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ABSTRACT

This thesis has a dual focus: the British Cabinet committee system and British colonial
policy. Its primary interest is the functioning of the Cabinet committee system and in order to
investigate this colonial policy will be analysed. This policy area has been chosen both for its
intrinsic interest and because it provides an ideal vehicle for a full analysis of the workings of
the committee system and the impact it had on policy development.

Chapter One provides a critique of studies of British government and an outline of the
main debates in the literature on colonial policy. It then outlines the nature, aims, hypotheses
and aims of this study and the topics that will be studied.

The second chapter provides an account of the development and workings of the Cabinet
committee system. A brief account of the period up to the end of the Second World War is
followed by a more detailed account of the elaboration and consolidation of the system under
Attlee and then by an account of how the system fared under the Conservatives.

Chapter Three examines the interrelationship between colonial policy and external policy.
It first examines the various policy studies of the period and then examines three case studies:

the Southern Cameroons, Malaysia and Aden. It concludes that sometimes colonial policy was
entirely determined by strategic considerations, that the many external policy studies had little

influence on the development of policy and that the committee system functioned erratically,
had a conservative influence on policy-making and was poor at getting to grips with the big
issues such as decline.

The fourth chapter deals with colonial constitutional development. An analysis of the
various long-term timetables for constitutional development precedes a brief account of the
committee structure for this subject. Two geographical areas are then analysed, the Caribbean
and Africa. This chapter concludes that the timetables for independence were of little value,
highlights the difficulty Britain had in relinquishing control of the smaller colonies, and
concludes that there was no coordinated policy for Africa and that there was no planned process
of decolonization.

The penultimate chapter deals with all aspects of policy for Malta, including its attempt to
become part of the United Kingdom, and serves as a recapitulation of the various themes of this
study and highlights the extent to which various policy areas were inextricably intertwined. It
demonstrates the problems of constitutional advance in a strategically valuable colony and
argues that the committee system did little to provide policy alternatives.

This study concludes that the Cabinet committee system was anything but a neutral piece
of government machinery. It had a significant impact on policy, but that was because of its
many failings, not least its failure to coordinate policy. What was designed to give cohesion and
control frequently produced confusion and incoherence. Overall a flawed policy process
produced a flawed outcome.



1t

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Acknowledgments i

Abstract 1l

Table of Contents 11

Abbreviations Y

CHAPTER ONE ]

Introduction

CHAPTER TWO 25

The Cabinet Committee System

CHAPTER THREE 57

The Interrelationship between Colonial Policy and External Policy

CHAPTER FOUR 128

Colonial Constitutional Development

CHAPTER FIVE 204

Malta

CHAPTER SIX 268

Conclusion

Appendix One 279
Appendix Two 290

Bibliography 291



CAB
CAF
CID
cO
CoS

CcrC
CRO

DOPC

EEC

FO
JICH

KADU
KANU
MoD
NATO
PPP
PREM
PRO
PUP

SEATO

TANU
UK
UN

v

ABBREVIATIONS USED

Cabinet Papers

Central African Federation

Committee of Imperial Defence

Colonial Office
Chiefs of Staff

Colonial Policy Committee
Commonwealth Relations Office
Defence and Oversea Policy Committee
European Economic Community

Foreign Office

Journal of Imperial and Commonwealth History
Kenya African Democratic Union
Kenya African National Union
Ministry of Defence

North Atlantic Treaty Organization
People’s Progressive Party

Prime Minister’s Office Papers
Public Record Office

People’s United Party

South East Asia Treaty Organization
Tanganyika African National Unton

United Kingdom
United Nations



CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

This thesis has a dual focus. Its primary interest is the British Cabinet committee system,

a relatively neglected part of government. This structure consists of a large number of
committees, some ministerial, some official, some a mixture of both, which are serviced by the

Cabinet Office Secretariat, and carry out on behalf of the Cabinet functions which are part of the

collective business of the government.! The specific purposes of these committees are ‘to
advise, to coordinate, to enquire, to negotiate or to administer (though the last case is not

common in the government service)’.? This study will investigate how the committee system

functioned in practice, and the impact its actual functioning had on the development of policy.

In order to do so in a methodical manner a specific policy area had to be chosen, and after
careful consideration cqlonial policy was selected as the most appropriate ‘vehicle’ for this
study. This thesis will therefore also be able to analyse and evaluate certain aspects of British
colonial policy. This chapter will begin by critically evaluating how studies of British
government have dealt with the Cabinet committee system and will show what is being
investigated. It will then outline the main positions taken in the debates about colonial policy,
specifically the factors believed to be responsible for the transfers of power in Britain’s
colonies, and will take issue with the approach of some studies of colonial policy. The next
section will describe the nature of this thesis, the reasons for selecting colonial policy, and this
study’s aims, hypotheses and methods. Lastly, the colonial policy topics selected for this study

will be outlined, and the reasons for selecting them will be given.

