arguments, by 

African nationalist leaders such as Nkumbula and Kaunda. The point is 

that Lord Home's was typical of the statements issuing from ministerial 

level in the fifties, and reflected a view to which no traditional 

Conservative could possibly take exception.

But at this point an important question arises* Granted that the 

settler lobby rested content because government policy did not appear to 

deviate from traditional principles, it needs to be asked: to what extent 

did policy take the form it did because of the existence of the settler 

lobby?

A good deal has been written about the ways in which the British 

Government's freedom of manoeuvre in East and Central Africa was circumscribed 

by the inherent contradictions of British policy, by the pledges to the 

European communities on one hanr5 and, on the other, by the Colonial Office 

principle of majority rule prior to self-government. TJy contrast there has 

been very little speculation about the extent to which pressures from the 

Conservative back benches might further have limited the Government's freedom. 

In fact, both Lyttelton and Lennox-Boyd have said that governmental planning 

for East and Central Africa was always inhibited by the prospect that any 

change which might appear to weaken the settlers' position would precipitate 

fierce reactions from the back benches. Cv«i in negotiating his relatively 

undramatic modifications in the Kenyan Constitution in 1954, Lyttelton had to

74 JECAB, Annual Report for 1957, p. 12.

75 For a recent discussion see W.P, Kirkman, Unscrambling an Empire: A 
Critique of British Colonial Policy 1956-1966 (Chatto and Hindus, 1966), esp.
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contend with strong pressures from Conservatives with settler connections, 

and, indeed, negotiate with them as veil as with the Kenyan politicians. 
To maintain intra-pfirty harmony, he had to accept their right to make demands 
of the type "If you must have smother African in the Executive Council, don't 
make him Minister for x." And Lennox-Boyd, vho had to contend vith similar 

pressures in the later fifties, frankly (and charmingly) confessed vhen 
interviewed that he was still unable to understand why back-bench MPs who 
had been so uncompromising in his day jfjave in "so roeekly" to Macleod in 
1960-1.76

In short, neither Lybtelton nor Lennox-Boyrl really confronted the 
crucial problem in the plural societies of Tsast and Central \frica. It 
was left to their successors to choose between the conflicting priorities 
of settler control and majority rule, and to make a virtue of necessity in 
these territories as had already been done in the Gold Coast and elsewhere. 
But so lonj? as the problem was not confronted, the effect was to preserve 
a situation in which the European communities eppe red to hi-ve the uuper 
httnd in local politics. And the very fact that the Colonial Secretaries of 
the fifties chose not to attempt any basic change in the imbalance of nower 
may be attributed in some mrnOA <l«gr«e to the inhibiting presence of the 
party's settler lobby.

(c) Viie "Fortress" Colonies
We turn finally to the third type of territory, of which the main 

examples, reading across the map, were Gibraltar, Malta, Cyprus, Aden and 
Singapore. The stake in these territories, as the common designation 
"fortress" suggests, was basically a strategic one. AM the essence of the 
traditional Conservative view was that such territories could not hope for 
independence, less because of their smallness - though that was relevant - 

than because of their strategic importance. It was for strategic reasons, 
Henry Houkinson told the House in July 1954, that Cyprus could never expect 
self-gorernment. For traditional Conservatives these strategic reasons 

vere relevant not just to Britain but to the whole Commonwealth. Their view

76 Interviews with Lord Chandos and Lord Boyd.
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vas veil expressed in the Conservative Commonwealth Council's main 

publication on the subject, The Smaller Territories* bitten by Sir 

Hilary TJlood, a former colonial governor, this pamphlet appeared early 

in H58 when the Cyprus crisis was at its hei$it, "In the case of the 

smaller territories," it was observed, "there can f a priori. be no question 

of journey towards sovereign government," The principal reason, with 

reg rd to the fortress colonies at least, was that

"if the Commonwealth is to exist, it must exist bv trade    [the 
fortress-colonies! »re nlaces which are serving the nurposes of 
the Commonwealth as a whole*   It seems obvious that some closer 
relationship between the fortress-colonies and the Commonwealth is 
urgently called for. The idea of the functional rather thnn of 
the constitutional development tf such places is one whici. might be 
pursued, on the analogy of the functional operations of local- 
government bodies in this country,"77

In other words, because "he presence of British forces in these territories 

was vital for the defence of the Commonwealth'a "purposes" t especially its 

trade arrangunents, Britain could not afford the risk of granting independence 

lest the position of the military bases be jeopardised. It was a viev 

which still fell into place ia the wider dream of imperial integration. 

More widely still, the fortress colonies could be seen as vital to the defence 

of the whole "free world", Serving the Commonwealth's purposes blended 

with the internationalist aim of containing Communism - a point we will take 

up later*

In its details this view was similar to the traditional viev on Suez, 

with the relevant difference that the fortress colonies, unlike Suez, were 

legally British territories. Possession in this case was ten-tenths of the 

lav. It followed that there need be no fears of 'iny forced withdraval as 

there had been from Suez in 1954* Hopkinson's celebrated closing of the 

door to Cypriot independence, it has often been suggested, wag meant primarily 

to reassure traditional Conservatives on this very point. For he msnUe his 

statement shortly sfter the signing of the evacuation treaty with Egypt and 

on the day before this treaty was to be debated in the House; and as the 

Observer's political correspondent pointed out some years later,

77 Sir Hilary Blood, The Smaller Territories? T>oblems and Future (CTC 
for CCC, Commonwealth Series No. 4, Febmmy 1958), pp. 15-6.
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"the suspicion will always remain that it was intended to ariose 
the ^uez rebels - that the *never* was not the result of a calm 
appraisal of the situation in Cyprus, but was deliberately out in 
for party reasons."78
Tn view of this it is interesting to note the development of the 

Governnient's Cyprus policy, and the traditional-Conservative reaction to 
it, in the later fifties.

As the decade passed the British position in Cyprus became increasingly 

difficult. The civil and military presence of a colonial power was 
resented as an obstacle to their political #oals by both the majority Greek 
and minority Turkish communities. These goals, resrjectively union with 
Greece and partition of the island, were in themselves irreconcilable, and 
the pursuit of them served only to intensify the already powerful hostility 

between Greeks and Turks. As from 1955 the island's various tensions 
increasingly found expression in terrorism, both between the communities 
and against the British, with the Greek Cypriot organisation EOKA playing 

the major part. "In relation to the furious factions of Greek and Turk,"
as one account had it, Britain "drifted into a state of well-meaning but

79 ignominious helplessness." By raid-1957 the Macmillan Government had taken
the inmortant decision to scale down, though not to abandon, the military 
bases; the main base for the area, having earlier been moved from buez to 
Cyprus, would now be relocated in the much more stable territory of post-IIau 
Mau Kenya. This was intended not only as a strategic decision but also as 
a necessary step on the path to a Cyprus settlement. In June 1958, after 
much diplomatic effort, the Government announced its proposals. Drafted 
chiefly by the Governor of Cyprus, Sir Hugh Foot, the British plan provided 
for a seven-year tridominium under Which Britain, Greece and Turkey vould 
share responsibility for major governmental functions while the two Cypriot 

communities carried out lesser functions throu^i communal councils. The 

principal object was simply to win a respite in which a more enduring 

solution might be devised. But the proposal was shortlived since the ''reek 

Government refused to accept it» Instead the Greek and Turkish Governments, 

acting over the heads of their Cypriot clients, negotiated a draft agreement

78 Observer. 29 June 1958.

79 World Gventst The Annual Register of the Year 1959 (Penguin, 1960) p. 7.
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in February 1959. The British aovernment willingly - and the Cypriot 

political leaders less willingly - endorsed the agreement, and after 

further negotiations independence under a bi-nntional government was

achieved in August 1960. Britain retained sovereignty over two relatively
., ., , 80 minor military bases.

The significance of all this for Conservative domestic politics was 

that the Government's successive decisions could be represented as a 

deTmrture from the traditional position in a colony where Britain's stake 

vas thought to be extremely high. Never before had the lovernraent actually 

contemplated weakening its position in a fortress colony. In effect, one 

of the two innermost keeps of traditional policy was suffering its first 

breach. The chief condition of intra-party harmony, that the leadership 

cleave to certain attitudes with regard to certain types of territory, was 

in this instance no longer being met. What was the extent and the import 

of the resultant disharmony?

In simple numerical terms the extent is difficult to gauge. Though 

the outspoken critics of the leadership's Cyprus T>olicy were clearly on view 

there was never any clear indication - such as a relevant House of Commons 

motion   of their depth of support in the party. But it may be noted that 

the outspoken critics were much the same set o' men who had led the attacks 

on the Government's Suez withdrawalsj and it may be presumed, therefore, 

that the (rovernment now had to deal with the hard core, at least, of the old 

Suez group.

Press and Opposition had bean speculating about Conservative disunity 

over Cyprus for some time before Lord Salisbury's resignation, but it was* 

this event which brought the tough-line point of view clearly into the open. 

Salisbury resigned in March 1957 because Cabinet had decided to release the 

Oreek Cypriot loader Archbishop Makarios from detention, even though the 

Archbishop had made only the most conditional denunciation of UOKA terrorism. 

In his published letter of resignation Salisbury issued a denunciation of his 

former colleagues rather stronger than Makarios's of his. By releasing the 

Archbishop, Salisbury argued, the Cabinet had undermined Britain's Middle

80 The details of the settlement are set out in Ctnd. 1093, Cyprus (IIMSO, 
July 1960).
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East position and ?one a lon^ way towards surrendering the initiative
04

in the Cjrorus dispute. Two months later the Government's capitulation 

to Xaaser over the use of the Suez canal Spelled the "Suez rebels" to 

resign the wrty whip. In doing so they freed themselves from any 

remaining restraints on their role as miblic critics of the Government's 

overseas policies, and because the Cyprus crisis involved issues similar 

to the issues of Suez it was this matter on which they spoke and wrote most 

frequently in 1957-8.

At times they were concerned simply to stiffen the Government's 

spine. In February 1958, for example, alarmed at current reports that 

Macmillan was considering a plan to allow independence after ten years* 

internal self-government, the "rebels" issued a press statement urging the 

Government to affirm its "determination to retain British sovereignty over 

Cyprus and to restore law and order," and to "rule out as completely

unaccepti b e in present circumstances...the fixing of a date for the grant
82 

of self-determination." At other times their aim was to point out the

customary sinister influence behind British policy: the Government was

bein?» pushed to abandon the island, Patrick Maitland told a United Nations
o-j

Association meeting, by "American pressure." Normally, though, their 

concern was to elucidate the reasons for staying. One reason, as .aitland 

expressed it in a different medium, was to reinsure Greeks and Turks 

against each other, "which in fact means against some British abdication 

of sovereignty"; unable to resist relating the situation to his Expanding 

Commonwealth idea, he vent on to argue that if Britain were to stay, "the

Cyprus problem could be made the point for on expansion of Commonwealth
84 

influence rather than a contraction of British power." But the broadest

81 "I gravely fear," Salisbury wrote to Macmillan, "we shall have a sword 
of Damocles hanging over our heads...The initiative will t I believe, pass 
more nnd more to him: and he will be able to edge us along from point to 
point." The Times. 30 varch 1957.

82 Daily Tele<?rapfa. 6 Feb. 1958.

83 Scotsman. 13 July 1957.

84 Letter to the Sunday Times. 9 Feb. 1958.
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argument was couched usually in Colrl-^ar terms. Salisbury himself 
presented it thus: if Britain dealt with Makarios, Turkey would become 
bitter >md tend towards neutralism. But this would be disastrous since 
Turkey was the main link between NATO and the Baghdad Pact: "Tt would 
reraove the main barrier to Soviet infiltration throughout the Middle

QC

Sast." Patrick 'all, an ardent member of the Suez group and supporter 
of the Suez rebels, more than once argued similarly with the addition of 
a remarkable interpretation of the Turkish viewpoint on Cyprus. Turkey, 
he wrote in mid-1958, did not wish Cyprus to unite with '/reece for fear
that "an island only forty miles from her coast could become dominated

86 by Communism." Interestingly, the group was quite well-disposed towards
the Government's tridominium plan of June 1958 - so much so that John 
Biggs-Davison, for one, later argued that if the other parties to the
plan proved recalcitrant Britain's most honourable course would be to

8T "enforce" it "without delay". But the group's tiproval depended entirely
on assurances from the Government that Britain would retain control of its 
bases even after the seven-year tridominium period, and would also continue 
to "share" sovereignty over the island for some time. If sharisujf 
sovereignty for a finite period was clearly different from the group's 
proposal that Britain should remain indefinitely as colonial authority,
at least it was ^referable to an early and complete abandonment of

. . 88 sovereijprnty.
This, roughly, was the extent of the disharmony. But its import 

is quite another question. In fact the Cyprus rebels' influence was 
negligible. Certainly there might have been indirect and unintended 
influence elsewhere; the Observer commented in May 1958 on the danger 
that "the Tory Cyprus rebels will needlessly provoke and further embitter 
Archbishop Makarios whose increasing moderation in recent months has

85 Letter to The Times. 7 Jan. 1958.
86 Letters to The Times. 3 Dec. 1957 and 28 June 1958.
87 Letter to the Daily Telegraph. 26 Sept. 1958.
88 See Wall's letter of 28 June 1958 and also press reports of the meeting 
of the 1922. committee at which ministers first revealed details of the Dlan 
to back-benchers. By comparison with "Hinchingbrooke's group," the rest of 
the party was variously quoted as allowing toe plan "an encouraging preliminary
canter" (Daily Telegraph. 20 June 1958) and giving it "an enthusiastic
reception" (Manchester Guardian. 20 June 1958).
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89 
become one of the more hopeful factors in the situation." Hut within

the party and in relation to leadership policy, they .made less irnimct 

than even Government leaders had expected. In August 1957 the rebels 

could threaten, in a letter to Lennox-Boyd, that if the Government really

intended to scale dovn the base* a "big number" of MPs would refuse to
91 support it in future. 3y February 19 r.8 they were reduced to the unimpressive

bargaining position of offering to rejoin the party, as a "dramatic gesture

of solidarity," on condition that the Government undertake to stand firm
92 

on Cyprus. By June 1958 all the rebels atill in Parliament had resumed

the whip anyvay, motivated not by any leadership concessions on policy but 

by considerations of political survival. It was the group, in fact, which 

made the concession in its acceptance of the tridominium plan. And when 

the Government eventually abandoned all previous standpoints and accepted 

the 'Jrae co-Turkish plan of February 1959, with its clear implication of 

full independence for Cyprus within a year or so, the old Suez group appeared

to lif>ve no defiance left. Its members did not even abstain from the relevant
93parliamentary vote.

This further collapse of the residual-imperialist oosition provided a 
good indication of the distance theparty had travelled in the space of a fev 
years. In 1951 Churchill had taken office with no intention of presiding 
over the dissolution of the British Empire. Perhaps dominion over palm and 
pine was <?one, but this did not imply any signal for rapid British retreat; 
in all except a very fev favoured territories self-government was still 
thought to lie decades in the future. 3y 1959 several of the major 
indigenous territories had been brought much closer to full independence

89 Observer. 25 May 1958.
90 Interview with Lord Boyd.

91 t'aily Herald. 3 Aug. 1957.
92 Suez rebel Lawrence Turner reported in The Times. 15 Feb. 1958.
93 "CD vol. 602 cols. 757-60 (19 '-larch 1959). Mildly critical remarks 
were offered by Viscount Larabton (cols. 681-5) and v<aitland (cols. 714-22)j 
both of these, h owever, went into the division lobby (along with Bi..<rgs- 
Davison, Fell and tfall) to approve the Government's motion.
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than the politicians of 1951 could possibly have anticipated. Further, 
the vyprus affair had shown that the Government could, after all, depart 
with impunity from the vayB of party tradition in at least one of the tvo 
kinds of colonial situation involving high British stakes. For when it 
came to the point the bulk of the party proved willing to support its 
leaders in this departure, as it had earlier supported - for example - the 
departure from imperial preference* The conditions of intra-party harmony 
on colonial policy were thug shown to have become considerably less stringent 
by the end of the decade than might have been expected at its beginning.

In effect these developments meant that the party's traditional sense 

of involvement with the colonial Empire had become steadily narrower until 
it was by now focused overwhelmingly on the fortunes of European settlerdom. 
This, by far tlie most important redoubt of traditional policy from the 
Conservative point of view, was also the only one which remained unassaulted 
by the party's o\*i leaders. Few of the politicians of 1959. in their turn, 
could have anticipated that the assault on this last redoubt would come as 

soon as it did.
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CHAPTER IX

LABOUR, 1954-9J ORGANISATION AND POLICY K> 3MATION

"Political parties resolve colonial problems in different terms... The 
Labour approach is not a matter of prejudice and inverted racial feeling 
but of its own philosophy."

Arthur Creech Jones in a letter to The Times. 17 April 1957.

After the conflicts of the early fifties came a time of regrouping 

and re-thinking among Labour's colonial activists. The appointment of a 

nev Commonwealth Officer in 1954 initiated a period of growth and change 

in the party*s central organs. In the same year the establishment of the 

Movement for Colonial Freedom had a distinct energising effect in the party 

»t large, while in some respects deepening the fissures between the party1 s 

factions. And by the end of the year, conscious of the need for a re­ 

definition of attitudes, the party leadership had embarked upon an 

exhaustive revision of Labour colonial policy that was to spread over three 

full years. In this chapter we will review these developments.

1. Central Organisation

In Transport House the key figure as from 1954 was John Hitch. 

Farmer had resigned from the post of Commonwealth Officer in mid-year. 

Marjorie Nicholson was considered for the succession but decided that she 

did not wish to be tied formally to Transport House. Vith the influential 

support of Rita Hind en, Hatch applied and was appointed. A former 

university lecturer, he had lived for two ye rs in South Africa and had 

served for the last few months as assistant director of the Africa Bureau; 

his assets included a sharp mind and undoubted organisational flair.

During the next few years the activities and influence of the 

Commonwealth section steadily expanded. In various ways Hatch was able 

to tighten the links with the TUC's Commonwealth sub-committee and the 

Fabian Colonial Bureau, and to develop personal acquaintanceships at the

1 Interview with John Hatch.
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Colonial Office* He organised regular fringe meetings at party 

conferences* As a research worker he was deeply involved in the party's 

effort to refrarae its general policies for colonies* Visits by colonial 

political leaders to the party head office became more frequent, and 

Hatch in return made several overseas journeys* Some of these matters 

will be taken up later; here we need only note two organisational COUPS 

whose success owed a good deal to Hatch*

The first was the Commonwealth Socialist Conference of May-June 1957, 

held at Beatrice Webb House in Dorking. This conference differed 

significantly from earlier gatherings of Commonwealth Labour parties in 

that invitations were extended to parties in the newest dominions and in 

territories still dependent* In the event there were some forty delegates 

from twenty organisations in seventeen countries* The British Labour 

leadership was powerfully represented, with Gaitskell, Griffiths, Bevan, 

Callaghan and Gordon Walker all taking part; among the colonial delegates 

vere several of the increasingly prominent nationalist leaders such as 

Kaunda and Nkumbula of Northern Rhodesia and Kambona of Tanganyika* The
w -n V

conference mppeitrag^e^MBrevbe+m a success, free of tensions and marked by 
good argumentative exchanges* At its conclusion delegates were able to 
unite behind a number of more or less radical resolutions, declaring for 
example that "grave risks would be involved if the Government delayed the
liberation of subject peoples" and condemning anew, after some years of

2 relative Labour quiet on the issue, the creation of the Federation* Its
more enduring legacies included the grounding of certain delegates in the 
principles of party organisation on the labour model, the establishment 
of a "Commonwealth Association" of Labour and allied organisations, and, 
rather later, the publication of Commonwealth. a quarterly journal 
circulating chiefly within the Association*

The second organisational success was the creation of a separate 
Commonwealth Department at Transport House alongside the existing Home and 
International Departments. Hatch had consistently sought this goal in

2 Manchester Guardian. 7 June 1957; NEC report in 1957 Conference Report. 
p. 28.
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spite of resistance from the International Department and from Gaitskell 
himself, "who was for some time unconvinced that there was any administrative 
need for it* Under the combined Treasure of Hatch, the Fabians and a 
succession of front-bench colonial affairs spokesmen, however, the party 
leadership at length succumbed. 7*robably decisive was the argument that 
the party seemed to be within a year or two of gaining office and that 
more preparatory work on Commonwealth and colonial affairs was necessary 
if only because, as Venture put it, "the British government has much more 

freedom for executive action in Commonwealth affairs than in international 
affairs." The new department began life in April 1958j in practice the 
change TO ant that Hatch's staff was expanded from two to four and that he
no longer had to work through the International Department in negotiating

4 administrative and financial matters with the leadership.
Actually there was never any real doubt about the leadership's 

concern* Attlee, for his part, had shown a career-long interest in the 
Asian Empire-Commonwealth and had played a leading part in the area's 
political transformation) quite late in his tenure of the party leadership 
he had demonstrated this interest yet again by inaugurating and becoming 
president of the British Asian Socialist Fellowship, an organisation linking 
the party with a number of Asian parties and groups. The change of leader 
in November 1955 seemed at first unpropitious from the point of view of 
the colonial activists* since by contrast with his predecessor Gaitskell 
had no tttrsonal experience of, nor special interest in, Commonwealth and 
colonial matters. But his appointments to the ->ost of shadow Colonial 
•Secretary ensured that he could not be accused of downgrading its importance. 
Within three months of gaining the leadership, and immediately following

3 Venture. June 1958, p. 9.
4 Hatch left the dep&rtraent in 1961. In 1963 it was re-absorbed into 
the International Department* In Hatch's opinion this reversion made 
administrative sense, for the termination of colonial rule had out an end 
to its main work and its main usefulness. (interview,).

5 BASF was inaugurated in July 1953. In March 1956 it broadened its 
membership and was re-named British-Asian and Overseas Socialist Fellowship; 
eventually the name was pruned down to British Overseas Socialist Fellowship, 
Attlee's TJresidency was honorific. Accounts of the fellowship's activities 
will be found in the annual NEC reports published in the party's Conference 
Reports.
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Griffiths'a elevation to the r>osition of deputy leader, Gaitskell 
appointed his rival Aneurin Bevan to the post. This was a politically 
astute move in that it served to muzzle Bevan on domestic affairs, but 
it was more than this: it was also a clear guarantee that colonial 
affairs would be treated as a high-priority subject at the party's top 
level* A year later the guarantee was renewed when Bevan was succeeded 
by James Callaghan, one of the ablest of the party's rising younger men* 
Meanwhile Gaitskell himself, thanks in large measure to the influence of 
his brother Arthur, was becoming perceptibly more involved in "frican 
affairs) this development reached its culmination in the stormy session 
of 1959, when for the first time Gaitskell assumed full leadership of 
Labour's parliamentary attack on the Contral African issue*

We may note too the growing emphasis on colonial affairs at the 
party's annual conferences. TSy contrast with the practices of former 
years, those responsible for organisation were consistently generous in 
the allocation of time to the subject. It is interesting to observe the 
remarkable change of editorial tone in Venture. hitherto the party's 
sternest critic in this matter:

"Over the past ten years or so we have used many words and much space 
in criticising those who organise the party's annual conference for 
their neglect of the colonial peoples. •• This year we intend to make 
no such criticism. During the past four conferences more time has 
been devoted to colonial policy than in any series of porty conferences 
in living history - probably since the Labour Party was born."^

Admittedly this new trend owed much more to initiatives from the centre than 
to demands from the mass movement* Save in 1956, when 48 local parties and

6. See the article by Peter Lyne in Christian Science Monitor. 15 Feb. 1956.
7 3ee especially HCD vol. 609 cols. 1283-1301 (22 July 1959). Arthur 
Gaitskell steered cldar of British party politics but was deeply concerned 
with rr obi ems of colonial economic development; he had founded and directed 
the Gezira scheme in the -Sudan and was a member of the Colonial Development 
Corporation* The view that he came to be "Hugh's conscience on Africa" 
was expressed by several of the people interviewed by the writer. A reference 
to Arthur "prodding" Hugh into action over Central Africa will be found in 
Manchester Guardian. 31 May 1957.
8 Venture. Nov. 1957, p. 1«
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organisations submitted resolutions, there was little tangible evidence

that -the grass-roots party felt the sense of involvement vhich had
o 

permeated the leadership. By the 1958 conference, though, Venture *t

least was convinced that even this situation was changings

"The significance of the colonial flavour in this year's conference 

is that it was spontaneous••• Resolutions on colonial matters were 

as few as previously... (but| this time it was the colonial issues 

themselves, particularly the latest dangerous situation in Cyprus, 

the very grave menace of racial prejudice, and the challenge of 

Central \frica, which thrust themselves on conference's time... Not 

so long ago it was impossible to find time at conference for such 

a nutter as the Federation... Today there would have been protests 

if the party's attitudes and policies towards outstanding colonial 

issues had not been given time."10

2. The Peripheral Sroups

Outside Parliament the -party's main peripheral groups, the Fabian 

Colonial Bureau and the Movement for Colonial Freedom, treated each other 

distantly while performing many similar functions. Each sousjht, inter 

alia, to rarovide facilities and introductions for colonials in London; to 

provide briefs and uastions for MPs, to communicate with ministers and 

officials, to influence the climate of political opinion; and, arising 

from these activities, to affect government decisions. But the two bodies 

were very different in organisation, in membership, in techniques, and in 

their relations with the party.