I. STUDIES OF BRITISH GOVERNMENT

Omissions and inaccuracies characterize the treatment of the Cabinet committee system

in many of the standard accounts of British government. One reason is the considerable, not to

; Public Record Office, CAB 21/2966, Brook to Armstrong, 11 December 1951.
From Treasury booklet on Committee Procedure, partly reproduced in Public Administration,
Vol. 36, Autumn 1958, p. 249. Two types of committees exist: standing committees, long-lived bodies set
up to deal with a particular policy area, and ad hoc committees, short-lived affairs, sometimes meeting
only once, which deal with a specific issue. For further information on the definition of Cabinet
committees see A. Seldon, ‘The Cabinet Office and Coordination, 1979-1987°, Public Administration,
Vol. 68, Spring 1990, p. 113.



say obsessive, secrecy which has surrounded them for so long; it was not until 1992 that the
names and membership of the current standing Cabinet committees were made available.’
Despite this secrecy some general accounts of the Cabinet committee system are to be found in

the secondary literature, but because of the lack of available information at the time they were
written, many offer little more than general and often vague descriptions of the Cabinet
committee system, and cannot provide an analysis of how the system actually functioned in
practice, and the consequences of this functioning.

The problem of secrecy is acknowledged by one of the more important writers on

government. In Government by Committee, K. C. Wheare states that he has excluded Cabinet

committees from his study because those who know most about them are unable or unwilling to

provide information on them.” A later study, and one of the finest works on British government,
is Cabinet Reform in Britain by Hans Daalder.” Although Daalder does deal with Cabinet
committees, he does so only as part of a wider study, and so not a great deal of space is devoted
to them. In addition, this study is unable to offer an examination of how the committee system
worked in practice.

Many studies, such those by Mackenzie and Grove, and N. H. Gibbs give only sketchy
information on Cabinet committees. Samuel Beer pays relatively little attention to Cabinet

committees, referring vaguely to ‘interdepartmental committees’ rather than specifically

! At the time of research slightly more than twenty percent of the CAB 134 files, the papers of
standing Cabinet committees, that appeared relevant to this study were still closed. Another problem is
that the CAB 161 files, which give information on the terms of reference and composition of Cabinet
committees, have been kept closed for some time; for example the CAB 161 file for 1946 was not
released until 1996. According to the Historical Section of the Cabinet Office the late release of the CAB
161 files was not due to secrecy about Cabinet committees, it was due to the classification of these
documents as low priority because most of the information in them was duplicated in CAB 134 material.
(Email from Sally Falk, Historical Section, Cabinet Office to the present writer, 4 December 2000.)
However, the slow release of the CAB 134 files means that a lot of material that may be duplicated is not
actually yet available. Another example of government secrecy is given in a PRO file on a book by Max
Beloft, New Directions in Foreign Policy. In a letter to Beloff, the Cabinet Secretary, Norman Brook,
said he hoped that Beloff would not be unduly restricted by the rule against disclosure of the committee
organization and would do his best to avoid referring to committees by name. See PRO, CAB 21/3903,
Brook to Beloff, 11 December 1959.

* K. C. Wheare, Government by Committee (Oxford 1955), p. 4. In The Machinery of Government
(Oxford 1945) Wheare refers only briefly to Cabinet committees. The justification given for withholding
information was that it could damage collective responsibility, undermine the authority of departmental
ministers, and lead to arguments about the status of decisions made by Cabinet committees rather than the
Cabinet. See P. Hennessy, Cabinet (Oxford 1986), pp. 89-90 and G. W. Jones, ‘The Development of the
Cabinet’, in W, Thomhill (ed.), The Modernization of British Government (1975), p. 55. In addition, the
government withheld the names of committee chairmen. It did so in order to prevent Parliament from
attempting to transfer ministerial responsibility from departmental ministers to committee chairmen. See
PRO, CAB 21/4327, Padmore to Brook (undated).

-: H. Daalder, Cabinet Reform in Britain, 1914-1963 (1964).

W. J. M. Mackenzie and J. W. Grove, Central Administration in Britain (1957) and N. H. Gibbs,
The British Cabinet System (2™ edition 1952). As far as the post-1945 period is concerned, Gibbs has (p.
121) little more to say than that the scope and number of committees has increased.



mentioning Cabinet committees, and has nothing on what impact the committee system might
have had on the position and authority of the Treasury - whether it strengthened or weakened
Treasury control.! Other studies offer more information, but only in terms of historical
background and general information, not in terms of analysis..2 Cabinet Government by Ivor
Jennings offers some details on the growth of the committee system and a brief account of how
the system was meant to function.” However, because of the restrictions on information about
Cabinet committees that were in force when his study was written, he is unable to offer any

information on the committee system after 1947. In consequence there are a number of

omissions, for instance there is no mention of the Cabinet committee system in the section on
prime ministerial power - whether it was increased or reduced by the system - and so his
account of prime ministerial power is incomplete.’