By the mid-fifties the Pabian Colonial Bureau was some five years 

past its high tide of influence with the Colonial Office and there were 

signs that it was no longer the power it had been among Labour MPs. In 

1955 the Bureau's private discussion meetings for MPs were discontinued 

because of poor attendances. In 1957 Members 1 attendances at Bureau 

functions were so sparse that the Bureau, in order to make its presence 

apparent, was moved to seek joint meetings with the colonial affairs subject 

group immediately after the group's weekly sessions. The situation was not

9 On the difficulty of arousing interest at constituency level see 1he 

exchange of letters between Eric Moorman and John Hatch in Venture. Feb. 

1958, p. 9. and March 1958, p. 8.

1° Ibid.. Nov. 1958, p. 1.

11 FCB Minutes of Meeting of Wore ing Committee (hencefo
rth MMWC) 30 Oct 

1957.
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improved by an acknowledged deterioration, as from early 1955, in the 
service of providing MPs with Questions, even though this decline was
not due to any slackening of effort by the Bureau but simply reflected

12 "the inadequacy of the Bureau's typing and secretarial potential."
Huring these years the Bureau's links with the parliamentarians depended 
heavily upon the old faithfuls, the handful of MPs who regularly attended 
meetings of the Bureau's committees: Creech Jones, Reginald Sorensen, 
James Johnson, Eirene Vhite and two or three others.

Organisationally too there were signs of malaise. In the early 
fifties tfce JXireau's Advisory Committee had a paper membership of 32. 
Among these, however, some were consistently too busy elsewhere to attend 
meetings, some had lived past their most useful years and & few were simply 
less active than they might have been. Meetings became less frequent, with 
a consequent increase in the burden of work carried by the secretary and 
the office staff. In 1954 a remedy was sought in the creation of a much 
smaller Working Committee. Its members included Creech Jones as chairman; 
Lord Faringdon, chairman of the Advisory Committee; Carol Johnson, secretary 
of the Parliamentary Labour Part,; ^«T. Hodgvrs, general secretary of the 
Fa Id an Society; Hatch, the I/abour Commonwealth Officer; the MPs Sorensen,
Johnson and Mrs. White; Rita HiuUen; and as secretary, first Morjori*

13 Xichulson «nd subsequently Lady Hilda Selvyn-Clttrk*. TUi« innovation was
clearly intended l/o institutionalise the Bureau's effective hard-core group. 
The Marking Committee vould meet more often than the Advisory Committee and 
take the important decisions; the Advisory Comraittee would exist chiefly to 
wovide assistance in research projects and would be very little involved in

12 "PHB Minutes of veeting of Advisory Committee (henceforth MMAC), 13 March 
1957. Compere the guarded comment in the Bureau's annual report for 1956: 
"It lias not been possible to maintain parliamentary vork on the scale the 
Bureau would wish." Venture. May 1957, p. 8.
13 Miss Micholson transferred in March 1955 to a post in ine colonial section 
of the TUC. Lady Selwya-Cl nee, the third woman in succession to serve as 
secretary of the Bureau, was the wife of a retired Governor find had worked 
in the Bureau since 1949. Hita Itinden, when interviewed, recalled a remark 
by a Conservative MP to the effect ifaat "every time the ladies of the Fabian 
Colonial Bureau drop their knitting another colony srots a new constitution."
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policy matters*

But even this arrangement vas not very successful. The nev Working 

Committee vas as irregular and infrequent in its meetings as the Advisory 

Committee had been, vhile the latter virtually ceased to perform any 

corporate functions* By contrast with the situation in the forties, vhen 

monthly meetings had been the rule, the Working Conmittee met three times

in 1955 and the Advisory Committee once* Late in 1956 the Fabian Society
14 executive conveyed through Rodgers its concern at the situation. But not

until 1959 vas another procedural overhaul attempted* In a series of 

discussions the hard-core members finally decided to pursue the 1954 reform 

to its rational conclusion* The Advisory Committee would be downgradwi to 

the status of Advisory Panel, whose members could expect to be consulted 

individually but could not expect to share in any decision-making; and the 

Working Committee would draft several nev younger members and would aim to 

meet at two-monthly intervals in crder to coincide with Fabian Society 

executive meetings* One or two protests vere heard from the ranks of the 

Advisory Committee, butt he change vas effected and in June 1959 the nev

Working Coranittee, about twenty strong, began meeting with Creech Jones in
15 the chair and Faringdon and Sorensen as vice-chairman* This arrangement

did prove successful - mainly, perhaps, because of the infusion of young 

blood*

It would be wrong, however, to deduce from this account that the Bureau's 

output of work vas smaller and qualitatively poorer in the later fifties 

than in earlier years* Paradoxically, fever meetings and fever contacts 

with parliamentarians indicated that a situation which the Bureau had always 

sought had come to pass: a more widespread concern with colonial affairs* 

If only because there vere many more organisations at work in the field and 

more colonial meetings under different sponsorship for MPs to attend, there 

vas naturally a reduced dependence upon the Bureau. The one respect in 

which the Bureau remained unapproached in energy and standards by any other

14 FCB-MMWC, 21 Nov. 1956.

15 Ibid*. 19 March, 9 April and 8 June 1959} FC3 annual report for 1959, 
Venture. Feb. 1960, p. 9.
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body was as a research unit* The Bureau's annual reports provided 

recurrent evidence of the quantity of documentation produced and the 

range of subject-matter: franchises in East Africa, bulk purchase

schemes, the Federation's Constitutional Amendment Act of 1957 ("in
16 line with the Bureau's traditional role of watchdog for African interests" ).

And it was in this capacity that the Bureau remained indispensable to the 

Labour Parly.

Formal liaison with the party organisation was maintained chiefly 

through Hatch, who after 1954 was simultaneously the party's Commonwealth 

Officer, secretary of the NKC Commonwealth sub-committee, a member of the 

Bureau's Working Committee and a member of the editorial board of Venture  

Though the relationship was not always easy at the personal level, there 

being occasional friction between Hatch and some committee members over, 

for example, Venture * s editorial policy, the liaison was generally 

effective. The Bureau contributed its expertise, chiefly in the form of

papers on current issues for circulation among the party's policy committees,
18 the NEC sub-committee and the colonial subject group. It also contributed

Venture. which continued to sell moderately well in the Labour movement in

spite of occasional editorial fears that its level might be "too difficult
19 for the average rank and file member." From the Labour Party side came

official blessing and fairly regular finanoial contributions, beginning 

with a gift of £300 in 1952, for the Bureau's work. In 1956 the TUG

decided to supplement the Labour Party grant with its own annual grant of
20 £100; there may have >een a link between this decision and Marjorie

Nicholson's move from Bureau to Congress in the previous year.

16 Annual report for 1957 in Venture. May 1958, p. 9.

17 See for example Hatch's letter and the editor's reply concerning 
Venture * s line on current politics in Northern Hhodesia ibid.. March 1959, 
pp. 8-9.

18 FCD-MMWC, 15 Feb. 1956, contains a report of a relevant discussion on 
"dovetailing the work of the Bureau in some aspects with that of the 
Commonwealth Office."

19 Selwyn-Clarke to Hatch, 24 Feb. 1956 (FCB papers).

20 FCB-MMWC, 1 May 1956.
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In sum» the Bureau, if past the peak of influence it had enjoyed 

in the days of Labour government and its own virtual monopoly of its 

chosen field, remained as useful as ever in its capacity as research 

organisation* Consequently, vhile commanding no great membership in the 

party rank and file, it retained close relations vith the party's executive 

leadership. And vhile constitutionally independent of tiie party it 

enjoyed the privileges of formal affiliation, not least the privilege of 

receiving financial assistance*

In all these respects the position of the Movement for Colonial 

Freedom was completely different. Created in 1954, the Movement had no 

tradition of influence behind it| it functioned less as a research body 

than as a crusade; it commanded considerable support in the rank and file 

and rather less at party leadership level; and it was not an affiliated 

body. Such a list of attributes might seem to indicate a neat demarcation 

between I\ireau and Movement, with the two bodies organised in essentially 

complementary ways* But there was still scope for clashes between them, 

as certain incidents in the later fifties made clear. These we will 

presently consider; first it is necessary to discuss the Movement's 

distinctive characteristics in the early years of its existence.

The MCP vas created at an opportune time. Coming near the end of 

the Lyttelton era, its drive "to rally public opinion in favour of a change 

in colonial ^olicy" was well designed to mobilise many indiTiduals and 

organisations previously uninvolved in colonial issues. The Movement's 

membership grev rapidly, and its publicists were frequently to point out 

its size and the scale of its activities. In London there was, in Fenner

Brockway's disarming words, "a splendid organisation which could bring
21 twenty thousand people to Trafalgar Square on any urgent issue." There

were eight large standing committees, each with an MT1 as chairman, which

met regularly to consider the affairs of groups of territories, and,
22 distributed about the country, some fifteen area councils. Altogether ?

21 Penner Rrockway, Outside the Right, p. 168.

22 Ibid... The "area councils" worked to some extent in competition with 
the Africa 'bureau's regional "Africa Councils". It was alleged by one of 
the Movement's critics that some area councils maintained themselves by 
ahowing "a parasitic interest" in, and seeking to gain control of, the Africa 
Councils. CCC, Colonial Rulet Enemies and Obligation* D . 2 -5.
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the Movement in -the later fifties claimed the support of over a hundred 

Labour MPs and half a dozen peers, of numerous clergymen, academics and 

performing and creative artists among a total of about six hundred 

individual members. The affiliation of fifteen national trade unions

and about 820 local trade union, cooperative and Labour party organisations
23 

added an affiliated membership of some three million people.

The great bulk of this latter membership, of course, existed only on 

paper. Many trade unions and other organisations were classified as 

affiliated bodies on the say-so of executive leaders who did not attempt 

to demonstrate that their followers were active participants in the 

Movement. As for the hundred MPs, the precise degree of their involvement

was not always clear: in some publications they were described as "active
24

members", in others - and on the Movement's stationery - as "sponsors".

But it is evident from the record that the majority was certainly active 

enough to ask parliamentary Questions on the Movement's behalf. In its

first two years the Movement's NT's raised more than 1,900 colonial matters
25 

either by Questions or by approaches to ministers, far outstripping in

quantity the earlier efforts of the Fabians. Indubitably active were such 

well-known Members as Wedgwood Benn, John Stonehouse and Anthony Greenwood, 

all of vhom served in executive capacities at various stages.

The M vement's general philosophy embodied attitudes inherited more 

or less unchanged from earlier generations of Labour radicals* The 

internationalist ideal, the moral detestation of "exploitation" in any form, 

the view of colonialism as an extension of domestic capitalism, the conception 

of colonial policy in terms of a series of liberation struggles: all these

23 Brockway, loc. clt.t Kenneth Kaunda, Dominion Status for Central Africa? 
(Union of Democratic Control - MCF, 1958), back cover.

24 Coirrpare T. Pox-^itt, Handbook for Federal Politicians (MCP, 1956), back 
cover, and Kaunda, loc. cit.

25 Fox-Pitt, loc. citt Among other fruits of this activity was a striking 
display, at a Central Hall rally in June 1956, of posters enumerating the 
tolls of killed, imprisoned, detained, flogged and manacled in Kenya, Uganda, 
Tanganyika, British Guiana and Cyprus. All the figures had been derived 
from answers to uestions. Daily Worker. c> June 1956.
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elements had ex sted in the pre-war irrty an'3 among the post-wer founders 

of the Congress of Peoples against Imperialism, and duly found expression, 

iis ve sav in Chapter VII, in the list of objects promulgated at its 

foundation by the MCF. On the topic of central concern here - the progress 

of colonies towards independence - the following is an exceptionally clear 

statement of the Movement's attitude. It is part of a letter from the 

Movement's secretary, Patricia Rushton, to Lady Selwyn-Clarke, written in 

1956.

"So many of tha 'solutions' to colonial problems rait forward, <--ven by 
the Labour Party, are based on the African and other colonial p*ople 
accepting something less than 'democracy on the basis of equality of 
basic individual political rights for all people whatever their colour, 
race, sex, creed or social status.' Even where this is offered it ie 
so far in the future that the pressures from below - from the most 
oppressed classes within the colonies - will not permit the 'moderates' 
to accept the time limits apparently so far considered essential by 
British and settler governments*
As I see it our job on the M.C.T*. is to bring home to the Labour 
Party, throufjh their branches, and so throusrh their M.P«s, the fact 
that even they are offering too little, too late. I feel that it is 
a race between the Labour Party accepting and promising and putting 
into effect a more progressive policy (as surely a Socialist Party 
should) and a complete loss of confidence by the colonial people ia 
all British government. If the 'moderates' don't get enough, soon 
enough, they will be pushed aside by their own 'extremists'. And if 
that ' flf>ens the majority of the people will almost always support 
their own 'extremists' rather than 'pro-British 1 moderates. And by 
'enough soon enough* I mean what the colonial people think 'enough', 
not what the British Government does! Our only real difference with 
the Labour Party is 'how much how soon?'"26

The determination to identify with and to argue from the colonial peoples 1 

point of view, and the unqualified commitment to egalitarian democracy for 

colonies in the very near future: these were the MCF's most characteristic 

principles. That they were fully operative, providing a consistent guide 

to action, may be observed in almost any of the Movement's piblic statements

and activities, from the "-forld Conference for Colonial Liberation" which it
27 convened in 1955 to the "message of sympathy to colonial peoples" which it

issued after the 1959 election! "The record in colonial affairs of the last 

Tory Government., .should have dcinned it in the minds of all people who cherish

26 Rushton to Selwyn-Clarke, 3 July 1956 (PCB papers). The passage "democracy., 
status" was quoted from a letter by Tom Mboya in the preceding Sunday's Observer.

27 News Chronicle. 5 Sept. 1955.
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liberty... Together we are the victims of imperialism...together we work
28 to speed its end."

Hov did the "moderate" colonial specialists and the Labour leadership 

regard the Movement's activities? The moderates, for their part, vere 
coolly disposed* Well aware that the Movement commanded a good, deal of

support among colonial nationalists, the activists of the Fabian Colonial
29 bureau nevertheless disliked the whole atmosphere of the *CF's operations.

Formally the tvo groups maintained contact chiefly by the exchange of

literature. Beyond that point cooperation did not extend: to the Movement's
30 recurrent invitations to undertake joint projects the Bureau tendered the

customary stiff response that it was "-nrecluded from joint activities with 

bodies not officially linked vn/h the Labour T'arty." In their private

capacity, any Bureau members who so desired were permitted to work with the
32MCF« But in adopting this principle in 1956 the Bureau was simply

recognising realities, since various individuals - for example Hitchie 

C&lder and John Rankin, HP - were already combining membership of the 

Bureau's Advisory Committee with sponsorship of the Movement, while at least 

one MP - Vedgwood Benn - was prominent and active in both contexts.

The attitude of the Labour leadership, for its part, was governed by 

several factors. It was clear that the MCP could not be treated as simply 

another pressure group on the party's left-v:ing fringe. In so far as the 

Movement sought "to bring home to the Labour Party [leaders] .. .that even they 
are offering too little, too late," those leaders hod to be?»r in mind the 

fact that the Movement enjoyed the sponsorship of something like half the

28 Daily Worker. 23 Oct. 1959.

29 The epithets typically used by Central "frican white politicians to 
describe the Fabians - irresponsible, impractical, long-haired - were in 
turn applied by the Fabians, if only in private, to the activists of the 
Movement. Interview with Rita Hinden.

30 E.g. letters from MCP to TCB of 3 July 1956 and 26 Feb. 1958 (FCB -ar>ers).
31 It may be noted that this formula accommodated BAOSF (see above, note 5) 
and the TUC. Vith these bodies the Bureau did work cooperatively; see for 
example BAOSF to PCB, 24 Oct. 1956, and Lady Selwyn-Clarke's reply (PCS 
papers). Ironically Fenner Hrockvay, who had regarded the formation of 
HA05F as an attempt by the Labour Party "to outdo the Movement" (Outside the 
fright. p. 168), became its chairman in 1959.

32 FCB-MMWC, 21 Nov. 1956.
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party's back-benchers. More than that? although the highest command, 
ftaitskell and Griffiths, shunned contact with the Movement, at least tvo 
of the second-echelon men, Bevan and Wilson, vere themselves among the 
sponsors. For a body which remained unaffiliated to the party (since 
its officers insisted that membership should not be confined to Labour 
Party members), this represented a very extensive overlap. It was also, 
for the Movement, tantamount to a guarantee that the party executive 
would not attempt to proscribe it; although the Movement was careful to
reinsure its position further in this respect by refusing membership to

33 any organisations already proscribed by the party.
Nevertheless there were occasions when the party executive was 

embarrassed by the Movement's activities to an acute degree. One such 
occasion arose in 1956 when the Aahanti politician Joseph Appiah, apparently 
acting in his capacity as a member of MCF, made a speech bitterly attacking 
Labour's colonial policy. Brockvay was summoned before the party secretary, 
Morgan Phillips* The word "proscription" was invoked, and on the Movement's
behalf Brockvay was obliged to disclaim any responsibility for Appiah 1 s

34 speech* But much more significant than this was a series of incidents
arising from the Movement's attitude towards political developments in South- 
East Asia* In September 1956 the MCP wrote to Lennox-Boyd concerning a 
number of deportations and detentions without trial in Singapore* Then 
and later, the Movement countered the argument that the victims of these 
measures were Communists by declaring that "it is precisely because the 
MCP believes in basic human rights that in contrast with the methods of 
totalitarian dictatorships, we oppose the setting aside of civil liberties 
in order to crush political opponents." A second letter to the Colonial 
Secretary demanded an independent inquiry into allegations of ill-treatment 
of detainees. A third, sent in March 1958 to the Prime Minister of Malaya 
and to the Commonwealth Relations Secretary, Lord Home, over the signatures 
of 33 Labour MPs an! two peers, demanded the withdrawal of British troops

33 The Communist Party, for, example, was keen to affiliate but was firmly 
rebuffed. Interview witn^lirockway.
34 Interview witn^Brockway.

35 Utter by Brockway in Venture. Oct. 1958, p. 8.
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from Malaya. In this letter it was argued that the conflict with 

Malayan Communists was "internal", and that if the Malayan Government

was "not prepared to negotiate the termination of hostilities, the
35 dependence on our troops should end."

There were two related reasons why these communications, well 

publicised as they were in both Britain and South-East Asia, were 

embarrassing to the Labour leaders  First, according to the governments 

concerned, all the decisions and activities criticised by the MCF were 

the responsibility not of the British Government but of elected governments 

in the territories; that is, the governments of Lira Yew Hock in Singapore 

and Tunku Abdul Rahman in Malaya, with both of which the Labour Party 

maintained fraternal relations. Second, because so many veil-known Labour 

politicians were associated with it, the Movement was widely regarded in 

Malaya and Singapore (thou<$i not by the governments concerned) as a Labour 

Party organ whose views reflected official party policy* In these 

circumstances the Labour leaders, represented by Bevan in 1956 and by 

Callaghan and Griffiths in 1958, were quick to issue repudiations of the 

Movement's views. But by mid-1958 demands for stronger measures against 

the Movement were being heard insistently: from the Malayan Government 

and from the socialist People's Action Party of Singapore, from several 

members of the NEC, from the General Council of the TUC, and from the

Fabian Colonial Bureau, acting principally as middleman for the Singapore
36party.

As a result a sub-committee of the NEC's Commonwealth committee was 
enjoined to inquire into the Movement's activities. The sub-committee's

36 According to the Bureau's secretary, the Bureau "had no desire to get 
into this fight." Selwyn-Clarke to Margaret Cole, 12 Sept. 1958 (FOB 
papers). Under pressure irow the People's Action Party, however, the 
Bureau had entered the fictfit vigorously enough* Venture for July 1958 
featured an extremely strong editorial arguing that the MCF's attitudes 
toward* South-East Asia were influenced by "a small group of Malayans in 
London who are now represented on the MCF's South-East Asia Committee... 
[and who] lutve for years been the helpers and trail-blazers of the Malayan 

Communist Party." The ensuing correspondence in Venture was spirited. 
It included a rejoinder by Brockway (Oct. 1958, p. 8), a letter from Lee 
Kuan Yew, at that time secretary-general of the PAP (Nov*, p. 7). and a 
letter from a European member of the Singapore legislature (Dec., pp. 5, 8) 
which included this startling judgment of Brockway: "He still unconsciously 
accepts Ike old imperial myth of white superiority. He cannot believe that 
leaders in Meilaya know what they are doing."
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report, submitted to the parent body in September 1958, went into 

considerable detail and pointed out that "unless disciplinary action 

is taken such incidents can b« expected to recur." VTord reached the 

press that the report would be considered by the Commonwealth conmittee 

shortly after the forthcoming party conference, and that the MCP's 

officers would be summoned to give an account of themselves. Some 

found a Gilbertian flavour in this procedure, since in effect such 

Commonwealth conr.ittee members as Bevan (the chairman), iMrs. Castle, 

Priberg and Greenwood were being asked to pass judgmmt on an organisation 

with which they were connected as sponsors. "They will probably have to 

request themselves," the Sunday Times commented, "...to dissociate themselves 

from its activities."38

It soon became clear, however, that the Movement's leaders were not 

in unbearably hot water with Transport House. This was deducible from 

the fact that members of the \T5C spoke under the Movement's banner a week 

before the party conference was due to assemble* Rrockway himself issued 

statement* to the effect that the MCP had differed with the party on matters 

of principle only twice in four years, that in general the Movement supported

Labour's colonial policy and was doing all it could to "gain public support"
39for the party. And in the event the leadership chose to play down the

affair so far that the MCF*s reprimand was not only gentle but unpublicised. 

The sole official report of the encounter vas the terse statement, appearing 

a year later, that "discussions have been held with the officers of the 

Movement for Colonial Freedom in order to ensure that there is no misunder­ 

standing of the party's colonial policy, particularly in overseas territories."

The mildness of the rebuke owed something to the leadership's desire 

to tread cautiously among the p^rty factions in what was assumed to be a 

pre-election year. But more important was an awareness that the Movement

37 Soref and Greig, The Puppeteers. p. 42.

38 Sunday Times. 21 Sept. 1958.

39 See The Times and Daily Telegraph for 22 Sept. 1958; Daily Telegraph 
and Daily Worker for 23 >ept. 1958.

40 NEC report in 1939 Conference Report, p. 37.
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did perform useful functions from the leadership's point of view. The 

MCP might have angered coloninl leaders on a fev occasions, but in 

general it enjoyed colonial support; as Brockway was justifiably to 

claim, "the strength of the MCP lay in the confidence ard affection 

which the national movements of \frica and other colonial territories 

grave it." Thus the Labour leadership could have it both vays, tacitly 

acknowledging the MCP connection in favourable circumstances and disclaiming 

formal ties et moments of embarrassment. Moreover, the Movement clearly 

served a valuable purpose "as a sort of clearing-house for a mixture of

liberal and left-wing views on self-government for the colonies and
41equality for the colonial peoples." Prom the leadership's point of view,

the existence of such an outlet for left-wing campaigning on politico-moral 

issues was well worth the price of occasional mblic departures by MPs 

from the official party line.

3. The Search for a ^olicy

Tntra  party differences had not prevented the search for a coherent 

and distinctive Labour policy on colonial affairs. They might, however, 

have delayed it, for it was a long-drawn process. In the enrlv years of 

opposition there had been no real pttemnt to reformulate general policy, 

^arty lines in the major debates, as we saw in Chapter VI, were conceived 

mainly as responses to governmental decisions and actions. This arv>roach 

was sufficient, perhaps, when there was a concrete issue at hand, but nort 

necessarily when debate ranged more widely - a lesson drawn by some from 

the relative failure of the censure of December 1953. Labour was in any 

case a perty traditionally dedicated to arguing, defining and publishing 

its policies when in opposition, and by 1954 there was broad egreemen* among 

the interested elements of the party that this lacuna should be filled.

The initiative was taken, appropriately, by members of the NTEC's 

Commonwealth sub-committee. Led by Griffiths and assisted by Farmer in 

the last months of his tenure, this group produced a 1,500-word outline 

statement entitled "From Colonies to Commonwealth.'1 The statement was

41 The Time*. 22 ^ept. 1958.
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released to the -nresa in August 1954j a few weeks later it was presented 

to the r^rty conference by Arthur Skeffington M?, a member of the group, 

and was endorsed virtually without demur,

It was a statement intentionally limited to the adumbration of 

admirable goals, with no attempt made to explore their more difficult 

implications. There was, for example, a "reaffirmation" that in all 

colonies "the interests of the inhabitants must be paramount" - a statement 

which, by omitting any such qualifying term as "indigenous" before 

"inhabitants", was a good deal le^a explicit than its model, the Devonshire 

declaration of 1923* Concerning the smallest territories it was simply, 

and vaguely, stated that "special arrangements will have to be worked out, 

in agreement with their people, for association with Britain in the 

Commonwealth." Most importantly, it was stressed that the aim for colonies 

was not just self-government but "democro.tic self-government." Transfers 

of Txjwer should be made "in each case to an established system of democratic 

government," not least in plural societies where "Labour works towards 

genuine partnership based on racial equality." But nothing was said on 

trie central problem - the practical forme which democracy and racial equality 

jliould take in olural societies. If democracy were to find its political 

expression on the egalitarian basis of one-man-one-vote, what kind of 

future could be offered for the racial minorities - in particular the 

Europeans and Asians of Africa? Alternatively, if equality were somehow

to b«* established between com:minities rather than individuals, how could
42 this be reconciled with the majoritarian features of democracy?

By virtue of its generality, in short, the statement was unexceptionable. 

The Times, rierhans recalling the passion of recent parliamentary clashes 

between Lyttelton and the Opposition, remarked that it could have bee:i 

issued by any party, with only an emphasis on trade unions, cooperative 

societies and the Colonial Development Corporation to "mark it out as a 

Labour document." While welcomir_g the similarity between Labour objectives 

and the Government's, since it gave "great strength to ureat Britain as a 

trustee of colonial peoples," The Times nevertheless pointed out that if an

42 The statement appears as Apnendix VIII in 1954 Conference Report, pp. 
199-200.
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due course Hatch, who had taken on as an early responsibility the task 

of analysing the replies, was indeed able to report that readers had 

fev nev ideas to offer. On economic matters the replies were 'Very thin", 

on political matters - f gain - generally unexceptionable. Only in reply 

to the key question "should we insist on democratic self-government before 

handing over power?" was there some departure from conventional formulations. 

To judge by Hatch's report, plenty of scepticism was expressed about the 

feasibility of "safe/guards" for minorities, or weak majorities. nne 

respondent summed up most views thuss

"Where power is DaMSing to a majority it is legitimate to take 
chances and a risk that it may be abused and misapplied. Where 
power is passinef to a minority every effort should be made to 
limit and delay the movement."48

The Venture readership presumably included, among other elements, 

the most informed and interested section of the Labour movement. If 

doubts had been felt about the value of canvassing opinions therein, how 

much more must they have arisen about the value of consulting the movement 

at large. This was, however, the next step* In March 1955 Transport 

House published Facing Facts in the Colonies, a pamphlet written by Hatch

and consisting mainly of questions for consideration by local parties.
49 Designed, as Hatch later wrote, to provide for "realistic" discussion,

the pamphlet was true to the realities of its subject in being uncompromisingly 

difficult. Fundamental issues of principle were raised at every turnj 

for example!

"Should the decision [about Seretse's repatriation] be taken after 
consultations with the other people likely to be adversely affected, 
for example the people of the other ^otectorates and Africans in 
South Africa, or should it be taken solely on principle? In any 
case, what is the principle involved? Is it that the wishes of the 
tribe themselves must be binding, that the chieftainship system 
should be upheld, or simply the principle of racial equality, and 
the right of individuals to marry according to their choice?"50

Whether or not because of its complexity, the pamphlet failed

48 Hatch in Venture Nov. 1954, p. 5.

49 Letter in Venture. March 1958, p. 8.

50 Pacing Facts in the Colonies (International Department, the labour Party, 
1955), p. 12.
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spectacularly in its purpose. In spite of much effort and travel among

the local parties by Hatch, only one local party out of over six hundred
49 responded to the extent of sending its views in writing to Transport ' rouse.

This experience was strikingly similar to that of the Conservative leadership 

in 1947J an outcome which cast an ironic hindsight on the pamphlet's 

confident assertion that "in sharp contrast to the Tories, we in the

Labour Party are specially sensitive to the needs and aspirations of colonial
52 

peoples." Venture concluded, reasonably enough:

"It vould appear that at present the vast majority of the Labour 
Movement believes that the problems of colonial policy are better 
dealt with by a few experts at the centre in touch with colonial 
opinion than democratically discussed throughout the movement. 
There may be something in this assumption, but only provided that 
whatever is produced by the experts is submitted to and discussed 
by the party's representatives at Annual Conference."53

Ve may turn, then, to what was produced by the experts. In October 

1955 the NEC Commonwealth sub-committee set up four "working parties" to

draft reports on the plural societies, economic aid, the smaller territories
54 and colour discrimination. All but the last of these reports duly appeared

as a series of official policy documents, published in 1956-7 and endorsed 

by the party conferences of those years. The first, The Plural Society. 

was concerned with the central issue of the political and constitutional 

future in multi-racial territories. The second, Economic Aid, dealt

principally with the mechanics of development corporations, commodity bulk
55 purchase agreements and aid through United Nations agencies. The third,

The Smaller Territories, concentrated on the constitutional future of the 

thirty or so smallest colonies. Different solutions for different cases 

were suggested: federation (the Gambia and Sierra Leone), integration

51 See above, pp. .22.7-3.

52 Morgan fillips, introduction to Facing Facts, p. 3.

53 Venture. Nov. 1955, p. 7.

54 M2C report, 1956 Conference 'leport. p. 23.

55 The drafting committee for Economic Aid comprised Wilfred Burke MP, 
Barbara Ca»tle MP, Cyril Dumpleton, Ray Gunter, Anthony Greenwood MP, Hilary 
Marquand MP, John Strachey MP and T.F. Betts (assistant secretary of the 
Fabian Colonial Bureau). Reviews of the pamphlet may be found in Venture, 
July 1957 pp. 3-4, and in the editorial columns of (among other papers) the 
Daily Telegraph and Manchester Guardian.
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(Malta with Britain, possibly Cynrus with Greece), and for the rest, a 
kind of "dominion status" on request by the territories themselves. 
It was hoped that such territories would choose to leave their defence 
and foreign affairs in old-Commonwealth hands, but no compulsion was to 
be exercised. What was advocated, essentially, was a kind of voluntary 
dyarchy,

it was the first of the three which was regarded within the 
party as the most significant and vhich aroused the widest interest. And 
for our purposes it is the only one which need be considered in any detail.

The drafting committee was a strong one, representing high-level 
expertise and a judicious balance of the party's elements. Creech Jones, 
Hinden and Brockway were the coopted members; the moat prominent and 
active of the NEC represent tives were Griffiths, r>riberg and Mrs. Castle; 
and Hatch was responsible for research. Their document, published in 
June 1956 and endorsed by conference in October, marked Labour's official 
arrival at a position which most of the party's interested members had 
unofficially advocated for some years: a commitment to egalitarian democracy 
for , lural societies.

"We believe that it is only in a socialist society that all will be 
able to live more abundantly; and that genuinely socialist societies will 
be developed only in a framework of free political democracy..* The 
principles of democracy are no less valid in the plural societies than 
in any other type of society* These principles arise from the funda­ 
mental belief that all human beings have equal personal rights. In 
a democracy such rights cannot be dependent on colour, race, religion, 
ability, experience, influence, education, wealth or power... The 
peculiar problem of the plural society is not whether, but how, it 
should become fully democratic."

Arcfuing from these premises, the document's authors criticised the various 

experiments in partnership and multi-racialism currently in train on the 
grounds that they stressed "racial difference rather than human identity." 

Labour's aim, by contrast, was
"to encourage the peoples concerned... to forget race and colour and

56 The drafting committee comprised R.H.S. Crossrman MPt James Johnson MP, 
V. Tallon, Sir Lynn Ungoed-Thomas MP and Patrick Gordon talker MP, A review 
appeared in Venture• September 1957, pp. 11-12. One off-the-record comment 
is of interestt "dominion status for the smaller territories on request is 
a concession to the irresponsible left-wing of the Labour party." Selwyn- 
Clarke to K.E. Robinson, n.d. 1958 (FCB papers).
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to think and act as human beings... this vithering away of racial 
consciousness vill itself be the truest safeguard of racial 
minorities."

It was an avowedly optimistic aim. The statement acknowledged that in 

nractice it was 'Very far" from attainment and that "prejudice, fear and 

economic seliishness provide difficult foundations to build on." In 

order to help make "racial consideration* disappear from politics," 

there would need to be c lengthy period of social and economic reforms 

in such matters as education, industrial employment, health services and 

iomigration. The next Labour government would direct the colonial 

authorities "to remove all administrative and statutory discriminations,"

except, for the time being, "those expressly designed to protect under 
57 privileged racial groups."

As for the central problem of political representation, the statement 

recognised that democracy could take diverse institutional forays; consensual 

democracy, for example, vas no less valid a form than rnajoritarian 

democracy on the Westminster pattern* The conclusion in principle was 

that " 'timately, the people of each of the colonial territories have the 

right to determine thich particular form of constitution*..best suits their 

own requirements," and that the best instrument for devising a constitution

would be an assembly elected "by universal adult suffrage, on the principle
58 of 'one person one vote*'" Thus the problem was passed on to the colonial

peoples themselves. For its part, Labour could only suggest the lines of 

constitutional progress in the transitional period from the race-conscious 

present to the colour-blind futures first, "parity" among racial groups 

(the consummation of the partnership idea), and thence via complicated 

electoral devices to a comprehensive common roll. In conclusion, Britain 

must retain final control until all forms of discrimination were outlawed 

and the conditions for the establishment of lull democracy were seen to exist.

57 The quoted statements are taken in sequence from Labour's Colonial 
Policy. One* The Plural Society (the Labour Party, 1956), pp. 29-42?

58 Ibid., p. 34. The idea of democratically-chosen constitutional 
assemblies was a long-enduring theme in some Labour quarters; see above,
pp. KZ-3.

59 Ibid., pp. 35-9, 46.
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The ^Yesentation of this document to party conference was Inrgely 

an occasion for self-congratulation, for Hi is was, according to Driberg, 

"the first time that any British political party has ever attempted 

seriously to tackle this problem." But ihe document's sponsors, veil aware 

of its idealistic tone, were also careful to insist on the need for a 

realistic appreciation of just what the next Labour government was being 

pledged to do, and against what obstacles - including the powerful 

resistance of many of those directly affected by the r>olicy. 61 There was 

also the customary stress on the long time-scale envisaged; on the 

qualifications and interim arrangements as opposed to the "ultimate" goal.

Yet it could have been no great cause for surprise that most people 

regarded the advocacy of egalitarian democracy as the statement's vital 

feature. Whatever the conditions and qualifications offered, it WBS a 

fair general conclusion that Labour was now committed to a goal scarcely 

distinguishable from that of indigenous nationalists in the plural societiest 

political power in indigenous hands, with no greater safeguard for immlf ant 

minorities than a putative loss of racial consciousness araon# all concerned. 

Nor was the insistence upon the Ions? term necessarily acceptable at face 

value. The word "ultimate" had already suffered blows enough in the course 

of Dost-war colonial policy; its value in a Labour policy statement thus 

seemed, at least to Labour's opponents, to be dubious indeed.

Accordingly the document underwent strong criticism in the settler

press, and was "even awarded the accolade" of an attack by the Prime
62

Minister of South Africa. In Britain Conservative MPs and the conservative

press likewise singled out the advocacy of full democracy for comment. "If 

this were a practical solution, the problem itself would not exist," remarked 

ttie Sunday Times; and the Daily Telegraph added a 'loss concerning the

60 1936 Conference Report, p. 155.

61 Ibid., pp. 155-6 (Driberg), 167-8 (Brockway), 168, 170 (Griffiths). 
4s ^rockway put it, "In Kenya today even the moderate white settlers are 
opposing the proposals which are made in this report."

62 Driberg, ibid., p. 155.
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assertion that the people of each territory had a right to decide its 
own constitutioni "Has it? On vhat grounds? Certainly >ot those 
of experience*"'

It was in fact fairly evident that Labour had committed itself to 
a programme which, however laudable in principle, was vulnerable to the 
damning charge of impracticability - both because it was so obviously 
unacceptable to the current wielders of power in many plural societies 
and, more broadly, because of its extremely optimistic premises about 
human behaviour. It is of interest, therefore, in concluding this chapter, 
to assess how firmly party spokesmen in the next few years stood by the 
party's declaration with regard to the plural society of greatest practical 
concern - Central Africa*

The party in fact went to some lengths to publicise its position. 
In June 1957 a parliamentary debate on racial policy in East and Central 
Africa was mounted at Labour's request, largely because Labour shakers
wished to air the proposals contained in The Plural Society* In November

64 a debate on the Federal Constitution was mit to similar use* Some of the
resulting publicity was perhaps counter-productive, for there were indica­ 
tions that traditional differences between left and right still existed in 
spite of the cooperative effort involved in the document's creation* In 
the November debate, for example, Mrs. Castle spoke as if full democracy 
could be realised within a few years whereas James Johnson and Austen Albu 
reckoned it to be the remotest of objectives and stressed the need for 
heavily qualified franchises for the time being.

But such discrepancies across the benches were not particularly 
important. Rather more so were the premeditated statements issued from 
time to time by the leadership. In July 1957, for example, Venture

Sunday Tiroes. 22 Jrly W6j Daily Telegraph. 23 July 1956. For some 
remarks by Conservative MP& see HCD vol. 571 cols. 1121 ( o-cher Baldwin), 1135 
(Bernard Braine), 1210-1 (Cuthbert Alport) (4 June 1957).
64 Manchester Guardian. 31 'toy 1957| Callaghan, HCD vol. 571 cols. 1103-4 
(4 June 1957T?Mrs. Castle, ibid., vol. 578 cols. 893-4 (25 NTov. 1957).
65 Ibid., cols. 893-6 (Mrs. Castle, with replies), 903-4 (Albu), 915 
(Johnson).
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published an authoritative article by Sir ]ynn Ungoed-Thomas MF and 

John Hatch. Their declared aim was to reconcile the principles 

outlined in The Plural Society with Attlee's often quoted and never 

repudiated statement of 1953 "that if this [federation] becomes the law 

of the land it is the duty of all of us to try and make it work to the 

best of our ability," Briefly, it was argued that there was no contra­ 

diction between the two:

"In pledging itself to try to make federation successful if it 
became law, the Labour Party was, in fact, aiming to use all its 
influence in order to lead the federal state towards a completely 
democratic structure in which all its inhabitants would have 
equal political rights regardless of race or colour."

To this end a Labour government "would use what constitutional powers it 

has in the Federation much more actively than has been done by Conservative 

governments."

In the next two years the NEC issued official statements in res'x>nse 

to political developments in Central Africa - certain federal legislation 

in 1958 and the Nyasaland disturbances in 1959 - and argued in each case 

in terms virtually identical to those of The Plural Society. What was 

needed was "an unequivocal statement that the objective of the Federation 

is complete democracy and equal rights for every citizen," along with a 

revision of the federal franchise to ensure "genuine" African representation

and the progressive elimination of racial discrimination in industry,
68 

education end social relations* Upon occasion it was further stated,

both by the NEC and by such parliamentary leaders as Griffiths and Callaghan, 

that as far as Labour was concerned two of the policy options in Central 

Africa - "amalgamation" and"dominion status" - were absolutely ruled out 

unless the great majority of all inhabitants expressed a desire for them.

66 See above, p. 27C.
67 Sir L. Ungoed-Thomai and John Tlatdh,M The Labour Party and Central Africa: 
Political and Constitutional Position," Veature. July 1957, pp. 5, 6.
68 NEC statements («dm.) of 28 March 1958 and 29 K«rch 1959.
69 See for example NEC statement of 28 Mnrch 1958; Griffiths on amalgama­ 
tion, HCI) vol. 578 cols. 918-9 (25 \Tov. 1957); and Callaghan on dominion 
status, 1958 Conferonce Report, p. 242.
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The reason was, ar?ain. one ariven its definitive official exirres^ion in 
1*1.19 Plural Society - that no final decision on the constitutional future 
of plural societies should be taken until representatives chosen by 
universal suffrage vere able to take it for themselves.

So far so consistent. In all these statements, however, one plank 
was intriguingly absent from the Labour platform. The missing plank was 
labelled Right of Secession. It was the very one which \frican political 
leadera in Central Africa declared themselves most anxious to see in place; 
its absence was therefore curious, for these were the very people whom 
Labour sought most earnestly to assist. The reason for its orission was 
outlined by Ungoed-Thomas and Hatch.

"Politics is the art of thepossible, and in British constitutional practice certain things are not possible. Once a dp »ree of newer has been deliberately transferred into other hands it can only be withdrawn in exceptional circumstances. Unless the Federation were to be involved in an extreme crisis it is highly improbable that any futaire Labour Government would be in a position to restore the pre-1953 situation, however much its members might like to do so. It is imperative, therefore, that the situation be reviewed realistically so that the African leaders and their organisations can apply their* energies to a policy which has some hope of success."70
The policy recommended was that of "developing the Northern Hhodesian and 
Nyasaland Constitutions so as to represent more justly the inhabitants of 
those two territories."

This was a remarkably cautious estimate of the possibilities. 
Apparently the only means available to a Labour government in pursuit of 
the ideals of The r>lural Society were, to re-quote Ungoed-Thomas and Hatch's 
circumspect phrases, "all its influence" and "what constitutional nowe s 
it has in the Federation." Labour's official attitude on this matter 
probably cost it some esteem among Africans at the time. One Nyasaland 
African MLC typically argued that Ungoed-Thomas and Hatch

70 Op. cit.. p. 6. This passage was rnort than once quoted appror ngly by Conservatives as an indication of incipient "responsibility11 in the Labour ^arty; see for example CCA, July 1957, p. 12, and Lennox-Boyd's speech in the debate on the Devlin report, IICD vol. 609 col. 1407 (22 July 1959).
71 P. cit.. p. 6.
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"call our demand for secession... 'unrealistic' , but they add 
...that it would be possible if 'the Federation were to be 
involved in an extreme crisis* 1 Th'.n statement seems to me 
to reveal not only the contradictions inherent in an attempt 
to rationalise a bad scheme, but also a lack of principle. 
If Labour knows that the Central African Federation scheme 
is bad and in its first four years has been drifting into a 
form of apartheid, why wait for a crisis before secession can 
be considered?11 '7'2

Whatever Labour's motive, however, it should be recorded that the 
events of February and March 1959 brought about a reversal of the party's 
official view on secession. Possibly the Nyasaland disturbances fitted 
the party's notion of "an extreme crisis"; at any rate, in the debate on 
the Devlin report three months before the general election, Qaitskell 
invested his authority as prospective I'rime Minister in this important 
statement of the Labour attitude:

"The only ultimate principle which is possible in the political 
field is that in these territories ^entually the constitutions 
and the governments based upon then, muyt rest upon the foundation 
of one man one vote.*, we should make it plain that the agenda of 
the [federal reviewj conference will nut be so circumscribed as to 
rule out discussion of the continuance of federation itself... for 
if we accent that consent waist be the basis, for my part 1 cannot 
see how, ultimately, the rif*ht of secession can be denied."73

It was later reported, moreover, that in anticipation of an election 
victory Gaitskell was planning the movement of British troops to the two
northern territories as a prelude to negotiating a political detente74 .......

with Southern Rhodesia. In these circumstances the old left-right 

differences on matters of timing in African policy no longer seemed very 

relevant.

72 M.V.?. Chiume MLC, "Nyasaland and the Federation". Venture. Nov. 1957, 
p. 10. See also letters by Chiume, *bid.. March 1958, pp. 8-9, and D.S.C. 
Chirwa, ibid.. Nov. 1958, p. 7*

73 TICP vol. 609 cols. 1292, 1300 (22 July 1959). Hatch, too unreservedly 
conceded the right of secession in an election-eve article in Venture. Oct. 
1959, p. 2.

74 Keatley, politics of Partnership, p. 496.
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CHAPTER X

THE OPPOSITION'S PART IN COLONIAL POLICY

"I think it inevitable that an emerging nationalism, an emerging people, 
tend to look to a party whose policy is in measure pledged to change, as 
against a party who, in its name at least, is pledged to conserve."

Reginald Paget MP, HCD vol. 569 col. 691 (6 May 1957).

Attitudinising is to be expected of Labour in opposition. But what 

of the party's capacity to affect the course of events, to make its mark 

on official government policy?

In a brief but important article referring mainly to the later 

fifties, Hatch has stated his belief that "during these vital years in 

the history of the British Empire, the Opposition played a unique and 

significant role in forming colonial policy." It is a claim of central 

concern for this study; the present chapter, therefore, attempts to assess 

it.

1. Hatch's Tripod

In amplification of his point, Hatch argues as follows.

"The attitude of the official Opposition is one of the factors 
that has to be considered in determining any aspect of government 
policy. I believe that it is a weightier consideration when 
colonial policy is being decided than in any other branch of 
government business, and this for a simple reason. Colonial 
leaders who either have a grievance or are simply anxious to end 
their dependent status and achieve independence naturally turn 
to the Opposition at Westminster for help. They see the 
Opposition attacking the Government and therefore consider it as 
a natural ally... Whatever the political colour of the Government 
in office, the Opposition is in a position to represent colonial 
grievances, advise colonial leaders on attitudes towards govern­ 
ment decisions, and sometimes mediate between these representatives 
and British ministers."

1 Unless otherwise indicated, all quoted passages attributed to Hatch in 
this chapter are taken from his article "The Opposition's Part in Colonial 
Policy," The Listener. 25 April 1963, pp. 701-3.
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In short, Labour was able to play the "unique and significant role" which 

Hatch claims for it because of its special links with "colonial leaders"; 

and these links were formed because colonial leaders anxious to achieve 

independence turned "naturally" to the Opposition of the day.

At first sight this appears to be a plausible argument. During the 

fifties many colonial leaders did turn to the Opposition for all the 

purposes mentioned. Yet on closer consideration something seems to be 

lacking. It seems almost perverse modesty on Hatch's part to maintain 

that Labour's "political colour" was unimportant by comparison with its 

opposition status in the establishment of links with colonial leaders. 

At the time, the factor of political colour was much more frequently and 

heavily stressed by those involved. Paget's remark cited above was of a 

piece with innumerable statements by Labour speakers in which the party 

was depicted as the "natural" ally of indigenous colonial leaders - not 

because it was out of power, but because it was a party of anti-imperialist 

convictions and humanitarian conscience*; a party which knew how it felt 

to speak for the underprivileged in dealings with paternalist authority; 

a party whose policy preferences, as epitomised for example in The Plural 

Society, came close to the declared aims of many a colonial nationalist. 

Moreover - and this is the significant point - it is clear enough that a 

good many indigenous colonial leaders wholly or partly shared this somewhat 

idealised view of the party, and were anxious to form links accordingly. 

The point has been discussed more than once in earlier chapters and needs 

no further iteration here. l^t its validity may be further demonstrated 

by an approach from a different angle. Among the most important of 

"colonial leaders" in the later fifties were the European politicians of 

the African settler colonies. It is indisputable that these leaders, no 

less than indigenous leaders, had "grievances" and were "anxious to end 

their dependent status". But with these men the Labour Party's relation­ 

ships were anything but special; instances do not exactly spring to mind of 

European leaders turning"naturally" to Labour for advice and mediation in 

the fifties. And it is surely apparent that this coolness was due in large 

measure to the distinctive characteristics and policies of the Labour Party 

- in short, its political colour.
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Thua Hutch's argument appears doubly misleading* First, the 

fact that many colonial nationalists developed a rapport vith the Labour 

Party did not depend solely, or even mainly, upon Labour's status as 

Opnosition but rather utxm their beliefs about Labour as a party. Second, 

Hatch's use of the blanket term "colonial leaders" obscures the fact that 

at ny of the most important such leaders were Europeans who, similarly 

acting on their beliefs about Labour, tended to avoid the party altogether 

in their search for political allies in Britain.

Let us f hovever, accept the valid point which does emerge from 

Hatch's argumentt that certain colonial leaders, mostly indigenous, did 

maintain "special" relationships with the Labour Party. The question is 

whether this point is strong enough to support the rather weighty conclusion 

that Labour "played a unique and significant role in forming colonial 

policy". Hatch clearly believes it does, and expresses the point in this 

analogy:

"Colonial policy can be imagined standing on a tripod. Government, 
opposition and colonial opinion are represented by the three legs. 
If all three legs are balanced in support of a policy progress is 
smooth. If any one of them is out of line, trouble usually follows."

Now this analogy is intriguing but, at least on the basis of the 

argument provided by - fatch, it does seem to overstate the Opposition's role. 

Granted, labour's sympathy and active support for certain colonial leaders 

did give both those leaders and the Government a stake in seeking ?ood 

relations with the party. The colonial leaders 1 stake was that Labour's 

advice, mediation and efforts at representation were valuable to them. 

The Government's stake was that Labour's activities might well help to 

determine whether its own plans for colonies were accepted or resisted by 

the ;«ople concerned* Its desire for a compliant opposition party was in 

fact repeatedly demonstrated in the later fifties; scarcely a colonial

debate passed without a renewal of Conservative requests for Labour participa-
2 tion in a "fully bi-partisan" colonial policy. To grant this, hovever, is

still to fall well short of the estimate of Labour's importance implicit in

2 For example in 1957, HCD vol. 569 cols. 690-1 (C.V. Armstrong, 6 
vol. 571 cols. 1115-6 (Archer Baldwin, 4 June); vol. 578 cols. 820 and 
911-2 (Alport and P.M. Bennett, 25 Nov.).
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the tripod metaphor. The point about a tripod is that all three legs 

are equally indispensable; if any leg were removed the formation as a 

vhole could not perform its function. But in terms of colonial policy- 

making it is quite conceivable that in some situations the "leg" 

constituted by the British Opposition vas dispensable. If the major 

participants in policy-making - government and the leading colonial 

groups - were all in agreement or were willing to compromise 9 then there 

vas no necessary reason vhy the Opposition should be involved or even 

consulted. In respect of such situations Hatch's analogy is misleading.

This is not to say that Labour had no ability at all to make an 

impact on policy formation. It is in fact arguable - and it will be 

argued below - that Labour's potential influence, at least, was quite 

large. All that is being suggested here is that the argument cannot be 

sustained on the kind of evidence which Hatch adduces; something more 

than a comment on "natural" links between colonial leaders and Opposition 

is required.

The crucial additional factor is simply thi»: Labour was not just 

the Opposition but also a reasonably credible alternative government. 

It is a matter of record that the party's prospects of winning the next 

election, as measured by opinion surveys and by-election results, did seem 

consistently »ood from late in 1955 until early in 1959. There was a 

fairly general assumption that Labour would duly come to power; and once 

this factor is appreciated it becomes possible to understand the various 

ways in which Labour could attempt to influence colonial policy.

Briefly, it could attempt to do so by aligning itself with one side 

or the other in cases where the major participants in policy formation were 

seriously at odds. If, firstly, the Opposition associated itself with the 

Government's policy preference, then in theory the colonial disputants 

would be encouraged to come to terms with the Government on the under stand ing 

that they could ho«>« for no better terms from the next Labour administration. 

If, secondly, the Opposition aligned itself with the colonial leadership 

against the Government, then in theory the colonial leadership would be

3 D.E. Butler and Richard Rose, The British General Election of 1959 
(Macinillan, 1960), p. 40 and Appendix VI.
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encouraged to resist government policy in anticipation of a better deal 

from Labour; as a result the Government might be forced to modify its 

own policy and move closer to the colonial leadership's position.

There was a third possibility* In a number of important cases the 

factor which Hatch calls "colonial opinion" could not reasonably be thought 

of as a single "leg" of a tripod. During the fifties there was often a 

situation of profound cleavage between one major colonial group or set of 

groups, which appeared to stand on the threshold of full governmental 

power, and another, usually of different race or tribe, which felt itself 

threatened with total exclusion from power* Europeans as against Africans 

in Central Africa provide only the most obvious example j others would 

include Nkrumahists as against the NLM and allied groups in the (/old Coast, 

Indians as against Negroes in British Guiana, and Hauea-Pulani and Ibo as 

against Yoruba in Nigerian federal politics* In such situations a species 

of "opposition" existed in the colony such that four legs rather than 

three - with at least one of them almost invariably out of line - would 

have to be taken into account in any assessment of "progress". If the 

Opposition aligned itself with the colonial "opposition" in such a case, 

then in theory it would be giving notice that the colony's power balance 

would be altered by the next Labour government - which, once again, might 

have the effect of forcing modifications in current policy*

These we e the main possibilities in theory* Ilow far did Labour 

seek in practice to intervene in these ways, and with vhat success? Let 

us consider some cases*

2. Labour Interventions 

(i) Pro-Government

The Conservatives' Hbi-partisanH overtures to Labour in the lR.ter 

fifties generally met vith a wary and sceptical response* The party 

appeared t o believe that Labour would be better advised tactically to 

maintain a position independent or'fovernmentj and that in any event, 

tactics apart, Labour policy for certain major territories must in*eVtably 

stand at some remove from Conservative policy. It was Creech Jones, that 

veteran of the bipartisan forties, who most frequently expressed this 

belief:
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"There are differences in loner and short-term policy which cannot 
be reconciled. Each of the political parties has its distinctive 
nhilosonhy... This is as true in colonial matters as in domestic 
... Divergences of viev in these human affairs are inevitable and 
to plaster them over does not solve them."4

It was only natural that Opposition MPs who believed this should assume 

that "bi-partisan policy" would mean, in cases of doubt, government policy, 

and should therefore reject the prospect of implication-by-association 

therein.

It was nevertheless true that on a crood many colonial matters - even 

some supposedly controversial ones - Labour's official policy was indistinguish­ 

able from Conservative. Further, the party made it clear to colonial 

leaders that this was so, and that such influence as it Tx>ssessed would 

be exercised on the side of moderation. To quote Paget again: "it may 

be that a greater responsibility lies on this side not to encourage them 

to an advance which micht be disastrous for their countries if it is too 

fast." Here are some random, unremarkable but illustrative examples.

Firsti in the (rold Coast of the mid-fifties, Nkrumah's governing 

Convention Peoples Party found itself opposed with growing vigour by a 

loose coalition of urban middle-class elements, older nationalists, Ashanti 

separatists and others. After the failure of an attempted constitutional 

conference among ruling and oppositionist elements in *4arch 19^6, Lennox-Boyi 

intimated to Nkruraah that he saw no alternative but to call a general 

election. ^krumah, who had been anticipating independence in the lifetime 

of the current assembly, felt unable to accept this proposal and despatched 

his closest lieutenant, Kojo Botsio, to London to argue the point with the 

Secretary of State. Lennox-Boyd proved adamant; Botsio thereupon turned 

to the Labour party. The gist Of the advice he received was that in Labour's 

view it was essential to protect minority rights in the fiold Coast, and 

that Nkrumah should accept the need for an election.

4 Letter to The Times. 17 April 1957. See also Creech Jones's letter to 
The Times of 12 May 1955 and his remarks in Parliament, HCD vol. 522 col. 
1722 (14 May 1956) and vol. 569 cols. 748-9 (6 May 1957).

5 Paget, loo, cit.

6 Dennis Austin, Politics in Ghana 1946-1960. pp. 304-9; Nkruraah, 
Autobiography, pp. 244-53; and John Hotch, A History of Postwar Africa 
(Andre Deutsch, 1st edn.; 1965), pp. 176-8.
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Second: late in 1997 Lennox-Boyd imposed a nev constitution on 

Kenya against the resistance of the African elected members led by 

Oginga Odinga and Tom Mboya. These members announced that they would 

boycott the constitution's nev provisions* In this situation James 

Griffiths chose publicly to welcome the Lennox-Boyd constitution on behalf 

of the Labour Party and to declare his hope that Africans might give it a 

fair trial.7

A third example may be recalled from the previous chapter. Prior 

to 1959 the Labour leadership was concurring with the Government that 

secession was not a real possibility in the Central African federation, 

and was advising Nyasalanl African leaders, among others, to this effect.

In each of these cases the effect of Labour's declaration that it 

had no immediate quarrel with the government view was to deny to the 

nationalists concerned the option of resisting the Secretary of State on 

the grounds that Labour would offer them a better deal. This was presumably 

a factor to be taken into account by the nationalists in planning their 

tactics.

But it was nothing more than that. It would be quite wrong to over­ 

estimate the effects in practice of this particular kind of intervention. 

For Ghanaian, Kenyan and Nyasaland African leaders alike, the overriding 

purpose was to accelerate their country's movement towards independence 

under African rule. Nkrumah bowed to Lennox-Boyd * s insistence upon an 

election primarily because on that issue, and at that point in time, 

submission rather than resistance seemed the best way to hasten independence. 

In the Kenyan and Central African examples precisely the averse seemed true 

in African eyes: resistance appeared a better tactic than submission in the 

quest for further concessions. Hence the only effect of Griffith^ counsel 

of moderation was to draw from Odinga the retort that his group had "never 

acted on the instructions of the British Labour Party or anyone else." 

British MPs might have their views but so had he, and he felt "very strongly"
Q

about Hie constitution. And writing from Nyasaland, M.V.K. Chiume sharply

7 HCD vol. 582 col. 1006 (18 Feb. 1958). Lennox-Boyd's confrontation 
with the Africans is described in Mboya, Freedom and After, pp. 120-1, and 
Bennett, Kenya: A Political History, pp. 141-2.
8 Quoted in CCA, March 1958, p. 12.
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reminded the party that "it cannot appreciate the <£ravity of the issues 
at stake to the same extent as we Africans.•• the Labour Party's attitude 
to the federation is not the be-nll and the end-all of our struggle for
freedom." 9

The moral vould seem to be that in situations where nationalist
leaders were entirely dedicated to the hastening of independence on their 
terms, Labour's advice was acceptable only to the extent that it clearly 
contributed to the same end* If Labour instead appeared to close ranks 
with the Government, then the question of which T>arty would form the next 
government simply became irrelevant in nationalist eyes; the struggle would 
continue just the same. Thus our earlier point about the effects in theory of a 
pro-government intervention by Labour need a to be modified. In practice 
such interventions on the side of "moderation" were more than likely to 
prove counter-productive, possibly to the extent of weakening whatever 
special links existed between nationalists and party leadership.

(ii) Anti-Grovernroent: the Expatriation of Seretse Khama
This is a leading cas*. for our discussion because of the sheer 

confidence of Labour claims to have exerted, decisive influence* Hatch and 
Wedgwood Benn among individuals, and Venture and the Daily Herald araong 
journals, have all declared without reservation that the Government's 1956 
decision to allow Seretse Khama to return to Bechuacaland was the result of 
Labour Party pressure. "The two-year effort of the party to put things 
right in Bechuanaland," announced Venture. " has been crowned, with the 
success of jostling the Government into reversing its policy... The ^eretse 
issue shows how the Labour Movement can change history, even whilst in 
opposition." The Herald described th* Government's "surrender" as being 
more particularly "a personal triumph for burly John Hatch"; Benn too 
allotted principal credit to Hatch.

Broadly, Labour's version of the story ran thus. Originally the

9 M.W.K. Chiurae, "Nyasaland and the Federation", Venture. Nov. 1957, p. 10.
10 Venture. Nov. 1956, p. 1> Daily Herald. 25 Sept. 1956j 'tenn, letter to Observer. 7 Oct. 1956; Hatch, "The Opposition's Part in Colonial Policy", p. 702, and History of Postwar Africa, pp. 233-4.
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Attlee Government had banished Seretse from fyjchuanaland for five years, 
promising a review at the end of thnt period. Two years later, in 1952, 
the Conservatives decided that in the interests of unity among the 
Bamangwato Seretse could never return until another chief had been chosen 
and income securely established*

Towards the end of the five-year period the issue came to life again 
in the Labour Party. During 1954 Brockway, Benn and other MCF MPs lobbied 
the front bench and asked parliamentary Questions. In Transport House 
Hatch, as the incoming Commonwealth Officer, resolved that his first major 
task should be to erase what then appeared as the oust and ing blot on the 
Labour Government's colonial record. The wheels began turning; when 
Brockway raised the issue at the 1954 party conference he was assured by 
Griffiths that the matter was indeed being considered by the NEC and that 
a "review" would be undertaken.

The main element in the review was a two-month tour of Africa which 
Hatch undertook, with the Government's approval and assistance, in raid-1955. 
The NEC had already interviewed Seretse; while in Africa Hatch gathered 
opinions and evidence from the other main parties concerned and the Bamangwato 
generally. He reported back to the NEC that no-one in the tribe regarded 
the chieftainship issue as settled, and that the pervading uncertainty was 
hindering the Uamangwatos* economic, political and social development. All 
elements in the tribe wanted ^eretse to return. There were still disagree­ 
ments about the position of his wife and children, but most elements were 
prepared to accept them as the price of having Seretse back. Hatch concluded 
that the Government's present policy was futile because the assumption that 
the trib,e could be persuaded to settle down under another chief was false. 
He therefore recommended that the Government convene a conference c£ all
interested oar ties in the hope of achieving a new formula for tribal unity.

12 This must include Seretse's return, though not necessarily as chief.
The NEC accepted Hatch's conclusions. Later, at party conference

11 Interviews with Brockway and Hatch; 1954 Conference Report, pp. 132, 
137.
12 The fullest published account of Hatch's inquiry and conclusions is in 
his book New from Africa (Dennis Dobson, 1956), pp. 66-76.
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vith Seretse and Ruth present (and dramatically spotlit at the key moment) 

so did the mass party. But the real task was to persuade the Government. 

This Hatch, Griffiths and other members of the NECs Commonwealth sub­ 

committee sought to do in an interview with the Commonwealth Relations 

Secretary and his advisers in August 1955. They failed. Lord Plome 

decided that the Government could not accept the idea of a conference 

because the tribe was beginning to settle down and further discussion could 

only stir up old jealousies and bitterness. The Labour leadership, as

Griffiths reported to the 1955 conference, had therefore to consider what
14 fresh approach might be used.

The answer, in effect, was to seek to undermine the Government's 

position by exploiting Labour's own role as potential government. In 

August 1956 a parliamentary opportunity arose. Gordon yalker, who had 

been the minister responsible for exiling Seretse, proclaimed to an almost 

empty House that the next Labour government would definitely repatriate 

him. In Gordon Walker's confident view, "this is now really bound to come; 

the Government are not the only factor in this."

Come it did. Within six weeks the Government announced that Seretse, 

Ruth and their children were to be allowed to return to Bechuanaland.

Now it is the very crux of Labour's claim in this matter that Gordon 

Walker's statement and the Government's policy change were cause and effect. 

A» Hatch put it, the consequence of the statement was that the tribe felt 

"directly encouraged in its refusal to elect another chief. As the Govern­ 

ment's policy depended entirely on persuading it to do so, the policy had 

to be changed." Here, on this view, was a classic example of the second 

of the three opposition tactics outlined above. The Opposition had forced 

a government policy change simply by aligning itself, in its capacity as a 

future government, with a colonial interest opposed to current policy.

13 NEC press release, Manchester Guardian. 28 July 1955$ 1955 Conference 
Report, p. 186.

14 Manchester Guardian. 10 Aug. 1955J Griffiths, 1955 Conference Reix>rt. 
pp. 185-6.

15 HCJD vol. 557 col. 1529 (1 Aug. 1956).
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But Just how valid was this view? It has been disputed with some 

force by leading members and associates of the Africa Bureau, themselves 

participants in the affair. Mary Benson, for example , has written of 

some Labour members* "unseemly jostling*.. to take credit" which they did 

not deserve; and the Observer's columnist Pendennis described the Labour- 

inspired account in the Herald as a "shabby bit of gamesmanship" which 

made "an unfortunately appropriate ending of the party's connection with 

Seretse Khama." Yet if these strictures had any basis, the question 

remains: to whom, if not the Labour Party, should the real credit be 

given?

There is no need to go in'.o the question at length, for there is in 

fact substantial evidence that Labour's activity was only one of several 

elements involved in reaching a solution* Tshekedi Khama himself was in 

London from July to September 193o* He had come not "under Labour Party 

pressure", as the Herald had it, but on his own initiative, and had indeed

told Hatch quite explicitly that it "would be wrong and may be fatal" for
17 him to join hands with Labour against the Government. During his visit

a long series of meetings took placet between him and Seretse } between 

the two of them and sundry advisers and mediators, the most prominent

being Tshekedi' s old allies Clement Da vies and Michael Scott) and between
18 the two of them and Lord Home at th*« Commonwealth Relations Office. In

the process an agreement was evolved. Its essence was that Seretse would 

renounce all claim to the chieftainship as Tshekedi had done three years 

earlier; for its part the Government would abandon its efforts to establish 

another chief. Seretse and Tshekedi would both be free to re-enter

Bechuanaland ' s public life on condition that they tu 'port the existing
19 Native Authority in a republican system of government.

16 Mary ftenson, Tshekedi Khama. p. 275; Observer. 30 Sept. 1956. 
Pendennis in this case was probably Colin Legum. See also Michael Scott, 
letter to The Times. 28 Sept. 1956.

17 Daily Herald, loc. cit.; Scott, op. cit.; Senson, op. cit>. p. 270.

18 Benson, op. cit.. p. 271.

19 Qaily Telegraph. 27 Sept. 1956.
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The pro-Labour account of events was leaked to the Herald and other 

papers one day before this solution was officially announced. Scott at 

once took Labour to task in a letter to The Times, concluding that "it 

would be a pity if this case were not put on record as an example of an

achievement made possible in Africa in spite of parly political differences fyf\
here." And Seretse addressed his first tvo letters of thanks to Lord Home 

and Clement Daviesj not till a fortni^it later did he write to thank

Griffiths and his colleagues "for the psrt you have played in bringing
21 about a settlement."

It does seem clear that credit for the solution should be much more 

widely apportioned than the pro-Labour accounts would have it. Undoubtedly 

the party deserved credit for re-opening, thorouschly investigating and 

publicising the case during the two years 1954-6; in so doing it helped,

as the Guardian expressed it, to create "a situation in which it was
22 possible for ihe Government to say 'Yes' and hard to say 'No 1 ." But the

claim to sole credit - motivated, perhaps, by the strength of the party's 

desire to "erase the blot" - does not stand up.

This was obviously a prize exhibit in the gallery of Labour's claims 

to have influenced colonial policy. The fact that this of all claims 

turns out to be questionable provides reinforcement for our earlier tentative 

conclusion: that although the possibilities of influence were large in 

theory, there were often in yiractice complicating factors which reduced 

Labour's impact on policy.

(iii) Labour and Cyprus

For our next example we may turn to the Mediterranean. Tvo island 

colonies, Malta and Cyprus, were for different reasons much in the nevs in 

the later fifties, and Labour's colonial activists found themselves deeply 

involved in the problems of both.

The case of Malta need not be dwelt on since it is not instructive

20 Scott, op. cit.

21 Manchester Guardian. 27 Sept. 1956; Observer. 7 Oct. 1956; The Times. 
10 Oct. 1956.

22 Manchester Guardian editorial, 27 Sept. 1956.
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for our purpose. It is true that Labour specialists virtually adopted 

as their own the proposal, made by an all-party commission in 1955, to 

integrate Malta into the British Isles in order to alleviate the island's 

economic difficulties. For three ears several Lab ur members worked 

wholeheartedly in the characteristic Opposition roles of advising a 

colonial leader (Dom Mintoff, Malta's Labour Prime -Minister) and mediating 

between colonial leadership and British Government. The integration idea 

met, however, with -a-ecious little enthusiasm in official and Conservative 

Party circles, and suspicion enough even in the Labour Ifcrtyj and when 

eventually negotiations grounded on the rock of Mintoff's demands for 

greater subsidies, it was as if the whole episode had never occurred* 

Government policy towards Malta was unchanged and integration disappeared, 

in Hatch's phraae, "into history's dustbin."

But the Cyprus issue does throw light on our general question of how 

far the Opposition, qua potential government, could hope to influence 

colonial policy* At different times Labour adopted ea<r of the principal 

tactics available to it by moving first towards the colonial leadership's 

side, then towards the Government's. And in this case Labour's manoeuvres 

did have an important effect upon the attitudes of major participants, 

including Makarios himself*
From 1954 until 1958 Labour's official attitude towards Cyprus was 

markedly different from the Government's. At the 1954 party conference, 

two months after Hopkinson's "never", Briberg accepted on behalf of the 

NEC a resolution which deplored government policy and urged the party to 

oppose it on all occasions. He argued that C prus should be allowed to 

enter upon a period of self-government after which Cypriots could choose 

between independence in the Commonwealth or union with Greece. The 

Turkish minority should of course be given safeguards, but it could be 

hoped that "goodwill" would suffice to protect Turkish interests* Britain 

should not encounter great difficulty in retaining the use of military

bases, but in any event Cyprus was of decreasing strategic relevance in
23 the nuclear

23 1954 C >nferonce Report, pp. 140-1.
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Prom time to time in the next few years variations on this theme 
were heard. Given the complexity of the issues it was inevitable that 

some intra-narty disagreements should emerge. The extremes of opinion 
were expressed by Fhilip Noel-Baker, the party's roost ardent philhellene 
and a lifelong proponent of Enosis, and Reginald r?aget, who shared the Suez 

group's conviction that l^ritain must stay in Cyprus and also its preoccupation 

with Turkish interests, 24 Bat the view outlined by Driberg in 1954 was to 

remain as the broad basis of the party 1 * official attitude. The policy 
pamphlet The Smaller Territories, published in June 1957, placed it firmly 
on record that "the fact that a territory is of great strategic importance 
does not affect the right of self-determination." And at the 1957 party 
conference Mrs. Castle, speaking for the NEC, stated that the party
leadership would "endeavour to complete this freedom operation for the

25 ueople of Cyprus during the lifetime of the next Labour Government."
Hence, while the EOKA campaign by violence rose in intensity through 

the mid fifties, and while the Government was reduced to a virtual 
dependence upon military measures and emergency regulations to contain

the situation, Labour leaders could continue to argue that negotiations
^6 

towards self-government remained necessary and possible.'' And in visits
to 1 icosia, Athens and Ankara labour HP* - among them Francis Noel-Baker,

27 Mrs. Castle, Brockway and Lemi Jeger - regularly offered themselves as
intermediaries with the aim of hastening official talks.

Now the point of interest here is that the circumstances provided

24 See for example Noel-^ker, 1954 Conference Report, pp. 139-40} 
HCP vol. 552 cols. 1668-72 (14 Ma/ 1956).
25 1957 Conference Report, p. 196. For earlier reassertions of Labour 
policy see for example Greech Jones, HCD vol. 540 cob. 1982-5 (5 May 1955), 
aol Griffiths, vol. 547 cols. 46-7 (5 Dec. 1955).
26 See e.g. the Opposition's censure motion, ibid., vol. 550 col, 387 
(14 March 1956).
27- Brockway was also active through ihe MCF, which maintained links with 
several radical Cypriot organisations in Britain. See for example T)aily 
Vorktr. 24 March 1958. Mrs. Jeger's interest in Cyprus was sometimes 
related, by Conservatives, to the fact that her marginal London constituency 
included a population of 2,000 Greek Cypriote. See for example CCA. June 
1955, p. 11.
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Labour with an unusually clear opportunity to irrmin 'e ur>on policy-nixing. 

Vhereas the Goveinment felt obliged to seek an impartial conciliation 

among all interests, and thereby severely restricted its own freedom of 

manoeuvre, Labour vae free to take initiatives and, in effect, to align 

itself with the most dominant interest involved: the Greek-Cypriot 

interest. I/;hour leaders would not have thus baldly stated their position, 

but what mattered was that the interested parties understood it thus. To 

the Turkish minority, Labour's plan of majority self-government followed 

by self-determination was "tantamount to giving the Greeks a free hand in

promoting Enosis"; consequently Labour's future advent to paver was a
28 development to be feared. But to the Greek and Greek-Cypriot leaders,

whatever proposals might be put forward by the Conservatives were already 

outbid by Labour. Hence, "while wniting for Labour bo come to power,"

the Greeks were "unlikely to be tempted by any offers within the scope of
29 

Tory policy." This, at any rate, was the attitude periodically restated

"with complete frankness" (as the Tolegraiii put it) by such leading Greek- 
30 Cypriot spokesmen as Dr. Hex-vis, Mayor of Nicosia, And its prevalence

certainly made the Government' s load no lighter - as Lennox-Boyd, with
31 conmarable frankness, periodically told the House of Commons.

In short, the effect of Labour taking the position it did was to nut 

extreme pressure on the Government to modify its policy in the direction 

of majority self-government for Cyprus. Thus Lena Jeger commented on the 

accusation that as a result of hfrs. Castle's pledge, the Greeks would 

rather wait for Labour than deal with the Conservatives: "But this has 

always been the case. The ansver is for the present Government to reopen

negotiations 'with the Cypriot people on a self-governing constitution,
32linked with a guarantee of self-determination." Clearly, so long as the

28 The Tiroes. 1 Dec. 1957, reporting Turkish press reactions to the NEC's 
most recent statement on Cyprus.

29 Observer. 3 Nov. 1957 J we also Daily Telegraph editorial, 29 Oct. 
1957.

30 Daily Telegraph editorial, 16 July 1957.

31 See e.g. his reference to Mrs. Castle's conference pledge, HCP vol. 579 
col. 184 (3 Dec. 1957).

32 Letter to Observer. 10 Nov. 1957.
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Government refused utterly to yield to Greek-Cypriot demands there 

could be no solution at all; and this was a measure of the strength 
of Labour's position.

In 1958, however, three major parties - Government, Opposition 

and Greek-Cypriot leadership - all modified their attitudes in a complex 

set of moves and counter-moves* These made a fascinating prelude to the 

settlement finally reached in February 1959, and the Opposition's role in 

them is well worth analysing.

Two main factors underlay Labour's shifts of position. One was the 

promulgation in June 1958 of Hie Macmillan-Poot plan (discussed in Charter 

VIII above). The idea of a seven-year tridominium stood a very long way 

from Labour's declared policy. Labour leaders nevertheless felt obliged 

to consider it seriously, chiefly because the Greek and Turkish leaders 

themselves had undertaken to do so. As long as it seemed possible that 

the plan would prove acceptable to these leaders it would have been 

irresponsible of Labour to jeopardise the plan's chances - or so Gaitskell, 

Bovan and Callaghan were reported to have advised their back-bench 

followers. In the event the parliamentary debate on the plan was marked 

by a studied moderation on Labour's part. There was some criticism of

details (which the Government certainly heeded, to judge by its subsequent
34modifications in the plan }. But the plan's basic purpose - to provide

for a diplomatic holding operation - was given the Opposition's approval. 

It was Richard Crossman who stated most candidly how large a shift this 

had represented!

"The change that we have made as a party - a change which has 
involved some of us in a terrible struggle - is to admit that so 
much has the situation degenerated in Cyprus in the last six 
years that the idea of a determined period of self-government 
followed by self-determination must temporarily be abandoned."

And it was the Telegraph which most perceptively assessed the impact of 

Labour's move on the situation in Cyprus. Labour's change of attitude

33 Detailed reports of Labour's "private" deliberations on the plan may 
be found in Daily Telegraph. 20 and 24 June 1958; Manchester Guardian. 
23 June 1958; The Times. 25 June 1958.

34 Daily Telegraph. 19 Sept. 1958.

35 HCD vol. 590 col. 696 (26 June 1958).
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meant that

"the Greeks, if they reject the plan, will have only a small and 
uninfluential minority of Her Nfctjesty's alternative governing 
party to vhom they can look for support... But against this, the 
Turks would be well advised to note that the Labour flarty leader­ 
ship,..could easily be provoked into adopting once again their 
undiscriminating support of the Greek claims* In other words, 
the price of intransigence on either side would be high in terms 
of its effect on the British Labour Party. M 36

The second factor impelling a Labour shift was the very apparent 

hardening of British public opinion against EOKA, and by association 

against the Greek-Cypriot case generally* During 1958 EOKA terrorism 

remained at a high pitchj and as Hatch later commented,

"when public opinion is enraged by violence against British forces 
it is vel 1 nigh impossible to expect Members of Parliament, with 
the feelings of their constituents to consider*..to declare that 
the deaths of Cypriots in Famagusta*.. [arej as deplorable as those 
of Britishsrs caused by EOKA*"

Labour sensitivity to this factor was naturally heightened in a pre-election 

year, and the truth of Hatch's remark was well demonstrated in the year's 

closing months* Mrs. Castle, on a visit to the island, stated that British 

soldiers were being "permitted and even encouraged by the authorities' to 

be "unnecessarily tough*" At this, Labour's leaders promptly issued a

disclaimer which amounted to a public rebuke to Mrs. Castle, then vice-
37 chairman of the party. Not cont nt with this, Gaitskell later issued in

Parliament a categorical pledge of Labour support for the British forces

- an action clearly designed to expunge the memory of Mrs* Castle's
... 38 strictures.

In September Archbishop Makarios too yielded ground* In an interview 

in Athens, he told Mrs* Castle that if Britain abandoned the Macraillan-Foot 

plan he would no longer demand Enosis but would accept a period of self- 

government followed by independence under United Nations auspices. This 

was his first important concession in the whole dispute* The considerations

36 Daily Telegraph editorial, 27th June 1958.

37 Daily Telegraph. 22 Sept. 1958| Manchester Guardian. 25 Sept. 1958.

38 HCD vol. 595 col. 390 (12 Nov. 1958)j Daily Telegraph. 13 Nov. 1958.
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which motivated him were set out in a letter to the EOKA leader General 

Grivas. America's full support of British policy and the fear that 

the British Government, if further thwarted, would incline towards a 

partitionist solution were both mentioned. But from the point of view 

of this analysis it is of greater interest to note the impact on Makarios 

of the Labour-Conservative convergence in Britain.

"As you vill have read in the newspapers I yesterday made a statement 
to Mrs. Barbara Castle, the MP, by which I virtually created a new 
situation,.. Although this new line could possibly be described as 
a retreat, it is what the situation, if coldly appraised, requires.

My latest information is extremely disheartening*.. British 
public opinion has turned very considerably against us, and the 
British Press, including that of the Labour Party, even when not 
attacking us, carefully avoids any kind of publication which would 
damage the prestige of British troops, because of the strength of 
public opinion.

Barbara Castle and others among the Labour Party declared that 
they could not oppose the British plan unless the Archbishop offered 
something new which would be favourably received under the conditions 
at present prevailing in England... I cannot now forecast the 
consequences, but they cannot be bad."39

There was, inteef, a consistent sensitivity among the Cypriot 

leaders to the attitudes of the Labour Opposition in Britain; and there 

can be no doubt that Makarios*s concession, when it came, was motivated 

in large part by the Opposition's prior movement towards the middle ground 

of British opinion.

At the time the Government rejected Makarios's offer on the grounds
40 that a "period of calm" was required before final decisions were taken.

Tet within five months the settlement had been reached. And though in 

its details it followed lines jointly proposed by the Greek and Turkish 

governments, its essential basis was the one proposed by Makarios in 

September. Thus there is good reason to ccept, in this case, Labour** 

claim to influence. Wielding at first a kind of veto power over the 

chances of progress on the Government's initial terms, the Opposition

39 Makarios to Grivas, quoted in Charles Foley (ed.), The Memoirs of 
General Qrivas (Longmans, 1964), p. 163.

40 Ibid., p. 164.
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later entered upon a course of "active cooperation" (Hatch's phrase) 

vith the Government! and this vas ctta of the several necessary preludes 

to the eventual resolution.

One more case remains to be considered before any further conclusions 

are attempted*

(iv) Labour and the African Wind of Change

Our final case is a very general one. It concerns the overall 

movement in the Government's Africa policy following the pivotal year 

1959.

According to lain Macleod, it is wrong to assume that a single major 

decision set British policy on a new course after the 1959 election* But 

that ther" vas such a movement is undeniable* It can clearly be seen in 

the contrast between Macleod'  policies in multi-racial Africa and those 

of his two predecessors, and particularly in the vital concessions which 

Macleod made to Kenyan Africans in February 1960, to Nyasaland Africans in 

the sumner of 1960, and to Northern Rhodesian Africans in 1961. "By these 

years (l960-lj ," Macleod has written, "w« will be judged."41

This study is concerned vith the period immediately txrior to the 

policy movement* It is not, therefore, concerned to explore in detail 

the vays in which Macmillan and Macleod grasped the nettle of decolonisation 

in settler territories* It simply stands by the assertion that this was 

when the decisive shift in British policy came about. But some of the 

many strands which led towards 1960-1 do require consideration in the 

context of this chapter. And the first is the strand of Labour efforts 

before 1959 to force just such a movement in policy as did take place after

1959.

Whfct Labour did, essentially, was to exploit the third of the three 

techniques of intervention available to it - that is, alignment with an 

"opposition" element inside the colonial territory. By associating itself 

vith the Africans who sought power as against the Europeans who held it, 

Labour was giving notice that it would attempt, when in o6f.ce, to turn the

41 lain Macleod, "Britain1 s Future Policy in Africa", Weekend TelegrarA. 
12 March 1965.
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existing power structure on its head* This was not the whole truth 

about Labour's position - as ve have seen earlier, there were times when 

the party's leading figures insisted on their solicitude for European 

interests - but this was certainly labour's position as generally under­ 

stood and acted upon by other parties. The point may be simply illustrated 

with the words of Kenneth Kaunda, reminiscing in 1%7« "Ve used to 

almost sleep by the radio each time there was a General Election in 

Britain, praying and hoping that the Labour ^arty would be returned to 

power."

The question is whether labour's activity in the fifties, and the 

subsequent shift of Conservative policy along the lines advocated by 

Labour, were in any degree cause and effect. The ubiquitous Hatch, for 

one, comes close to asserting a direct causal relationships "Without 

Labour's constant, anfl not always popular, campaign on this issue {^colonial

freedom] during the fifties, it's doubtful if the Tories would ever have
43scented the post-1959 wind of change." With particular refer nee to the

federation, Mrs. Castle is even more dogmatic: "If it jjbhe Government]

was eventually forced to the right solution it was because a vigilant
44 Labour Opposition egged it on."

It was stated above that this question cannot be fully explored within 

the bounds of the present study. But it requires no deep exploration to 

conclude that of all Labour's claims to influence this one seems the most 

excessive. It is worth quoting at length Macleod's own account of the 

factors which shaped his attitudes as incoming Colonial Secretary:

"The logic of the transfer of power in »Test Africa meant that it 
must come swiftly in East find steadily in Central Africa. 
Independence once given 10 the African in the Gold Coast could 
not for long be denied to his brother in Kenya, and in particular 
it could not long be delayed only because of the presence of

42 Kaunda went on to observe that now, thanks to the ^ilson Government's 
handling of the Rhodesian issue, it was "very much the end of a love affair," 
Observer. 5 ^ov. 1967.

43 Written under the nom de plume of Flavus, New Statesman. 6 Dec. 1963, 
pp. 822-3.

44 Review of Welensky's 4.000 Day*, ibid,. 29 May 1964, p. 852.
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European settlers* .
The situation in autumn, 1959, was grim* A massive emergency 

in Kenya, emergency in Nyasaland, serious trouble in Malta and 
in Northern Rhodesia. I think any Secretary of State vould have 
decided that there was little time left in Africa to devise 
solutions*   For rryself, some months before the election, and 
before of course I had any idea that I would become Secretary of 
State, I had convinced myself that for all the manifest dangers of 
moving quickly in Africa, the dangers of being too slow were 
greater.

Perhaps the tragedy of Hola Camp, even more than the 'murder 
plot* emergency in Nyasaland, was decisive,.. [Michael Blundell] 
records that in May 1959 he met me for the first time in London: 
'lain Macleod questioned me closely on the incident, and I think 
it probably re-emphasised in his mind the feeling that the time 
for substantial changes in Kenya was overdue** This is correct.  

The alternative policy of course was to announce our determin­ 
ation to stay - and to use force to do so* Only the blind thought 
we could achieve this... With all our might, and an immense deploy­ 
ment of first-class troops, we could not subdue the small island 
of Cyprus."41

All this was written with the benefit of five years' hindsight* As an 

account of the shaping of attitudes it nevertheless has the tone cf 

authenticity. In particular it is fair to conclude that Macleod 1 s vievs 

arose from an independent assessment of trends and events rather than as 

a response to promptings from the Opposition. This in spite of the fact 

(which, no doubt, Hatch and Mrs. Castle had in mind) that the conclusions 

Macleod reached were essentially those which Labour had reached some years 

earlier.

None of this, however, is meant to suggest that domestic politics 

had no relevance to the timing of the new liberalism in Conservative 

policy* To indicate its very considerable relevance we must briefly take 

up another strand, since the most directly relevant politics were the 

internal politics of the Conservative Party.

Let us recapitulate. The responsibility for colonial policy in the 

later fifties lay with a minister who was, quite plainly, far from anxious 

to expedite African takeovers in Kenya and Central Africa. As lete as 

January 1959 Lennox Boyd believed that independence would not come even to 

Uganda and Tanganyika before about 1970; as for Kenya, the earliest likely 

date was about 1975. On the benches behind him the majority of the most

45 See above, p. 3*3.
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interested Members vere still strongly sympathetic towards the European 

leaders of British Africa.

Nov it is extremely likely that Macmillan, like Macleod, had by

the later fifties reached conclusions on Africa policy rather more
46 liberal than those of Lennox-Boyd and his back-bench supporters. But

in the circumstances Macmillan had no real opportunity to give expression 

to Ihem. In 1958, for example, the immediate task was to carry the party 

with him on Cyprus policy without reopening the wounds of Suezj to have 

attempted any liberal departures on Kenya or Rhodesia in the same year 

would surely have involved too great a risk with the party, especially 

since Africa seemed generally peaceful, and settler rule generally successful, 

at the time. In 1959 came the eruption in Nyasaland, the deaths at Hola, 

a crisis in Northern Rhodesia and the Devlin Report, TCach °* these events 

struck its blow against the old policies and, on the face of it, made 

clearer the need for a fresh approach. But by 1959 new domestic considera­ 

tions were relevant* It was election year. The Opposition was exploiting 

these issues with great energy and demanding Lennox-Boyd*s resignation. 

In this situation any departure from established positions would have 

looked to the party and the voters like an ignominious surrender, a plain 

admission of culpability. So far from yielding ground, the Macmillan 

cabinet rejected the Devlin Report's main condemnatory passages and gave 

Lennox-Boyd solid support in the House.

The election, however, brought a significant transformation in the 

parly. Lennox-Boyd retired from the government (as Macraillan had known 

he would). Macleod was ready and even anxious to take on the Colonial 

Secretaryship. The party gained a large group of new young members who 

were interested in Africa and provided a strong counterweight to the 

older traditionalists. In addition Macmillan enjoyed, for the first time, 

the \>ast authority in his party of a leader who had just won a major 

electoral victory. There was, in short, no longer any sufficient intra- 

party reason to postpone major changes in Africa policy. These duly took 

place. To be sure, thero were still some loud growls from the back benches

46 Hints to this effect may be found in some of the relevant memoirs: e.g. 
Welensky's 4.000 Days, p. 101, and Blundell's So Rough a Wind, p. 263. But 
the leading discussion is Ilorowitz, Attitudes of British Conservatives towards 
Decolonization, pp. 58-9, 61-79, 421^2*7""
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A.7and at least one vigorous faction fi^htx but the leadership's 
calculation that the internal balance of forces now leaned towards 
liberalisation proved to be correct*

The relevance of Labour activity to the timing of the Conservative 
policy shift is much more difficult to assess. So far we have simply 
dismissed the cause-and-effect claims of Hatch and Mrs. Castle as 
excessive. V« have not dismissed Ubour's efforts out of hand, and it 
would be wrong to do so merely because some leading figures have shown 
an over-zealous partisanship. The following is therefore offered as a 
tentative judgment of Labour's contribution.

In the fifties, the Labour Party generally worked on the assumption 
that it was not enough merely to try to sway governmental attitudes. In 
terms of hard politics, the main factor which delayed the tilting of the 
power-balance towards Africans in the plural societies was that the 
Africans themselves did not yet deploy sufficient political skills and 
power of organisation to be taken seriously. Once these qualities were 
seen to exist then official attitu4es would necessarily sving nearer to 

Labour's. In this respect the party's most significant activity was 
not its canvassing oi ]>olitico-moral arguments on the Africans' behalf 
but its efforts Jr ^r^ctice to boost the development of > frican poli­ 
tic^! vowT. Informal tutelage ^n the principles of mass .arty

4borganisation, tacticnl e«'vice on dealings with government officials, 

assistance in the drafting of ] rogrammes and negotiating positions: 

in v»-ys like these the 1*1 rty WAS bett< r ;]fced tiiici better able thru any 

other rretropolit?jn body to imr.art useful knowledge r»nd foster usable 

skills. This is certainly not to attribute so large a nhencmenon as 

the rapid growth of African power in the Inter fifties to any cause 

external to A<ric, . Obviously thut growth w< B essentially >n ?n gene rate 

nroce«s, nnr1 the rolee of external bodies like the Labour 'i'*r+y w*»rr» no 

more than auxiliary. Nevertheless, it was just because the labour

47 Tdficussed belov, p.
48 E.g. Kenneth Kaunda, the leader whose "love uffair" with the labour 
iyarty vis cited earlier, received juet such tutelttge for a perioo AJ ter 
the Commonwealth Socialist Conference in 1957.
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had supplemented moral support with. iroctical support in the 

kinds of ways mentioned that it could fairly claim to havf contributed 

to the change of political climate within which the new Conservative

f.'ovcrn; cnt proved willing to tru«k© vital concessions to .ifrican political 

demands.

The Ci» se studios in this chapter hnve .^hovii hov difficult it 5s 

to assess the impact in practice of various types of Gpoosition inter­ 

vention, hovever clearcut the possibilities rni#ht seem in theory. For 

n.n intervention to be clearly effective, many other circumstances hud 

to ft-<. ''I into a concomitant po.ttern: ao they dil, for evnple , in Cy .-rus 

at an important stapre in 1958, as they did not in the Gold Cov,st in 

1956 and as they mainly did not - or not so ne. tly as some Labour members 

claimed - in the case of .Serotse. Yet our conclusion concern! n r labour's 

role in the a proach to the Afr5<ran wind of c'>an£e may veil be adapted 

to suit the chapter as a whole. Though it was seldom, if ever, able 

to force dramatic and visible changes in government polic3r , uabour vas 

consistently . ble, in practical v/uys , to affect the political cl ; mate 

within which 1;otli government and colonial leaders had to opt»r- te. 

More particularly, by throwing its weight to one side or the other it 

could often affect the demands and responses made by each side in the 

r.ain policy-making dinlo^ue- An«l this is as near as it is reasonable 

to cor" to-'.'orda occeotin^ the tripod ; ietn,;nhor with which we bogn.n.
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CHAPTER XI 

POSTSCRIPT AND Id-TItOSI '.CT

"Nationalist politicians...are disappointed that Labour conceded 
less than they expected: and surprised that Conservatism 
conceded so much."

Editorial, The Times, 12 Jiay 1955.

1. A Postscript; After 1959

Because the Government was seen to be making fundamentally different 

decisions on the central issues after 1959, the domestic debate on colonial 

affairs moved its ground and began to change in character.

Decisions were different in tvo moin respects. Firstly, gradualism 

was virtually abandoned as an assumption of policy. Nigeria, vhich gained 

independence in October 1960, was the last major example of a territory 

arriving at its goal on the "classic" Gold Coast pattern - that is, in fairly 

close accordance with a schedule painstakingly devised and argued about over 

a period of several years. Cyprus, preceding it by six weeks, was the first 

example of a territory reaching independence within a couple of years of 

the total collapse of Uritish plans for its long-term constitutional 

evolution. Thereafter almost all territories followed the pattern of Cyprus. 

Tanganyika, for example, which in 1959 had been regarded as still a decade 

or more from independence, reached it in 19t>1; Uganda in 1962. This change 

in emphasis, from planned und gradual evolution under British tutelage 

to independence as soon as was politically practicable, indicated plainly 

that only one major criterion was now thought relevant to the timing of 

independence. Such criteria as harmony among ethnic groups, economic 

viability, a developed infrastructure of voluntary organisations and 

demonstrably stable political institutions, so often stressed by politicians 

and Colonial Office in the past, were now scarcely heard of. All that 

really mattered was thut an indigenous political elite, with some degree of 

local support, should exist and be willing to take over.
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Secondly, and as a very special case of this general ]>oint, Macleod 

began the process of transferring power from European to African hands in 

Kenya and Central Africa. This we have frequently remarked already; suffice 

it here that the last sanctum of traditional Conservative policy was thus 

assailed.

How then did the domestic political debate change in character? It 

changed, firstly, in the sense that the Macmillan-Macleod approach brought 

the Government to a position barely distinguishable from that which sections 

of the Opposition had been advocating since at least the early fifties, and 

the Opposition as a whole since at least the middle and later fifties. 

"The central principle of colonial policy is now broadly agreed between the 

leaders of all parties, allowing a remarkable degree of national, or 

bi-partisan, approach to be accepted in meeting the residual problems of 

'imperialism'" - this kind of judgment, so often heard in the forties and 

so little heard in the fifties, could now at last be revived and restated 

vith plausibility and conviction.

But it changed i'i another way. Whatever might be said about relative 

harmony across the front benches, intra-party conflict regained: only its 

locus had moved. By contrast with tho early fifties, the early sixties 

found the Labour Party unitod on colonial policy and the Conservative Tarty 

experiencing internal tension. Did the new trends represent political 

expediency or political wisdom? ^ shameful capitulation to American 

pressure or an exercise in courage and inmgination? A perfidious selling out 

of kith and kin, or a belated awakening to realities? Hovever the question

was phrased, the j-arty was divided over it. Kacleod himself believed his
2 

approach to be not only "vis*/1 but "morally right"; in this belief he was

t ctively supported by many of the seventy or so nevly-elect ?d Conservative 

back-benchers. But the traditionalist rump understandably felt an anger 

and a distress that was epitomised in the redoubtable Lord Salisbury's 

nttack on Macleod as a man "too clever by half."

1 Hatch, "The Opposition's ^art in Coloniul i'olicy", p.703.

2 Blundell, op.cit., p.271.
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The full story of the party's internal conflicts over Kenya and 

Central Africa in the early sixties has yet to be made public."' But the 

main formal test of power between the two sides has been veil documented. 4 

An Tarly Uay Motion condemning Macleod's plans for greater African 

representation in the Northern Rhodesian legislature was tabled in I'ebruary 

1961 by Eobin Turton, an ox-minister whose son had emigrated to Rhodesia. 

Timed to coincide with the convening of a Northern lihodesian constitutional 

conference in London, it amounted to a "thus fur and no farther" ultimatum 

from back bench to front. Such familiar right-wing names as i'aul Williams, 

Anthony Pell, John Biggs-Davison, P.M. Bennett and Patrick wall were soon 

added to Turton 1 s. But support for the motion was by no means confined to 

the traditional Empire men; after two weeks the motion bore the signatures 

of 102 Members, representing over a third of the party's back-bench 

membership. This was almost certainly a much greater proportion than Macleod 

and Macmillan had bargained for. But the motion provoked in its turn some 

vigorous counter-lobbying by a group of liberal Mis led by Humphry Berkeley, 

Christopher Chataway and Nigel Fisher, their efforts being discreetly 

s pplemented by the party whips, fifteen names were withdrawn from Turton's 

motion and the liberals eventually tabled a rival motion which rallied some 

forty signatures - not many, but enough to keep the revolt from spreading. 

Macleod proceeded with his plan for Northern Uhodesia and met with no 

further effective resistance from within the party.

The consequence of rapid decolonisation wus the equally rapid emergence 

of a "new Commonwealth"; and for a time after 1900 it appeared that Labour 

was taking over the traditionally Conservative role of Commonwealth party.

3 There is, however, a careful discussion in ilorowitz, op.cit.. Chs. II and 

III, esp. pp.114-23, 171-4. Among published worus the best source is 
Keatley's lively and journalistic discussion of the 'Uhodesia- Lobby 1 in The 

Politics of Partnership, pp.446-65.

4 The Times. 10, 15, 22, 24, 25 Peb. 1961; Keatley, op.cit.. pp.455-7; 
honald Butt, The Power of Parliament, p.232; ai; o Horowitz,, op.cit.. pp.105-7,

5 There is, however, reason to believe Butt's assertion tht.t "this episode 
did Kacleod's subsequent ministerial career nuch harm" (Butt, loc.cit. ; see 
also Horovitz, op.cit.. pp.83, 155-6, 424-5). Macleod was removedTfrom the 
Colonial Secretaryship eight months later, served, from 1961 to 1963 as Leader 
of the House, and declined ministerial office under that old federationist 
•IT Alec Douglas-Horne. '
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For the sense of identity with the old Empire-Commonwealth which Conservat­ 

ives had fell was nov finding a counterpart on the Labour side, as the 
nationalist movements with which Labour had enjoyed association in the 
fifties became, one by one, governing regimes in new Commonwealth states. 

This nev configuration was well demonstrated in 1962 when many Labour 
speakers took the Commonwealth's part in opposition to the Conservative 

Government's efforts to enter the European 1 conomic Community. Yet a 
number of incidents, most notably the affair of Chief Enahoro in 1963, 
suggested that in its last few years of opposition the Labour Party was 
becoming less clear about the attitudes it should adopt towards the internal 
regimes of the new states. On this subject there were occasional 
glimmerings of the old left-right differences. Left ing speakers nnd 
writers eorietirr.es expressed scon* for the moderates' continued equating of 
"socialist cooperation" with the "civilising mission 11 , and their continuing 
ho; e for "an economic Commonwealth with strong British traditions which can 
BV-lie a significant contribution to the defence of the 'free world'."' 

Moderates were reluctant to echo the uncritical admiration sometimes 
expressed by the left for charismatic "African-socialist" leaders, showing 
instead an anxiety for the survival of responsible parliamentarism in new

states.

Kven before Labour acceded to power in October 1964, however, it had 
become apparent that there was little prospect of fa.ny section of the party 
being able to influence the course of everts in nev states. In this resnect 
the new disagreements were much more academic than those of the colonial era, 
when the existence of metropolitan powers and responsibilities had made such 
influence possible. In any event it is clear enough that "Commonwealth"

6 Labour opposed the Government's decision to extradite Lnahoro from 
England to face justice at the hands of his political enemies in Nigeria. 
See' Georges Fischer, "Attitudes Travaillistes a I'Jigards cles L'tats Nouvcaux" 
(roia., Fondntion National des Sciences i'olitiquos, Paris, 19o3), pp.51-4.
7 I'liras*** quoted froro loan JJavies's connents on John ^trachey' s The End of 
Empire. (1959), Rita Minder's Principles of.. Social iamt Africa and Asia 
(1961), and Patrick Gordon Walker' a The Commonwealth (1962), in New Left 
j'evicw, Dec. 1963, pp. 89-90.

8 Soe for example Rita llinden's review of li.ockway's African oocialism 
(1963), in Encounter, March 1964, pp.74-6.
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problems, perhaps with the residual exception of Ehodesia, will not again 

preoccupy British politicians of either main party so deeply as did 

"colonial" problems in the fifties.

2 « A Retrospect: Colonial Affairs in British Politics

It was suggested in the Introduction that the period between 1945 and 

1959 could be seen as a bridge between two different worlds: a world in 

which the colonial Empire and its corollary, the imperial mission, could 

still appear as durable, if peripheral, facts of British political life, and 

a world in which a Conservative government, well aware of the special 

interests that would suffer, could nevertheless give priority to the 

speediest practicable withdrawal from colonies. In the very broadest terras 

tn is transition was the consequence of two complementary forces over which 

Britain had little control. On one side Britain's ovn decline as a world 

pover; on the other t the remarkable post-var rise of aggressive national 

consciousness in colonial dependencies everywhere.

This study, however, has not attempted to deal in the very broadest 

terns. It has concentrated on the microcosm of British politics; more 

particularly, on the activities of the major political parties and certain 

pressure groups within that area of British political activity having the 

Colonial Office and Parliament as its focal point*. V»ithxn these limits 

the study has proceeded on two levels of inquiry. It has sought to discuss 

the ways in which colonial problems were dealt with in the course of 

domestic politics, showing how changes in the pattern of domestic activity 

were related to changes in the character of colonial issues over the period. 

And it has sought to assess, whf»re possible, the impact of domestic political 

activity on governmental policy. It is time now to attempt a summary of the 

argument on both these levels.

In considering first the course of domestic politics, it is well to 

begin by restating » point th;< t is often overlooked. If the major parties 

are judged solely by tho records of their leaders in office, it is not very 

apparent that there was any jrreat contention between them over colonial 

issues. Chapter I showed that governmental policies in several fields were 

substantially similar before and after the 1951 election. With regard to the 

African nati nalist movements, neither side could do much more than try to
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keep abreast of the chain reaction which began in the Gold Coast in the 

later forties and passed through almost every colony, with regard to 

European settlers, the record shows that a Labour government set the 

machinery moving towards federation, a version of which the Conservatives 

duly established. When colonial crises became exceptionally severe both 

sides resorted to repressive measures: Labour in Palestine and Malaya no 

less tJ an Conservatives in Kenyti and Cyprus. The Conservatives carried on 

vith Labour's main experiment in state enterprise, the Colonial Development 

Corporation. Indeed, as The Times remarked in 1955, it would be just as 

easy, if not rcor so,

"to point out variations in interpretation of colonial policy by 
individual Ministers, as by parties. For instance, Mr. Creech Jones 
set his face against Central African Federation, >ir. Griffiths 
initiated it; I'r. Lyttelton deposed the Kabaka, Mr. Lonnox-Boyd is 
trying to get him back." l>

We have not, however, sought to judge the parties 1 approaches to 

colonial issues solely by thw records of the parties' le&dtre iii office. 

>»e have attempted a vision which includes followers as well as leaders, out 

of office as well HS in; and it is in this broader framework tuat the 

>?rovth of political controversy on colonial issues becomes visible. In 

particular it becones possible to set against the apparent continuity of 

many policy lines at ministerial level thf> clear record of conflicts between 

the parties in their roles as Government and Opposition, especially after

195'..

Now it might be argued that the mere fact of this contrast, the 

apparent concord of parties succeeding each othrr in office as against the 

discord between parties r^mtGovernment and Opposition, is scarcely a matter 

for comment. It is after all a fairly normal pattern of behaviour in a 

two-party parliamentary system, reflecting the inevitable constraints upon 

any party in office as rgainst the relative freedom of manoeuvre of any 

party in opposition. But the wholo point here is that colonial affairs was 

not supposed to be a "normal" field of policy. It had long been the

9 Editorial, The Times. 12 hay 1955.
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conventional wisdom that in making policy for dependent peo
ples, the very 

first necessity was bi-partisan accord at home; nothing was more important, 

in the interests of the colonial peoples themselves, than 
that the whole 

subject should be elevated above the fortunes of British e
lection results. 

Essentially, what happened in the period we have been conc
erned with was a 

conspicuous departure from this well-established convention
al wisdom, even 

though exhortations to stand by it were almost ceaselessly 
heard. So our 

question remains: why?

Briefly, the answer which this study has sought to bring ou
t is as 

follows. Tha bi-partisun ideal ^as always surrounded by a good deal of myth. 

In practice it was never really accepted by the parties as 
a binding 

principle; rather it rested alvayb on a highly conditional basis. The war 

years and the immediate post-war p« riod w<;re something of a heyday for the 

bi-partisan approach, but for several reasons these were e
xceptional years. 

The arj road* was bound to break down once new kinds of issu
es had undermined 

the old "conditions" of inter-party harmony, *nd thi» they did as from the 

early fifties. A reconciliation between the parties on the key issues coul
d 

not really ta e place until "conditions" once again permitt
ed, and this did 

not begin to happen until the lessons of that stormy decade
 had been veil 

absorbed by both sides.

To elaborate. In thw forties it was an easy matter to sum up what 

colonial policy vas all about. Vhe aim was to lead the colonies towards 

eventual self-government vithin the Empire. 1'ritaiu as trustee would take 

the necessary initiatives und work to reconcile conflicts 
of interest. 

Political rosponsibility would be instiliod in carefully g
raduated stages. 

The metropolis accepted a large measure of financial and a
dministrative 

responsibility for schemes of economic taid social developn 
nt. settler 

enterprise vas to be supported, chiefly for economic reason
s, ^elf- 

government would come only when col»nius were clearly in it position to sustair

10 In earlier chapters we noted many examples of such exhortat
ions 

addressed by government members to the Opposition. but they issued also 

from leader-writers (e.g. The Timi-s;, 13 April 1957, und Telegraph. 16 July 

1957); authors (o.g, Colin Leguia, Must We Lose Africa? (1954), pp.221-3); 

and assorted dignitaries (e.g. presidential address to the London Chamber 

of Commerce, reported in The Times, 8 May 1957).
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it, economically as well as politically. On all these important points 

the parties seemed to be in agreement.

Yet the analysis of the period undertaken in Chapters IV and V revealed 

an apparent paradox. Against the bi-partisan tenor of parliamentary 

discourse had to be set the fact that in terras of traditions, ideas and 

self-images the parties were strikingly different. On the Labour side two 

main streams had coexisted - a stream of radical, internationalist and 

"liberationist" sentiment, and a liberal-humanitarian stream, canalised in the 

forties by the Fabian Colonial Bureau, which expressed itself chiefly in a 

practical concentration upon the injustices of colonial administration and 

a wariness of settlers 1 political ambitions. The element common to both 

streams was a sense of Labour's moral superiority, an image of Labour as 

the "non-imperialist" party of the oppressed." On the Conservative side 

too there were two main streams. There was still a powerful and prideful 

imperialist tradition, distinguished by a firm belief in the Empire's 

durability and by residual schemes for economic unification surviving as 

legacies from fin de siecle Conservatism. Beside it, and of more recent 

origin, there flowed a current of moderate liberalism, characterised 

certainly by some "traditional" attitudes - concerning, for example, the 

need for settlers to wield not only economic but also political power - but 

nevertheless realistic about imperial economics and the inevitability of 

decolonisation. The broad image of their party common to both elements was 

that of the "party of Empire", the party uniquely fitted by historical 

experience to understand the problems of Empire and how to deal with them. 

Beneath the parties' overt agreement on some commodiously-phrased objectives, 

in short, lay some very different attitudes.

That a substantially bi-partisan approach could exist in spite of these 

differences may be explained in terms of three related factors. Firstly, 

during most of that decade - from 1942 to 1950 - the two men with principal 

party responsibility for colonial affairs were Oliver Stanley and Arthur 

Creech Jones. If any men represented the point at which their respective 

parties' liberal-moderate streams flowed nearest, these two did. Inter-party 

harmony was to some degree the reflection of their mutual respect and 

cooperativeness.
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Secondly, the left of the Labour Party and the right of the Conservative 

Party, from whom dissonance might veil have been expected, vere more or less 

neutralised in this period. The Labour left, quite simply, was not partic­ 

ularly interested; it lucked leaders knowledgeable in colonial affairs and 

was far more concerned with domestic issues. By contrast, the Conservative 

right did not lack members who were concerned with "imperial" problems and, 

moreover, felt themselves out of sympathy with the apparent trend towards 

imperial fission. However they made no sustained attempt to translate their 

concern into active parliamentary opposition, and this could be attributed 

in fair measure to the hi;*h political skill of Stanley in containing them.

But thore was a further reason. If the different ideas and attitudes 

of the parties did not come much to light in the immediate post-war period 

it vas largely because there were very few concrete issues capable of 

bringing them out. Certainly the old optimistic assumptions were dented 

somewhat by the events in the Gold Coast; but there were few other "crises," 

the problem of power distribution in plural societies did not come to a 

head, and there seemed no good reason to doubt that the broad objectives 

would, eventually, be achieved painlessly enough. Thus there was no party 

conflict for most of the period simply because there were no specific 

issues which, in the Opposition's collective opinion, really merited it.

Towards the end of Labour's term in office, though, the situation began 

to change. Issues which the Opposition judged to be worth exploiting on 

party lines did arise. And as they did, so the conditional basis of the 

bi-partisan approach became evident. Divisions were forced on several 

matters: the quasi-colonial issue of groundnuts, the Government's 

misfortunes with Gerobian poultry and its handling of the cases of the two 

Kha,-as. Then in 1951, at the height of an election campaign, Griffiths 

announced that a change of government could do nothing but harm to the cause 

of colonial progress. In these ways some of the myth which enshrouded the 

bi-partisan ideal was already being dispelled.

There followed the years of crises. Within the framework of traditional 

policy, it appeared, the virtually unanticipated eruption of Mau Mau could 

occur; the crypto-communist ministry of British Guiana could come to 

power; EOKA terrorism could break out; and elsewhere, in many lesser ways, 

the burgeoning of nationalism could severely strain the fabric of colonial
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law nnd order. Was it then still reasonable to asource that Britain could 
go on setting the rules? Was gradualism sufficient? Could Britain still 
hope to reconcile sharply conflicting interests within the old, all-embracing 
formulae of trusteeship?

Pew people vere prepared to regard the government of the day as solely 
to blame for these crises, since thoir roots clearly stretched veil back into 
history. But the Opposition, at least, felt itself entitled to judge tne 
Government by the ways in which it responded to the new situation, by the 
extent to which it was willing to modify the old assumptions. In fact the 
Government's response was marked by flexibility in dealing, for example, 
with the Vfest African pace-setters, but by a good deal of inflexibility 
elsewhere. The remedy for "disorder" had first and foremost to be military. 
Colonies relevant to British strategic planning must still expect to remain 
British indefinitely. And in settler colonies stability and economic 
progress were to be bought by entrusting the Europeans, more than ever 
before, with the levers of political power.

It was basically because of the Government's inflexibility in these 
respects that the bi partisan approach became a thing of the past. What 
Labour's leaders might have done had th^y been in office was beside the 
point; as was argued in Chapter VI, the party in opposition had no 
alternative but to deplore policies which apptared to express so faithfully 
the priorities of the traditional Conservative stream. By contrast with 
the forties, in brief, this was an era when concrete issues were indeed 
capable of bringing out the latent differences in pa.rty attitudes.

Federation, above all, polarised the yart-ies, and in the circumstances 
it would have been naive to expect anything else. For the way in which the 
plan was developed and implemented brought into sharper focus than any 
previous issue the fundamental relationships between race and political 
power, and virtually imposed on the parties the duty of choosing to support 
the claims of one race against the other. It followed from the whole patterns 
of ideas and beliefs in the two parties that they should align themselves 
with different races.

But this was not all. If Conservatives generally found it easy to unite 
behind current policy, the issues of these years produced further 
complications within the party-group cluster on the Labour side. Since the
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Berets* Khama case in 1950, the left had been finding cause to concern 

itself anew with colonial affairs. In the early fifties a series of 

pressure groups was formed, offering outlets for moral crusading well to 

the left of the official party line. Thus the traditional radical stream 

flowed with increasing strength, and among the rank and file it did so 

partly at the expense of the traditional moderate stream. The Movement for 

Colonial Freedom, unlike its antecedent groups, had come to stay. In 

over-simplified terms, the Labour movement found itself divided into an 

"economics first" school - those who still felt that ripeness for self- 

government should be measured by economic as well as political factors - 

and a "politics first" school - those who felt that political readiness 

alone was sufficient, and that in any case economic growth was unlikely 

to occur until after "liberation" had been achieved.

What happened between the mid-fifties and the end of the decade, in 

essence, was that both parties moved relatively to the left of their earlier 

positions such that something rather like this"politics first-economics 

first" dispute was projected onto the larger inter-party battle. In the 

Labour Party a version of the politics-first belief became ascendant in the 

course of the long-drawn process of policy reformulation discussed in 

Chapter IX. This did not entail an unconditional acceptance by the 

leadership of the whole radical syndrome, and there was plenty of evidence thai 

the leading colonial nationalists, to whose demands Labour's attitudes were 

increasingly geared, did not yet consider the party "advanced" enougi . 

Yet in committing itself to transfer power to Africans in plural societies, 

in moving from a conservative to a radical estimate of the possibilities of 

British intervention in Central Africa, in declaring that strategic 

considerations were irrelevant to the question of self-rule in such terri­ 

tories as Cyprus, the Labour leadership was still far enough in advance of 

the Government to be able to demand policy changes with its old self-image 

intact.

But Conservative policy was not in fact as static as Labour seemed 

sometimes to think. Under the pressure of events, the process of retreating 

from one traditional stronghold to the next was well under way by the end of 

the decade. The residual-imperialist rump had been isolated and left 

ineffective in the conflicts over economic unification and the 1954 Suez
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withdrawal (though the subsequent oues invasion brought a brief revival of 

glory). Arid in 1958-9 one of the most firmly drawn of Conservative lines 

vas crossed vhen the Government publicly abandoned, in effect, its belief 

in the military necessity of hanging on to Cyprus - and did so with no 

significant party disturbances. By 1959 only the most fervently held of 

the old commitments remained: the commitment to stand by the settlers. 

Ostensibly this commitment was still being justified in terms of the 

territories' long-terra economic interest. Yet the African outbursts of 

1959 were making it more than ever apparent that the real issue was that 

of distribution of political power among th« races in the near future. This 

had always been the main issue underlying the parties' polarisation, and it 

stood now as the only real barrier against tho establishment of broad 

inter-party agreement.

The 1959 election, as we have seen, effectively marked the end of the 

period. A new generation came to prominence in the Conservative Party. 

There developed an internal conflict analogous to that already fou/jht and 

won in the Labour movement. The result vas a victory for men whose policy 

was essentially that of the Labour leadership. The final line was crossed, 

and the basis was laid for a reversion to the bi-partisan approach.

The central colonial issues in this period, then, were as authentically 

divisive as any issues in British politics. Those ministers, dignitaries 

and writers who continued to argue, right through the fifties, that a 

bi-partisan approach remained necessary and possible, as if domestic 

political conflict on colonial issues were somehow false and contrived, were 

simply failing to appreciate this reality.

We arx. led to our second level of inquiry: how far did domestic 

political activity affect the course of policy? What, out of all the sound 

and fury of party and group exchanges, made an impact on what the Government 

actually did? It was acknowledged at the outset of this study that such 

a question can never be answered with certainty; yet no study of this 

kind can be complete without at least attempting an answer.
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In fact we have, in this inquiry, coree across fey/ examples o^' obvious 

and direct influence on policy-making. And it should be aaid, if it is 

not already apparent, that this need hardly be a cause for surprise. The 

central relationship within which the themes and priorities of policy 

were defined w»s always tlittt continuous and more or loss private dialogue 

between British Government (principally represented by the Secretary of 

State and the Governors) and colonial political leaders. Only one body 

of people was consistently in a favourable position to influence this 

dialogue - the government officials, whose role we briefly considered in 

Chapter II; so close was their position, indeed, that it would doubtless 

be more realistic to regard them as direct participants in the dialogue 

behind their official guise as "advisers." By comparison domestic parties 

and pressure groups were only some among the numerous bodies which sought 

to impinge on the central relationship from a distance.

Ve have nevertheless seen that influence was intermittently possible 

when the circumstances were right. Let us recapitulate certain points 

about pressure groups, opposition ^arty t.nd governing party respectively.

f^ost domestic groups which sought to influence the government on 

colonial matters lacked the normal means of exerting pressure, in that 

there was seldom any compelling electoral or economic or administrative 

reason why the government should do as they suggested. Their only real 

weapons were their special relationships, if any, with decision-makers 

and their expertise, if any, on their subject. Yet the period we have 

studied yields at least one quite striking example of the sustained efficacy 

of tiuese weapons: that of the Fabian Colonial Bureau in the years 

1945-50. And if this is only one example, it should not thereby be assumed 

that all the other activities of groups were so much wasted effort. It 

needs saying that direct and visible impact on specific policy matters 

vas not the only goal thtit roost groups set themselves, and hence not the 

only criterion of their success. The liberal i>nd radical groups we

discussed in Chapters IV, VII and IX almost all undertook such tasks

11 Much of Lee's Colonial Development and Good Government can be seen as an 
extended development of this point.
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as mobilising sections of the community, playing host to colonial leaders 

and acting as their advisers tuid intermediaries in negoti. tions with 

i--ol icy-makers. In view of the fact that moat of the colonial interests 

whose lobbying these groups assisted were, in the end, extremely successful 

in their lobbying, there is no reason to doubt that such group activities 

were of some consequence for policy-making - diffuse, indirect and 

unmeasurablu consequence, but no less real for that.

For its part, the opposition party retained always the potential 

ability to influence the course of policy by exploiting its role as a 

future government. Though not itself a participant in the policy-making 

dialogue, it could hope to affect the participants' demands and responses 

in conflict situations by aligning itself either on the government side 

(in "bi-purtisan" areas of policy) or the side of some colonial interest 

(in "partisan" areas). Often, of course, there were complicating factors 

which prevented this device from working in practice as neatly as in theory.

Yet this does not alter the general point made in Chapter X   that given
1 ? i,uitable circumstances the device could and did work. '' And once again the

point refers not only to immediately observable pressures on specific 

issues, such as Cyprus and oeretse; no less it refers to such more general 

and diffuse matters as the overall tempo of the Conservative approach 

to the wind of change. As was suggested earlier, it is fair to conclude 

that Labour's efforts to augment the political power of the interests it 

supported in plural societies must have played a real, if minor, part in 

bringing about the changed political climate to which the Conseivatives 

eventually responded.

And finally, the governing party. Here our point must be made in the 

most general terms of all. One ol the enduring preoccupations of political

12 It is interesting to note a revival of the device in current politics. 
Farly in 1968 the Conservative Tarty, acting as "the next Government", was 
reported to be considering terms for a settlement of the Rhodesia dispute 
much more favourable to Mr. bmith than tor. Wilson's terms. At the time it 
seemed clear that this new "breakdown of bi-partisan policy" must further 
strengthen Mr. Smith's already strong position via a vis Mr. Wilson. For in 
anticipation of a better deal from the Conservatives he had no incentive at 
all to settle with Labour - unless, of course. Mr. Wilson outbid the 
Conservatives with even more favourable terms.
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science is the analysis of power relations within parties; usually the 

principal task is to reconcile the widely-accepted notion of parties as 

oligarchies, in which organisational und policy-making power is 

concentrated at the top, with the corpus of evidence which fails to fit 

this stereotype - evidence, in particular, of back-bench influence on 

policy-making in parliamentary systems. It is common enough in such 

systems to observe a supposedly oligarchic leadership forced to offer 

policy concessions in order to buy off back-bench protests which might 

have endangered the party's parliamentary or electoral position. And 

often the process is more subtle than this. Though the leadership appears 

to be waking policy autonomously, in fact its procedures are governed by 

the law of anticipated reactions; when back-bench members appear meekly 

to accept leadership policy, it is often because the leadership has noted 

their vievs in advance and made allowance for them in policy formation. 

Ample evidence of these processes at work in the British context has 

recently been provided b\ Butt's The i^over of Parliament. And it is 

in terras of these processes that the influence of the government back 

benches on colonial policy may be appreciated.

Admittedly, very little such influence was exerted ?n the Labour period. 

But this was because very few back-benchers felt strongly about thfe subject, 

and most of those who did were prepared to channel their efforts through 

the Fabian Colonial Bureau. In the Conservative period, by coi trast, 

there were quite obviously some strong feelings among back-benchers. If 

the party remained united on colonial policy in the fifties, it was chiefly 

because the Covernnent generally st'iyed within the bounds that t/.e p&rty 

thought appropriate. In cases where the Government did give a leaa uway 

from tradition - as on imperial preference, the buess vithr'r-: *ral, and 

eventually Cyprus - it could do so only because it well knew that the 

great majority of back-bench members were by then ready to support it, and 

that those who opposed could safely be represented as a small minority of 

extremists. On the absolutely central issue of the settler colonies, 

however, the opposing faction was not so small; and the leadership's
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awareness of the latent strength of the settler lobby wns certainly hij-h 

among the factors which prevented rash policy departures. Not until after 
1959 did the composition c^nci attitudes of the intw-purty mnjority alter 

enough to allow new bounds to be set for policy towards these areas. In 

this instance, it nay be said that influence was no less real for being 

Intent and constraining n ther than manifest and activist.

It is apposite to recall, in conclusion, the "quasi-constitutional 
argument" outlined in Chapter III. The .Secretary of State for Colonies 

was unusually 3 laced among British ministers in thrt he had no formal 
constitutional responsibility to the people over whose fortunes he presided. 
Therefore, it was often argued, a special duty fell upon those to whom 
he did have responsibility - the British Parliament and electorate - 

to fill this constitutional vacuum by acting on behalf of colonial 
peoples and their interests. In this study we have discussed the manner 
in which various members of i^rliament *md the electorate carried out 

their presumed duty in an '-npo^tfint phase of Britain's colonial history. 
Their devotion to this duty, as they variously interpreted it, deserves 
to be remembered with admiration.
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BIOORAHilCA.., NOTES,

These notes are not intended to provide complete career profile*. 
For the most part they refer only to activities attributable to an interest 
in colonial affairs.

A list of sources and a key to the abbreviations used vill be found 
at the end of this appendix.

A;J?OiiT, Cuthbert J.M. (Lord Alport 1961). Born 1912. Con. HP 1950-61. 
Party; director Con. Political Centre 1945-50; sec v;AC 1950-1 and 
v-chn 1951-2. Government; minister 1955-61, including Under-Sec 
for Cwth Relations 1957-9, Minister of State for Cwth Relations 
1959-61; British High Commissioner in Central African Federation 
1961-3. Other: rabr exec JECAB, and chn 1953-5. Emissary from 
Wilson Government to Rhodesia 1967. Three books on Africa.

AMERY, Julian. Born 1919, son of L.S. Amery. Con. MP 1950-66. Party: 
mbr CAC; mbr ECGj Suez defector 1954. Oovernmentt -sinister 
1957-64, including Unler r.ec for Colonies 1958-60. Other: business 
interests in Central Africa. Biographer of Joseph Chamberlain.

BALDWIN, Archer IJ. (Kt 1958). 1883-1966. Con. MP 1945-59. Party: 
chn Eafct and Central Africa group, CAC; dep chn East and Central 
Africa group, CCC, 1953-5. Other: nibr exec JECAB, and chn 1952-3,
1955-6, and v-chn 1953-5, 1956*? Property in Kenya.

BE>.NF.TT, Fraderic M. (Kt 1964). Born 1918. Con MP 1951- . Party: 
mbr CAC. Other; advocate in Hi^h Court of S. Ithodesia 1947-50. 
Mbr exec JECAB. Business interests in South Africa, West Indies.

HLVA&, Aneurin. 1897-1960. Lab. MP 192^-60. Party: Opposition spokesman 
on colonies 1956-7; chn CCA group 1956-7; chn NEC Cvth sub-committee
1956-60. Government; minister 1945-51. Others sponsor MCF.

BIGGS-BAVISOfi, John A. Born 1918. Con. MP 1955- . Party? External 
Affairs section, Con. Research .Uept., 1950-5; mbr CAC 1955- ; 
nibr exec CCC 1953- ; v-chn LCG; Suez rebel 1957-8. Other: Indian 
and Pakistani Civil Services 1942-8. Mbr exec Cwth and Empire 
Industries Assn.

BRAINE, Bernard R. Born 1914. Con. MP 1950- . Party: v-chn UAC
1952-60j mbr ECO. Government; minister 1960-4, including Under-Sec 
for Cwth Relations 1961-2. Other: v-chn Junior Imperial .eague 
1937-45. Mbr exec Cwth and Empire Industries Assn. Mbr exec JKCAB 
1957- . Chn BCJ"0 1958-60. 'Tbr General Council CPA 1962- , and 
dep chn (UK branch) 1964-6, treasurer (UK branch) 1966- .
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BROCKVAT, A. Penner (Lord ^rockway 1964). Born 1888. Lab. MP 1929-31, 
1950-64. Party; mbr CCA group; colonial expert, "Keep [.eft" group. 
Other: Pounder British Centre against Imperialism and chn 1942-7; 
co-founder CPI and chn 1948-54; co-organiser Kenya Land Petition 
1950-3; co-founder Central Africa Committee and mbr 1952-3; co- 
founder Council for the Defence of Seretse Khaaia and chn 1952-4; 
co-founder British Guiana Assn and mbr 1953-4; co-founder MCF and 
chn 1954; chn British Overseas Socialist Fellowship 1959-. Numerous 
books and pamphlets on colonial affairs.

CALLAGHA.N, L. James. Born 1912. Lab. HP 1945-. Party: Opposition 
spokesman on colonies 1957-61; chn CCA group 1957-61; mbr NKC 
Cwth sub-committee 1957-6O and chn 1960-2. Government: minister 
1947-51 and 1964-. Othert sponsor MCP (withdrew name 1957); mbr 
PCB Advisory Coiaiaittee 1954-8.

CASTLK, Mrs. Barbara. Born 1911. Lab. ,P 1945-. Party: mbr CCA group; 
mbr NEC Cwth sub-committee 1950-2, 1953-62; party chn 1958-9. 
Government; minister 1964-, including Minister for Overseas 
Development 1964-5. Other: sponsor and mbr MCP.

CRADDOCK, G. Beresford (Kt I960). J3orn 1898. Con. KP 1950- . Party; 
mbr CAC 1950- ; rabr LOG; dep chn Eaat and Central Africa gro-p, 
CCC, 1955-6. Other; businessman in India and Africa 1921-39. 
Mbr exec Cwth and Empire Industries Assn.

CREKCH JON>;F, Arthur. 1391-1964. Lab MP 1935-50, 1954-64. Party; 
mbr Imperial Advisory Committee and chn 1944-5; mbr CCA group 
1954 64. Government; mbr Colonial Office education advisory committee 
1936 45; v-chn Higher Education Commission in ^est Africa 1943-4; 
Under Sec for Colonies 1945-6, Colonial Sec 1946-50. Oth''r; chn 
Friends of Africa - 1945. Mbr TUC colonial labour advisory committee

- 1945. Mbr exec Anti-Slavery Society 1938-54 and v-pres 1954-64. 
Co-founder PCB and chn 1940-5; ribr Advisory Committee 1951-8, chn 
forking Coraraittee 1954-3, chn Fabian Cwth Bureau 1953-o3. M'nr 
council Hoyal African Society 19!>0-4. V-^res Royal Cwth Society 
1950-64. Mbr ©xec Africa Bureau 1952-64. Treasurer CPA 1962-4. 
Editor Pabian Colonial Essays; numerous articles and pamphlets on 
colonial affairs.

DODDS-PAHKKH, A. Douglas. Born 1909. Con. Tip 1945-59, 1964-. Party;
sec CAC 1945-51j chn CAC 1951-4; rabr exec CCC 1953-, v-chn 1959-62, 
chn 1962-4. Govormaeat; minister 1953-7, including Under-Sec 
for Cwth Relations 1954-5. Other; Sudan Political Service 1930-9. 
Chn BKPO 1947-50. Mbr exec JECAB and thn 1947-50. Mbr exec Cwth 
and Empire Industries Assn. Business interests in Central Africa.

DRIBEKG, Thomas E.N. Born 1905. Lab. HP 1942-55, 1959- . Party;
mbr CCA group and chn 1965-6; rabr NKC 'Jwth sub-committee 1949-62. 
Other; mbr PCB Advisory Coramittee 1950-4. Sponsor and rabr 1CF 1954- .
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DUGDALE, John. 1905-63. Lab. MP 1941-63. Party; mbr CCA group. 
Government: minister 1945-51, including Minister of State for 
Colonies 1950-1. Other: mbr PCB Advisory Committee 1951-8 and 
Fabian Cvth Bureau 1958-63.

PytlNODON, Lord. Born 1902. Labour peer. Party: mbr CCA group and
chn 1945-51; chn Imperial Advisory Consnittee 1945-50. Government: 
mbr Colonial Office social welfare advisory committee 1947-52; nbr 
Colonial Economic Development Council 1948-51. Other; rabr PCB 
1940-50, chn Advisory Committee 1950-8, mbr Working Committee 1954-8, 
joint v-chn Fabian Cwth Bureau 1958-63, v-chn Pabian International 
and Cvth Bureau 1963- .

XLLu, Anthony. Born 1914. Con. MP 1951-66. Party; inbr CAC; mbr kCG; 
Suez defector 1954; Suez rebel 1957-8.

FLETCHE3, Walter (Kt 1953). 1892-1956. Con. MP 1945-55. Party; chn
Far East group CAC; dep cbn Par East group CCC. Other; businessman 
in East Africa 1918-24; business interest in Malayan rubber.

GAMMA NS, L. Itfivid (Bart 1955). 1895-1957. Party: sec CaC 1945-50, and 
v-chn 1950-1. Government: minister 1951-5. Other; in Colonial 
Service, Haiaya, 1920-34.

GRBENIDGE, Charles W.W. Vest Indian, born 1889. Many government and 
le^al offices in Vest ladies 1919-36; coiici"oor-General Kigoria 
1936-41. Sec Anti-Slavery Society 1941-56 and director 1957- . 
Mbr PCB Advisory Committee 1941-58. Sec labour Party Imperial 
Advisory Committee 1946-50. NLC uarbadoe 1958-62.

GREENWOOD, Anthotiy \«.J. Bora 1911. Lab. MP 1946- . Party: mbr CCA 
group; rabr NEC Cwth sub committee 1954-5, 1956 9. Government; 
minister 1964- , including Colonial Sec 1964-5, iiinister for Overseas 
Development 1965-6. Other; sponsor iCF and rabr exec, including 
treasurer 1961-2.

ITHS, James . Born 1890. Lrfib. MP 1936- . Jfejrty; Opposition 
spokesman on colonies 1951-6; rabr CCA group and chn 1951-6; mbr NEC 
Cwth sub-committee 194K-9, 1950-9. Oovorntnent: minister 1945-51 
and 1964-6, including Colonial Sec 19:0-1. Other ; mbr FCB Advisory 
Committee

C. Leslie, born 1902. !,ab. Ml? 1945-^SL Party: CCA group. Other; 
treasurer CPI (UK branch) 1943-54. Co-founder Central Africa 
Cooraittee aud chn 1952-3. sponsor and mbr MCF 19547

George H. (Lord Hnll 1946). 1381-1965. i.aa MP 1922^6. Government: 
minister 1929-31 , and 1940-51 , including Under-Sec for Colonies 
1940-2, Colonial Sec 1945-6.
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HATCH, John. Born 1917. Lecturer and research fellow in African studies, 
Glasgow University, -1953. Assistant director Africa Bureau
1953-4. Labour Party Cwth Officer 1954-61 ; sec NEC Cwth sub-committee
1954-61, director Cwth Department 1958-61. Mbr FOB Advisory Committee 
and Working Committee 1954-8, mbr Fabian Cwth Bureau 1958-62. Director 
extra-mural studies, Sierra Leone University, 1961-3. Cwth correspond­ 
ent, New Statesman, director African studies, Southern University 
Texas, 1965- . Numerous books and articles on Africa.

Lord (Earl of Sandwich 1962-4, Victor Montagu* 1964- ). 
Born 1906. Con. HP 1941-62. Party: mbr CAC; mbr KCG; Suez 
defector 1954; Suez rebel 1957-8. Other: pres Anti-Common Market 
ue ague, 1962- .

K1NDEM, Dr. Rita, bouth African. Pre-wur doctoral research in Palestine. 
Co-founder i«'C3 1940; sec 1940-50; hon. assistant sec 1950-4, mbr 
Advisory Committee and rabr Working Committee to 1958, mbr Fabian 
Cwth IHireau 1958-61. Mbr Colonial Economic Development Council 
1948-51; mbr British Guiana Constitutional Commission, 1950-1. 
Sometime staff writer on colonial affairs, Economist. Mbr exec Africa 
Bureau, 1958- . Numerous books and articles on colonial affairs.

HOPKLNSON, Henry L. d'A. (Lord Colyton 1956). Born 1902. Con. MP 1950-6. 
Party: director, Parliamentary Secretariat 1946 8 and Con. Research 
:»ept. 1946-50. Government; minister 1951-5, including Minister of 
State for Colonies 1952-5. Other t business interests in hast, 
Central end Southern. Africa, Malayn. Chn Ji-CAB 1960-5.

HGfcHABIN, J. Francis. 1883-1962. Lab. HP 1929-31. Co-founder timpire
1938. ;ibr fnd financial supporter ?CB; Advisory Committee ^940  5, 
chn 1945 50. Contributor to Pabian Colonial Essays 1945.

JOHNSON, Jamos. Born 1908. i*'b. MP 1950-9, 1964- . Party; rabr CCA
group. Oth*»r; mbr FOB Advisory Committee 1950-8, Working Committee 
1954-3, rabr Pabiaa Cwth Bureau 1958-9.

LEJWCX-BOYD, Aian T. (Lord Iloyd 1960), Born 1904. Con. HI: 1931-60. 
Party; v-chn CAC 1950 1 and chn 1951; GupoKitiou spokesman on 
colonies 1951. Mover nmpntt minister 1951-9, including Minister of 
State for Colonies 1951-2, Colonial iiec 1954-9. Other? chn ttoyal 

Cwth Society 1961-4.

Oliver (Lord Chandos 19 r 4). Born 1893. Con. frfP 1940-54-.
minister 1940-": and 1951-4, including Colonial fee 1951-4

Other; pre-war business interest in Malaya.

A');}, lain M. norn 1913. Con. W 1950- . Party; Parliamentary 
Secretariat 1946-8, Con. Uesearch i)ept. 1948-50. Governmeat: 
minister 1952-63, including Colonial Sec 1959-61.
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MAITUND, Patrick F. Born 1911. Con. MP 1951-9. Party; rabr CAC$ 
founder and chn KCG; Suez defector 1954; Suez rebel 1957-8.

MAUUE, Angus .I.U. Born 1912. Con. MP 1950-8, 1963- . Party: director 
Con. Political Centre 1951-5; mbr AC; mbr exec CCC 1953- ; rabr 
ECG; Suez defector 1954; Suez rebel 1957-8.

NICHOLSON, Marjorie. Born 1914. Assistant sec PCB 1945-50, sec 1950-5. 
Mbr TbC colonial section 1955- . Labour candidate at several 
general elections.

PONrOJIM, Charles E. (Bart 1956). Born 1379. Conl Mi-1 1935-50. Partyt 
rabr C\C. Other; business interests in East arid Central Africa. 
Mbr exec JKCAB and chn 1945-7. Mbr exec BEPO. Mbr exec Royal 
Krapire Society and chn 1954 7. Mbr exec lioyai African Society and 
pres 1962- .

RANK.IN, John. Born 1890. Lab. HP 1945-r. Party; CCA group. Other:
mbr PCB Advisory Committee 194B-58. Tponsor CPI 1948; sponsor MCP 
1954.

ROBINSON, J. Roland (Kt 1954). Born 1907. Con, HP 1931-64. Partyi 
chn West Indies group CAC 1952-4; chn CAC 1954-64; dep chn West 
Indies group CCC 1953-5; cabr KCG. Other; ahn Uenerai Council CPA 
1961-2; dep chn CPA (UK branch) 1962-4. Business interests in 
British Guiana.

KUSSKL.L, Ronald S. (Kt 1964). Born 1904. Con. HP 1950- . Party:
rabr CAC| mbr LCG. Other; research sec Liapire Economic onion. 1945-51. 
Editor, British Cvth Yecrbook. Sec Parliamentary Conmiittee, Cwth 
and Lrapire Industries Assn. Mbr exec JECAii 1960- . Chn BCPO 1960-3, 
1964.

JRY, Lord. Born 1893. Con. MP 1929-41, Governments minister 
194.;-5 and 1951-7, including Colonial Sec 1942, Dominions >->oc 1940-2 
and 1943-5, Commonwealth Relations Sec 1952. Other; director 
British bouth Africa Co 1957-61.

SAYEitS, Gerald P. In Colonial Service, East Africa, 1914-39. Civil 
servant 1940-4. Con. Central Office 1944; colonial adviser in 
Parliamentary Secretariat 1945-8, Cwth and Colonial officer in Con. 
Research JJept. 1948-63.

SCOTT, Rev. G. Michael. Born 1907. Anglican church posting in India
1935-9, South Africa 1943-50. Co-founder Africa Bureau and. director 
1952- .

o&=,..jt_: fwi^x-i t&s i '•iff " •
SKKPPLN(J70N, Arthur M. Jiorn 1919. Lab. ?fP 1945-50, 53- . , Partyt

rabr CCA gp; mbr NEC Cwth sub-committee 1953-8, 1959-62,Otheri mbr 
PCB Advisory Committee 1949-50.
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SMITHERS, Peter H.B.O. Born 1913. Con. HP 1930-64. Party; sec West 
Indies group CAC 1950-1 and elm 1951 -2; v-chn Oon. Overseas 
Bureau 1952-6 and chn 1956-9. Government; jJPb to Minister of 
State for Colonies 1952-6 and to Colonial Sec 1956-9.

SORKKSEN, Rev. Reginald w. (Lord oorensen 1964). florn 1391. ^ab. IIP 
1929-31, 1935-64. Party; rabr UCA group, o bher : tnbr PCB 1940-50, 
v-chn Advisory Committee 1950-8, rabr Working Committee 1954-8; joint 
v-cha Fabian Cvth Bureau committee 195B-63. Mbr ex^c Anti-Slavery 
Society.

STANLS1, Oliver F.G. 1896-1950. Con. (P 1924-50. Party; elm CAC and 
opposition spokesman on colonies 1945-50. Government; minister 
1931-45, including Colonial Sec 1942-5.

STOREHOUSE, John T. Born 1925. Lab HT 1957- . Partyt mbr CCA group.
Government; minister 1964- , including Under-bec Tor Colonies 1966. 
Other; manager African cooperatives i;\ U ^anda 1952-4. Mbr Central 
Africa Committee 1952-3. Mbr exec HCP 1956-64, including v-chn.

:!, John D.L.T. Born 1907. Cou. Ml' 1950- . Party;, chn Economic 
Development group CAC 1951-8; dep chn Vest Africa group CCC 1953-4 
and chn 1954-62; mbr iJCG; chn V/est Africa committee 1964— . 
Gove rnjae n t : lainisier 1962-4, including Lnder-rtec for uvth delations 
1962-4, Under-Sec for Colonies 1963-4. Other; business interests 
in .est Ai'rica. Chu Liverpool branch, iioyai Cwth Society, 1955-60 
and pros 1965- .

lt, ».P. Lawrence. Worn 1908. Con. r U i 1950-9. l: &rtyt rabr CAC; 
sec EGG; Suez rebel 1957-8.

John K. (Bart I960). Bom 1905. Con. ,iP 1950- . Party: 
CAC; dep chn West Indies group CCC 1955-7, 1959- . liovernraeat; 

minister 1957-9. Other; business interests in British Guifuaa. Mbr 
exec JEUAB 1;?>5- .

Patriclc H.13. iiorn 1916. Con. :iP 1954- . Par-try; chn Kast andCAC •• '*•»!•*• • *MB

Cec-tral Africa group CAC 1956-9; v-chnA l9(>0- ; chn :i iediiorr?.nean 
group CCC 1954- ; dep chn Last and Central Africa ^roup CCC 1956- ; 
mbr LCG; v-chn Con. Overseas Bureau 1963- . Other; tnbr exec 
1957- and chn 1965- . Chn Africa Centre 1961-5.

WATiiRHOfJSK, Charles. Horn 1893. Con. MP 1924-45, 1950-7. Party/, mbr 
CAC; Suez defector 1954. Governiaont; mini'ter 1939-45. Other; 
business interests in i^ast, Ceutrat and Southern

w^DGV'OOD DKW]:, Anthony N. (Lord ^tans^ate 1960-3). liorn 192 S. uab. ^J
1950-60, 1963- . i'arty; mbr LCA group; mbr M.C tvth sub-coioraittee 
1959-60. Government; minister 1964- . Other: mbr i?Cii Advisory 
Committee 1954-63, chn I'abian International and Commonwealth Bureau 
1963-4. Sponsor and mbr cxcc MCi 1 , inciudiar treasurer 1954—6.
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jv-lrs. Eirene ,. Born 1909. uab. Q 1950- . ;;arty; ;abr CCA group; 
rabr NhC Cvth sub—couimit^ee 194<3-:>3, 1958-62. uovenuaent; minister 
1964-, including Under-bec for Colonies 1964-6. 0ther ; iflbr i?Cii 
Advisory Committee 195O-8, Working Coramivtee 1954-i, tfbr Fubian Cwth 
bureau 1958-64.

Artk, Paul. Born 1922. Con. ,V0: 1953-64. Party; tnbr C/,C: rnbr r.CG: 
iiuez defector 1954; JSuea rebel 1957-8; chn Monday Club 1964- .

No •; e:

(1) The I^C'a Coiviiaonwealth sub— coimaittee was superseded in 1962 by 
an Overs^tis sub— coiufiiituee in which tnc? categories "foreign" and 
"Cotaaonvealth" vere not distinijuished. Henco the use of 1962 as a 
terminal date in the entries for Calla&htai, Castle, i/riberg, 

and White.

(2) The Fabiau Conmionv^etilth Bureau, vliich succeeded the Fabian 
Colonial Bureau in 1958, was itself merged in 1963 with the Fabian 
International Bureau to form a new body, the T'abian International 
and Ootiiraonwealth Jmreau. lience the various terminologies used in 
the entries for Creech Jones, J'ar^ingdon, Greenidge, Griffiths, 
iiiiiden, Uankin, iborensou, Wedgwood^ ,>enn and Vhite.

Key to Abbreviations;

BCPO, BEiO: British Cocamoaweulth (formerly Empire) Producers
	Organisation

CAC: Cofl^flonvealth Affairs Coradittee
COA: Co.7imouv,e(i.ith and Colofiial Affairs
CCC: Conservative Comuionvpalth Council
Con: Conservative
Cj'A : Com-aonveaIt! ? Pari iaraentary Assoc iftt ion
Cj'I: Congress of i'eo]>ies against Imperialism
KCG: Lxpandia,^ Commonwealth Grouj^
I-'Cli; ]-V,bian Colonial Bureau
J.>CA13: Joint Ljust and Central Africa Board
ijab: Lftbour
MCH: Movement for Colonial i-'roedom
NtiCj National Executive Conanittee
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Sources:

Pod's Parliamentary Coinpanion
House of CoEaaons Debates
The Times House of Commons
.Vho'a Who
Uoth, Andrew, The Business Background of Members of Parliftjaent

( Par 1 iarne ntary" Fro files, 1963). 
Miscellaneous additioiiul sources.
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APPENDIX II

COU)NIAL OFFICE EXPENDITURE,

In section (1) of Chapter II the Colonial Office was discussed 

in terms of organisation, concepts of function and patterns of work. But 

there is another possible category of discussion, perhaps more striking 

than any of these as an index of the trend of post-war policy as well 

as of the Office's role in implementing it. This is the fundamental 

category of finance. The period of transformation froni 1938 to 1947 

and the period of peak activity from 1947 to 1959 again, aa in Chapter II, 

provide convenient units for internal comparison.

During the period of transformation, as might be expected, the Office's 

spending power accumulated and expenditure levels rose. Table I compares 

net expenditures in 1938-9 with those in the three years 1944-5 to 1946-7.

Colonial Office

Colonial Develop­ 
ment and Welfare

Colonial & Middle 
Eastern Services

Vest African Pro­ 
duce Control Dd.

Miscellaneous 
Services (War)

TOTALS
!

TABuE I.

1938-9

191,478

650,000

4,959,370*

; , -I

     

5,8000,848°

1944-5

394,000

3,171,000

5, 350, 201 *

_

 

8,915,201 X

1945-6

!

590,980

4,870,000

4,000,971

3,676,253

 

13,138,204

194&-7

698,752

9,340,000

6,603,554

5,080,025

4,698,150

26,420,481

* 1,371,170^ 
+ 2,800,201 V 
o 2,212,648 } 
x 6,365,201 J

if military expenditure in Palestine is excluded.
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These figures require some comment. In the financial year 1938-9, the 

last full year of peace, the net expenditure of public money on colonial 

matters totalled £5,800,848. Of this sum Colonial Office administration 

accounted directly for £191,478; Colonial Development Fund expenditure, 

channelled to colonial governments under the 1929 Act, for £650,000; and 

Colonial and Middle Eastern Services for the rest, £4,959,370. Under 

this latter heading Colonial Services took £632,954, partly spent on 

grants-inlaid to colonial governments and partly on centrally financed 

services such as schools of tropical medicine. A much greater amount, 

£4,326,416, vas committed to Middle Eastern Services, and it is noteworthy 

that out of this the sum of £3,588,200 was spent on military operations 

precipitated by disturbances in Palestine. This was well over half the 

total expenditure in ail categories combined; subtraction shows, in fact, 

that spending on all other Colonial and Middle Eastern Services amounted 

to only £1,371,170, and, in all other categories combined, to £2,212,648. 

By 1944 5, the last full year of war, total net expenditure had risen to 

£8,915,201, of which Colonial Office administration had taken £394,000} 

Colonial Development and Welfare schemes under the 1940 Act, £3,171,000; 

and Colonial and Middle Eastern Services, £5,350,201. The sum allocated 

to the maintenance of Palestine's "internal security" in this year was 

£2,550,000. Spending on all other Colonial and Middle Eastern Services 

came to £2,800,201, and in all other categories combined, to £6,365,201. 

In the following year, 1945 6, total net expenditure rose steeply to 

£13,138,204. Out of this £590,980 was spent on the Colonial Office; 

£4,870,000 on Development and Welfare, still under the 1940 Act; £4,000,971 

on Colonial and Middle Eastern Services - with operations in Palestine 

no longer included under this head; and the bulky sum of £3,676,253 on 

meeting liabilities incurred by the Vest African Produce Control Board 

which had been set up during the war. In 1946-7 total net expenditure 

leapt to £26,420,481, signalising the real breakaway from the restrictive 

grasp of wartime conditions. Of this sum £698,752 was for the Colonial 

Office; £9,340,000 for Development and Welfare under the 1945 Act - 

almost tvice the amount which had been possible under the previous Act;
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£6,603,554 for Colonial and Middle Eastern Services, again with Palestine 

excluded; £4,698,150 for miscellaneous services arising out of the war, 

most of which were similar in kind to normal Colonial Services and bore 

no direct relation to military expenditurej and, finally, a further 

£5,080,025 for the Vest African Produce Central Board. A clear idea of 

the pattern of expansion represented by these figures may be gained by 

tracing each item horizontally across Table I.

After 1947 the amounts of public money made available to the Colonial 

Office (both for direct expenditure and for channelling to colonial

governments) continued to increase, though at a less dramatic overall
2 

rate. But the increase was by no means a steady linear process; there

were some quite remarkable fluctuations over the years. Table II will 

serve to give an impression of the pattern of expenditure in the period, 

although some of the figures inevitably conceal more than they reveal. 

The items, denoted in this table by initial letters only, are the same 

as in Table I, except for OFC - the Overseas Pood Corporation.



TABLE II

CO

CW

OBSS

VAPCB

OPC

H8V

TOTALS

1947-8

731,262

7,510,500

4,357,459

15,675,000

—

521,300

28,795,521

1948-9

796,591

6,260,000

3,162,906

15,044,510

—

—

25,264,007

1949-50

863, ?60

13,303,500

11,212,432

5,001 ,010

—

—

30,380,702

1950-1

861 ,865

19,150,000

18,085,780

1,000,000

—

—

39,097,645

1951-2

924,845

19,450,000

24,473,597

—

3,851,154

—

48,699,596

1952-3

977,635

15,000,000

27,034,801

—

1,693,415

—

44,705,851

CO

CSV

cs

OPC

TOTALS

1953-&

997,319

17,500,000

23,093,236

1,112,426

42,702,981

1954-5

1,069,660

17,500,000

42,495,228

309,010

61,373,898

1955-6

1,227,128

18,000,000

29,359,993

—

48,587,121

1956-7

1 ,420,725

17,250,000

24,823,516

. —

43,494,241

1957-8

1,512,233

18,250,000

26,414,635

—

46,176,868

1958-9

1,594,600

19,326,500

28,997,195

—

49,918,295

1959-60

1,782,542

26,400,000

24,613,110

—

52,795,652
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As can be seen, the sum required for the Colonial Office itself 

began at £731,262 in 1947*3 and increased by a virtually uninterrupted 

process of incrementation until in 1959-60 it had reached £1,782,542. 

In other areas of expenditure, however, there were considerable annual 

variations within the br*ad pattern of expansion. World shortages of 

supplies and manpower, as well as Britain's ovn parlous economic 

situation, pushed the level of Development and Welfare grants in 1947-8 

down to £7,510,000, well below the 1946-7 figure, and down still further 

to £6,260,000 in 1948-9 - though this second decrease was offset by the 

creation of the Colonial Development Corporation and the Overseas Pood 

Corporation in the same year. But in 1949-50, as men and materials 

became more available, the figure more than doubled, reaching well over 

£13,000,000, and in the following year the Government was able to commit 

over £19,000, 90. From this time on, as the flow of supplies became 

ample and regular and developmental schemes in many colonies became more 

firmly based, the level of spending became much steadier.

Another factor contributing to overall annual variations, at least 

between 1947-8 a d 1954-5, was the incidence of ad hoc expenses. The 

largest of these were the disproportionate suras required to clear the 

liabilities of the hapless West African Produce Control Board. In 1947-8 

this item accounted for £15,675,000 out of a total net expenditure of 

£28,795,521; in 1948-9 for £15,044,510 out of £25,264,007. In the 

following year the Board's expenses came more under control, amounting 

to just over £5,000,000, and they were finally cleared, at the cost of 

a further £1,000,000, in 1950-1. But a year later the Conservative 

Government decided to ra>et the deficits of the Overseas Pood Corporation 

out of public funds, and a new ad hoc item beg&n to make regular appearances 

in the Colonial Office accounts. These debts, at least, were rather less 

burdensomei after absorbing nearly £4,000,000 in 1951-2 they fell away 

until cleared, with a final commitment of £309,010, ih 1954-5.

The othor main head of expenditure was Colonial Services (as the 

item Colonial and Middle Eastern Services was renamed in the 1953-4 

Estimates). It WHS possible, at least from 1950-1 onwards, to speak of 

an "average" annual expenditure on Colonial Services, namely about
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£24,000,000 out of an average total net expenditure of about £45,000,000. 

But the actual figures were prone to oscillate by £5,000,000 or more to 

either side of this average, and the extremes, over the whole period, 

were very wide indeed! £3,162,906 in 1948-9 and £42,495,228 in 1954-5. 

One large factor underlying these variations WPS the drain imposed by 

War Compensation grants and loans to Far Eastern territories. These 

were recurrent items of expenditure from 1950-1, when they amounted to 

£5,650,000, until 1955-6, when they amounted to £2,200,000$ between 

these two dates they reached a peak of £10,000,000 a year in 1953-4 

and 1954-5. Another item, less obtrusive but presumably not less signif­ 

icant in terms of colonial policy in general, appeared regularly in the 

accounts as from 1950-1 under the rather opaque heading Internal Security 

(Certain African Territories). The sum so committed began at £1,910,000 

rose steadily by annual stages to £3,982,900 in 1955-6, and subsequently 

fell away by stages to a figure of £1,740,000 for the year 1959-60.

The chief cause of fluctuations in Colonial Services spending, 

however, was obviously the ebb and flow of colonial crises. Malaya, for 

example, absorbed £6,000,000 in grants during 1949-50, reached a maximum 

expensiveness of £8,685,000 in 1952-3, and vas still taking nearly £7,000,000 

in 1954 5. In that year Kenya became the most expensive colony, absorbing 

£11,300,000; a year later Kenyan expenses rose to over £12,000,000, 

almost all of it in direct grant. In 1956-7 it was the turn of Malta, 

as the recipient of a grant of over £5,000,000, to take the lead. Finally, 

in each of the three years 1957-8, 1958-9 and 1959-60, Cyprus loomed 

largest in the accounts by taking nearly £8,000,000 worth of Colonial 

Services a year.

Ail of these inflated levels of spending in crisis areas produced 

distortions in the annual accounts, and need to be deducted if we are 

to gain a clearer idea of running expenditure on all other Colonial 

Services. But this is not an easy calculation to attempt, both because 

it is not always made clear in the official figures how much of the money 

spent in a crisis area was in fact intended as normal administrative 

grants-in-aid, and because it is difficult to distinguish ordinary
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expenditures from extraordinary expenditures, whether or not disguised 

by some such formula as "internal security", at the best of tim«s. 

Accordingly, on the basis of the figures given, one can do no more than 

attempt rough approximations. What these approximations do indicate 

is that spending on normal Colonial Services fell into two clear-cut 

phases, corresponding to the period of economic difficulty up to 1950-1 

and the period of easier money and more abundant materials thereafter. 

In the first period average annual expenditure was about £4,000,000; 

in the second, about £9,500,000. Variations were relatively small in 

both periods: between about £3,000,000 and £5,OOOpOO in the first, and 

£8,000,000 and £11,000,000 in the second. Perhaps more notable than their 

long-term steadiness, however, is the fact that these expenditures 

regularly constituted such a small proportion of total net expenditures, 

and, indeed, were frequently exceeded by the large amounts spent on 

operations in crisis areas or the clearance of ad hoc debts. But if the 

normal Colonial Services figures are taken together with Development and 

Welfare figures the ratio of planned expenditure to emergency expenditure 

looks rather betterj and on the whole, one could hardly have expected 

more. It had required a major revolution in attitudes to bring about 

the rising level of spending power which the Office enjoyed in the fifties, 

and to have asked it to find even more public money than it was finding 

already would probably have been asking for more than was financially 

and politically possible.
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NOTES TO APPEKUIX II

1 In -this paragraph the figures of expenditure p*»r financial year are taken from Class II of the Civil Estimates for each subsequent year (for example, the source t >T the 1944-5 figures is the 1945-6 Civil Estuaates, Class II, Votes 8 to 11). Vhe term "net" denotes that the effect of deducting Appropriations in Aid from gross totals has been tukon into account, fto attempt has been made to compare actual expend­ itures with original Kstimates.
In each of the four years discussed a sura was spent on miscellaneous purposes in Trans-Jordan. As this was not a territory within Colonial Office purviev the relevant suras have been deducted from the Colonial and Middle Kastern Services figures for each year, and thf> figures for total expenditures adjusted accordingly.

2 The sources for the figures in the following paragraphs are the Civil Kstimates, Class II, for the financial years 194b-9 to 1960-1, covering expenditure in the years fron 1947-8 to 19 (?9-6(). The conttaents on method in Note 1 also apply here.

lu every year as from 1948-9 a sum var, conmitted tovarrU meeting the liabilities of the former Palestine mandate. In order to present a clearer picture of current expenditure on colonies this sum has been deducted froa the figure for Colonial and Middle Kastern Services in each year, and the totals adjusted accordir.giy.
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III

PUBLIC OPINION ON COLONIAL AWAIRS

As yet there has been no scholarly attempt to explore the attitudes 

of the British public towards colonial questions in the post-1945 era 

of imperial decline. This is hardly surprising, for precision in such 

a study would be extremely difficult to attain. While it is possible, 

for example, to assert confidently that public interest in colonial 

issues become greater during the fifties, one's confidence rests much 

more upon impression than upon factual evidence. And the interesting 

questions are thereby begged. Just how fur did public interest extend 

at different tiaies? If interest did become "greater", was this simply 

a mutter of diffusion from a small educated elite to a larger educated 

elite - or was it ail times more widespread than that? Nor is it 

readily apparent what kinds of evidence could be adduced. Letters to 

the press? Viewing figures for television programmes on Africa? Demands 

caade upon the Colonial Office's information service? The opinions of 

well-placed observers?

Rather better documented is the coamonplace that however great 

public interest in colonial issues might huve been, it was neve» so j/reat 

as to be a factor in British voting behaviour. In 1959, as naver before, 

the Opposition invested a great proportion of campaign tiiat? and ener^-y 

in an indictment of the Government 1 s colonial record. But according 

to the opinion polls, the return in electoral dividends was negligible. 

The electors' concern for their economic well-being, aw over, "came 

first} foreign affairs came a poor second; colonial and other issues 

were nowhere." Similarly there is concrete evidence to show that there 

was seldom any close connection between peoples' vieva on imperial and 

colonial matters and the attitudes expressed by the parties for which 

they voted. In October 1956 Men could invade Suez with the knowledge,

1 Butler and Rose, The British General Elect.ion of 1959, p.71
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furnished by the most recent Gallup poll o the subject, thrt only

47;'. of Conservative voters would unreservedly approve his action - and > 
that only 54/ of uabour voters voulcl disapprove.*" A few months later

Gailup's respondents were asked whether they thought the Government had 

been ri^ht or wron^- to release Archbishop Makarios from detention. At 

the tiae the parliamentary Mabour and ^iberai parties both thought the

Government right; certain Government Members, most notably f^ord oaiis-
3 

bury, did not. But the poll produced this result:

Voting Intention

All Voters Con uab Lib 

Bight 33 46 32 31 

Vrong 34 36 37 35 

Don't know 33 22 31 34

These, however, are extremely random exauples, and it retaains 

doubtful whether sufficient survey material exists to sustain compre­ 

hensive and accurate generalisations.

Concerning public knovledge about colonies in general, as opposed 

to intereht in particular issues, two fairly large scale investigations 

were carried out by the Government'» Socinl Survey unit in 1948 arid 1951. 

V»hat follows is simply ft selection of the f maim of those two surveys. 

The only comment thu i, scer.s necessary is th^t if evidence vere needed

of the ignorance of post-war Britain about colonial matters, the
4 

respondents of 1943 and 1951 provide it.

1948 1951

75>i 8(X/o did not know the difference between o dominion and
a colony

51 A- 59/ ; could not name a single British colony

named the United States as a British colony (end one 
man named Lincolnshire)

2 Epstein, British Politics in the Suez Crisis, p.142.

3 N«v» Chronicle, 11 April 1957.

4 Sources 1948: G.K.. Evens, Public Opinion on Colonial Affairs. A 

Survey made in May and June 1948 for the Colonial Office (N'.o. 119,
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could not name any colony which had recently 
moved nearer to self-government

4t$ cither knew or thought th«t Britain was* doing 
something tovards teaching colonif 1 peoples to 
govern themselves

33/' either knew or thought that colonies did not pay
taxes to Britain

88$ could not say how the colonies helped to earn dollars

56;j either knev or thought that the majority of peoples 
in colonies were coloured

63?> could not name any item of coloni 1 produce aiui its
place of origin?

Central Office of Information, June 1948), pp. 1-1 6. This survey vG.B 
conducted among a nation* sample of 1,921 respondentr. Other references 
to its findings are in Lee, Colonial Development and Good Government, 
pp.8-9, and Haqqi, Co Ionia 1 To 1 icy of the ^ahour Govrr nrnent, p.5n,

1951: Legum, liuat Ve Lose Africa? p.2l6n. The 1951 survey itself 
ia not listed in any of the library catalogues consulted by the writer; 
these included the catalogues at the Commonwealth Relations Office and 
the Colonial Office.
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Col. No. 206: Memorandum on Colonial Mining Policy (1946).

Col. No. 210: Intor-territorial Organisation in East Africa. 
Revised Proposals (1947).

Col. No. 231: Report of the Commission of Inquiry into Disturbances 
in the Gold Coast (1948).

( c ^ Parliamentary Debates and Papers.

Parliamentary Debates, House of Commons: Official Report.

Parliamentary Debates, House of Ltorda; Official Report.

II. C. 181: Colonial Development (1948).

H.C. 92-1: Report frotn the Select Committee on Procedure (1959).

Colonial Development Corporation: Annual Reports. Especially: 
H.C. 167: Report and Accounts for 1951 (1952). 
H.C. 260: Report and Accounts for 1955 (1956).

(d) Other.

The Colonial Office List. 1945-60, and selected issues from other 
years.

The Civil Estimates, Class II. 1939-40; 1945-6 - 1960-1. 

Colonial Development and Welfare Act, 1940 (3 & 4 Geo. 6, c.40).

Colonial Governments. Their Functions and Relationship with His 
Majesty's Government, vith the Colonial Office and vith 
q^Jher Government l>epartmeritst (memorandum issued by the 
Treasury for circulation in the Civil Service, 1951).

Reference Pamphlet 3460: Administration of the Imited Kingdom 
Dependencies (Contra! Office of Information, 1957).

Government of Kenya, Land Utilisation and Settlement. A Statement 
of Government Policy (Sessional Paper No. 8 of 1945).
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II. PUBLICATIONS OP POLITICAL PARTIES

1. THE CONSERVATIVE PARTY

Abbreviations

CCC: Conservative Commonwealth Council

COB: Conservative Overseas Bureau

CPC: Conservative Political Centre

CRD: Conservative Research Department

CUCOt Conservative and Unionist Central Office

EGG: Expanding Commonwealth Group

NliCUA: National Union of Conservative and Unionist Associations

(a) CCC pubLications find papers 

CCC; Prospectus (1953).

CCC Annual Conference: Jfockgro>*nd Papers and v fiunirtflry Report for 
Year (CljCo for CCCt No'.l . 1953-4 - fco.7, 19t>9-60).

Calendar of i'^ackgroimd I^aperB^^uj)mitjbec3 to the^ Anri.ual Conferences 
of the CCC (1963).

C piano nwe a 1 1 h Series (ed. R. D. Milne):
No.1. Salisbury, 'iarque.ss ^f, Conmonvealtli and Kmpire

(CPC on behalf of CCC, 1953). 
No .2. Co Ionia 1 Riuet Knemies and Oblij.^ (ipnx (('1C No. 141

on behalf of CCC, .'larch 1955). 
No* 3. Letters from India as written home by Taya and

'iaurice <Aakin (CPC hio.157 on behalf of CCC, July 1956). 
No. 4. Blood, Sir Hilary, The Smaller. Territories; Problems

and i uture (CPC ^o.183 on behalf of CCC, February 1958) . 
hio.5. The Helping Hand. United Kingdom Aid to Education in

the Commonwealth (CPC Ko.1U9 on behalf of c i:, October 1953).

(b) COB and Ci4U

Milne, U.D., Conservatives and the Colonies (CTC ho. 123 on behalf 
of COB, 1952).

The Background to Cyprus (CPC on behalf of COB and CHD, February 
1959).

Commonwealth and Colonial Affairs (ed. G. Sayers):
Wos. 1-12, 6 Feb. 1952-25 Nov. 1953, issued as Bi-Monthly 

Survey of Commonwealth and Colonial Affnirs: Nos. 13-81, 
Jan. 1954-June 1960, issued as Monthly Survey of Commonwealth 
and Coloaial Affairs; July 1960-July-August 1965, issued 
as Comraoiivealth Affairs.
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Ceased publication; together vith companion review Foreign 
Affairs, superseded by Commonwealth, European, and 
Over seas Review, monthly, Aug-Sept. 1965- . (Ci'C on 
behaif of COB and

(c) CPC publications

What Do You Think? Lord Cranborne Talks vith You about the Common- 
veal th and Empire (Two-Way Movement of Ideas, CPC, 1947).

Two-way Movement: Report on Phase One (CPC, 1947).
Lemiox-Boyd, Alan, Imperitia et Libertas. Text of Address delivered 

to the CPC Meeting on the 9th of October 1958 in Conection with 
the Party Conference at Blackpool (CTC j*o.196, 1958).

Utley, T.L., and Udai, J., rapporteurs for a Conservative group 
(Chairman Lord Colytori), Wind of Change: the Challenge of 
the Commonwealth (CPU fto.211, April I960).

Sayers, G., Awakenia^ Africa,« A Brief Survey of .some of Africa's 
Problems and What the Government is Doing about Them (CPC No. 
236, April 1961).

(d) CRD paper

Report of the Colonial Affairs Sub-committee (Sir A. Cochrane, 
chairman) of the Conservative P^rty Central Committee on 
Post-Wr Problems, 1945.

(e) CUCO publications

The Industrial Charter (CUCO, 194 ).

Imperial Policy. A Statement of Conservative Policy for the 
British Empire and Commonwealth (CUCO, June 1949).

The Prime Minister on Africa's Prqbleras (Macmillan's speeches in 
Xfrica, Jan-Feb. I960), (CUCO, i960).

Notes on Current Politics (CUCO on behaif of CillJ since 1949). 
Sei.ecU?d issues.

(f) EGG publications

Maitland, P., et al., The Expanding Coniraonvealth (CPC No. 159 on 
behalf of fiCG, Oct. 1956.)

Expand or Decay. (EGG, July 1957).

Commonwealth Trade and the European Economic Coirrounrfcy (mira., ECG, 
July 1957)."
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MAitland, P. et ai., The Commonwealth; Expanding Opportunity 
(CPC Mo. 188 on behalf of ECo, Sept. 1958).

Maitland, P., et al., Expanding Obligation (CPC No. 229 on behalf 
of ECO, March 1961).

(g) NU ( "U A pub 1 i c a t i on s

He ports of C nsorvative T'arty Annual Conferences, 1)47-1950,
1952-8. (No reports of conferences, othi»r than press reports, 
were published prior to 1947. There vere no Conservative 
p rty coiiferences in i.951 and 195^ bee IUSQ of the timing 
of the General flections in those years.)

2. TIIP, UIKHJR PARTY

(a) Policy Statements

Labour and the New Social Order (i918).

The hmpire in A f r i c ajr JJQ DO ur * s Po 1 icy_ ( 1926 ) .

Labour and the Nation (1928).

The Co Ion to a (Policy Report xNo.6, 1933).

The demand for Colon i»l Territories and Equality of Economic 
OplK>rtunity ( t936) .

The Colonies. The Labour IV rty 1 * Post-Var Policy for the African 
and Pacific Colonies (1943).

L»et Us Face the Future. A .Declaration of Policy for the Consideration 
of the Nation (1945).

Statement of Policy on Colonial Affairs. Proia Colonies to 
Commonwealth (1954).

Labour's Colonial Policy;
I. $he r'lural Society (1956).
II. Economic Aid (1957).
III. The Smaller Territories (1957).

Sundry mirn. statements of NKC policy on particular issues.

(b) Pamphlets

HiMtm, Kita, The Colonies and lis. (Socialist Propaganda Committee 
pamphlet no. 4, n.d. but probably Jan. 1943).

Hindoo, Kita, The Labour Party and the Colonies ( Labour Discussion 
Series No. 8, Oct. 1946).

Welcome to Britain (1949).
(A leaflet addre sed to colonial students arriving in Britain.)
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Facing Facts in the Colonies. A Policy Discussion Pamphlet (Inter­ 

national Dept., 1955). 
(Written an-riyrcously by John Hatch.)

Malta to Westminster? (International Dept., Jan. 1956).

Talking Points (Labour Research Department), issues as follows: 

The Colonial Development Corporation (7 April 1951). 

Tory Colonial Policy (20 Aug. 1952). 
Kenya (6 Dec. 1952).
Central African Federation (14 March 1953). 

British Guiana (14 Nov. 1953). 
Colonial Policy (30 Jan. 1954).
Spotlight on the Colonies (Nos. 18 and 19, 1955). 

Cyptus (No.1, 1956). 
The Plural Society (No.16, 1956). 
Gold Coaat to Ghana (fto.5, 1957). 
Developments in Central Africa (i\o.9, 1958). 

Central Africa (Nos. 9, 10 and 24, 1959). 

Hola (No.14, 1959). 
Central African Federation (No.11, I960).

(c) Other

Reports of Labour Party Annual Conferences, 1942-60; also selected 

Conference Reports from other years.

III. GROUPS AND SOCIETIES : PUBLICATIONS AttL PAPERS

Mo attempt is made here to provide complete lists of the publications 

and papers of interested groups. The lists include only those references 

which vere relevant to the writing of the thesis; almost all are cited 

in the text or footnotes.

1. THE AFRICA BUREAU 

(a) Papers

Aims (mim., n.d. but clearly March 1952).

Statement of Aims (mini., n.d. but probably June 1952).

The Constitution of the Africa Bureau (mim.).

Miscellaneous correspondence (e.g. to Fabian Colonial Bureau,

Central Africa Committee) and circular letters, chiefly 1952.
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(b) Publications

Report of the Africa, Bureau, March 1952 to November 1)53 (1953). 

Report on the Africa Bureau, 1932-1954 (1954). 

Annual Report. 1954-60.

Anniversary addresses, in particular Sir Jock Campbell, The 
New Africa^ Pride and Prejudice, Sense and Sensibility 
(1962).

Africa Digest. 1951- . Selected issues.

2. CONGRESS OF PEOPLES AGAINST IMPERIALISM

(a) Papers

Charter (min., 1948).

Circular letter of 15 May 1952 on Central Africa (raim.).

(b) Publications

The Colonial Peoples Appeal to the United iNiatioua. Memorandum 
presented by the Congress of Peoples (Jr.n. 1952).

Brockway, Fenner, why I'lau- Mag.' AH Analysis and a Remedy (1953).

3. EMPIRE DAY MOVEMENT 

Publie at ion

The Importance of T'rnpire Knowledge and tho Origin and Purpose 
of Empire Uay (pamphlet 1948).

4. Etli Ii& ECONOMIC UNION 

Itiblications

Post-war Economic iolicy (1945).

Russell, Ronald fc>., Imperial Preference (1948).

5. EMPIRE IfrPUSThlVfe ASSOCIATION 

Publications

Veils, W.A., Imperial Preference. A Short Historical Sketch 
(April 195-V).

Monthly Bulletin (ed. W.A. Veils), 1954-9.
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6. FABIAN CULChMAu DbHEAb 

(a) Papers 

(i) Meetings

Minutes of Meetings of the Advisory Committee, 1940-59. 

Minutes of Meetings of the forking Conmiittee, 1954-9. 

Secretaries' Reports to Meetings, 1940-59.

( i i) Correspondence

i-iiscellaneous official correspondence with the Colonial Office, 
the Lubour Party, the Africa Bureau, etc.; also unofficial 
correspondence of executive members of the Bureau.

(iii) Reports*

A Year's work of the Fabian Colonial Bureau ( ira., 1940-1 to 
1946).

Report of Activities of the Fabian Colonial Bureau, April-August 
1945 (mim., 1945).

Annual Report of the F.C.B., 1947 to 1951.

AS from 1951 the Bureau's annual reports were incorporated 
into the annual reports of the .Fabian Society.

( iv) Memoranda

Colonial Policy from the Public Uelptions /"pint of View (memo 
to Colonial Office, n^d., but clearly June 1946).

Informa tion and Surveya (memo to Colonial Office, n.d., but 1946).

The Handling of Colonial Affairs by the Labour Party (memo 
to Labour Party International Department, July 1948).

(v) V/orking Papers

Indirect Rule and Constitutional Advance in Africa (rain., 1947). 
(A working paper for the Colonial oubject Group of the 
Parliamentary Labour Party.)

Comments on the Secretary of .State's Reply to the Bureau'3
Letter en Kenya (rnim. F.C.B. Vorkin^ Taper i'o.9 of 1947)-

The Development Corporations ; Four Points^ of Doubt 0\o. 14 
of 1947).

f^and and Settlement in Kenya (No. 10 of 1943).

Next Steps in Colonial Policy (No. 20 of 1948).

A National Convention for Nigeria (No. 2a of 1949).
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Racial Problems ifl East and Central Africa (ho. 1 of 1950). 

Future Policy of Fabian Colonial Bureau (No. 11 of 1951)-.

Vhat is Partnership? (isio. 4 of 1952).

The Crisis in British (iuiuaa (Ko. 5 of 1953).

(b) Publications 

(i) Periodicals

Empire . Privately published 1938-41; published by PCB as a 
bi-raonthiy, March 1941- March 1946; as a monthly, May 
1946-Jan. 1949.

Venture. Superseding Erapire; monthly, Feb. 1949-

(ii) Pamphlets*

Colonial Controversy Series

No.1. Domination or Cooperation? Report of a Conference on 
the Relationship between the British and Colonial Peoples 
(Oct. 1946).

i\i0.2. bilberman, £.., Crisis in Africa (Jan. 1947).

Nc.3. Creech Jones, .A., uabour.'a Colonial Policy (March 1947).

No. 4. Kenya Controversy (Oct. 1947).

No. 5. i^anquah, J.B., Friendship and Empire. Impressions of 
the Africa Conference ("liay 1949).

i^o.6. flu lira, E.M.K., Troubled Uganda (Jan. 1950).

lx'o.7. Griffiths, James, Creoch Jones, Arthur, and Hinden, Rita,
The Way Forward (i\ov. 1950).

Ko.8. Advance to Democracy. A Report by a Sub-committee of 
the FCB on the Iraplications of 'Partnership 1 in Multi- 
Racial Societies (June 1952).

No. 9. East African Future (Sept. 1952).

jNo.10. Sington, D. , Malayan Perspective (June 1953).

Fabian Society Heaearch SQrie£

Ho. 61. Labour in the Colonies (Feb. 1942).

. 78. Konya; White irhuiVa Country? (Jan. 1944).

iN 0.08. Four Coloalal Questions : IIov Should Britain Act? 
(Dec. 1944).

92. Colo des and International Conscience (Aug* 1945).
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iJo.126. Nicholsoxi, Marjorie, Self-Government and the Communal 
Problem (April 1943).

o. 131. Hiiiden, itita, Co>ta:aon Sense and Colonial Levclopraept 
(Feb. 1949).

No. 152. Listowel, Lord, et.al., Challenge to the British 
Caribbean (June 1952).

No. 162. Opportunity in Kenya (Dec. 1953).

fto.167. Bowen, Walter, Colonial Trade Unions (Oct. 1954).

No. 186. Dump le to ii, C.W., Colonial Development Corpora. t-a.o.a 
(April 1957).

No. 197. Uinden, kita, No Cheer f..r Central Africa (April 1958)

Fabian Tracts

A\0.302. :iboya, Tom, The Kenya 'uestioiis an African Answer 
(bept. 1956).

Other Pamphlets
Downing btroct and, the Colonies (with Alien and Unvin, 1942). 
Cooperation in^ the Coloniea (i945).
Hinden, iiita, aocialists and Uie JOmpire. Five Years' Work 

of the Fabian Colonial liureau (n.d. but 1945-6).
British Central Africa? (Sept. 1951).

7. JOINT EAv>T AND CENTRAL AFhICA BOARD 

Publications

Annual Reports, 1955-60.

8. MOVEMF:NT FOE COUWIA., ^J^
(a) Papers

I'roposals for a Council for Colonial J reedon. Recommendations 
of the Special Sub-Committee (mim., early 1954).

Congress for Colonial Freedom (mini., 6 March 1954). 

Constitution (mim.).

(b) Publications

Handbook for Federal Politicians. A Guide to the Promises
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and Assurances given tc the Africans at the time of the 
t'Stiiblishznent of the i?ederution of Rhodesia and ^yasaland 
(1956).

Kaunda, K., Dominion Status for Central Africa? (MCP-Union 
of Democratic Control, 1,>58).

Cyptus; the Solution (MCi7-National Cypriot Committeo, 1958).

9. MATIWJU, PE.\CE COUNCIL

(a) iraper

The Human Crisis in Africa. Resolution of Conference arranged 
by the Africa Committee of the N.i'.C. (i-lirn., June 1950).

(b) Publication

Our Trust in Central Africa (idC-Central Africa Committee - 
Racial i-nity, 1953).

10. OV> ... biJAS

Publ icati on

Morgan, B.J., Colonial -Development. A Factual Survey of the 
Origins and History of British Aid to Developing Countries 
(British Aid Series No. 5, 1964).

11. ]^ACK frF.VS LTL. 

Publication

Hughes, Erarys, British Guiana. Iron Hand and V,'ooden Head. 
An Indictment of Mr. Oliver Lyttelton (^953).

12. HOYAL LMP1RL 

Publication

CoMSionvealth Handbook. A Guide to Departments, Organisations 
and Societies in the United Kingdom concerned vith the 
British Empire (1949).

13. TRADES UNION CONGRESS 

Publications

Annual Reports. 1945-59 and some other years.
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IV. NEWSPAPERS AND PERIODICA US

This is not an exhaustive list of the daily, weekly and monthly 

journals consulted on various matters. Jouruals (other than dailies) 

officially sponsored by, and speaking for, political parties and 

pressure groups are mentioned not here but under the names of the 

sponsoring bodies. Among other journals the criterion for inclusion in 

this list is a minimum of two references in footnotes to the text.

(a) Dailies

The Daily Herald

The Daily Telegraph

The Daily Mail

The Daily Worker

The Manchester Guardian

The News Chronicle

The Scotsman

The Times

(b) Weeklies

East Africa and Rhodesia

The Economist

Kenya Weekly News

The New Statesman

The Observer

The Sunday Times

Tribune

(c) Monthlies

Colonial Parliamentary Bulletin (ed. G. Padniore, 1946-9). 

Socialist Commentary

V. UNOFFICIAL ANNUALS AND AI.MAKACS 

The Annual Register 

Pod's Parliamentary Companion 

The Statesman's Yearbook, 

Who's Who and Who Vas Who 

Whitaker's Almanac
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