Some studies not only fail to provide much information, they also demonstrate a

misunderstanding of the system. F. M. G. Willson, for example, shows in his brief mention of
Cabinet committees a lack of knowledge of the committee system, and a misapprehension of its

nature. He states that sometimes a high-level committee of senior civil servants is appointed to
work closely with a ministerial committee, and that both types are loosely referred to as Cabinet
committees.® In fact, Cabinet committees were carefully defined and were clearly differentiated
from other interdepartmental committees.

Although John Mackintosh gives some space to Cabinet committees and provides an
historical account of their development, he makes no mention of the committees as forming a
system and, given the nature of his study, does not offer an analysis of the actual functioning of
the system.” A more recent version of Mackintosh’s The Government and Politics of Britain by
Peter Richards also fails to offer any analysis using archival material, meaning that although the

intended functions of committees are outlined, such as saving the Cabinet’s time by reducing

the amount of work that has to come before it, and clarifying issues that need to be dealt with by
the Cabinet, there is no consideration of whether the committee system actually performed these

intended functions.® Richards makes a number of assertions about Cabinet committees, such as

'S. H. Beer, Treasury Control (2™ edition Oxford 1957).

2 See for example W. K. Hancock and M. M. Gowing, British War Economy (1949).

88 ennings, Cabinet Government (3" edition 1959).

* Ibid., p. 256.

> Ibid., pp. 203-204.

° F. M. G. Willson, The Organization of British Central Government (2™ edition 1968), p. 312.
The lack of information on Cabinet committees is not entirely due to government secrecy because an
earlier work, The British Economy, 1945-1950 (Oxford 1952) by G. D. N. Worswick and P. H. Ady
provides more background, albeit still sketchy, on the committee system.

7. P. Mackintosh, The British Cabinet (2™ edition 1968).

*P. G. Richards, Mackintosh’s The Government and Politics of Britain, (7™ edition 1988), p. 70.



that in most cases on committees ministers will tend to use the brief provided by officials
because they are so overworked, and that official committees meet for preliminary discussions

so that their parallel ministerial committees can easily reach an agreed conclusion, but does not

back them up with any archival evidence.

Some of the more recent studies contain a number of errors. Michael Rush overlooks the
important developments that took place during the Second World War, which is presumably
why he wrongly suggests that the basis of the present system was established by Attlee, whereas
what Attlee did was to refine and expand the system created during the war.? G. W. Jones says

that in 1964 the Foreign Affairs Committee, established in 1956, and the Defence Committee

were merged.” In fact, one of the surprising features of the committee system was that for many

years there was no committee for foreign affairs.' The first standing committee that dealt with

foreign affairs was the Oversea (sic) Policy Committee, established in 1962.° It was this

committee that was merged with the Defence Committee to form the Defence and Oversea
Policy Committee, and the merger actually took place in 1963.° Jones claims that the committee
system enables government to work more effectively, clears away routine work, allows the
Cabinet to concentrate on controversial matters, has a conciliatory role by allowing further
discussion in a different arena when there is disagreement in the Cabinet, and facilitates the
coordination of policy.” These various features may have been how the system was intended to
function, but Jones offers no evidence that this was how the system functioned in practice.

Bruce Headey states that official committees are only supposed to reach agreement on
matters not important or sensitive enough to refer to ministers, and that any paper produced by

official committees for ministerial committees should therefore set out all the options in relation

to issues that ministers might wish to decide for themselves.® He offers no evidence for this and

does not consider the possibility that ministers might ask official committees to come up with a

' Richards, Mackintosh’s Government, pp. 183-184.

* M. Rush, The Cabinet and Policy Formation (1984), p. 45. Like many others he makes no
attempt to evaluate how the committee system actually worked and what impact it had on policy
formation.

> Jones, “The Development of the Cabinet’, p. 47. Mackintosh also says that a Foreign Affairs
Committee was set up. Jones may simply be repeating Mackintosh’s mistake, although Mackintosh
correctly states that the DOPC was established in 1963. See J. P. Mackintosh, The British Cabinet (3"
edition 1977), p. 527.

* This presumably reflects Bevin’s determination to prevent anyone intervening in his domain, and
the fact that Churchill, Eden and Macmillan were all Prime Ministers who kept foreign affairs under close
personal supervision.

> See PRO, CAB 134/2370, OP(62)1, 29 June 1962, p. 1.

j See PRO, CAB 148/15, DOP(63)1, 1 October 1963, p. 1.

Jones, ‘The Development of the Cabinet, pp. 48-49. Jones also says that the committee system
does not increase the Prime Minister’s power.

® Bruce Headey, ‘Cabinet Ministers and Senior Civil Servants’, in V. Herman and J. Alt, Cabinet
Studies: A Reader (1975), p. 127.



specific policy recommendation, or that all the options were listed only when an official
committee was unable to agree on a recommendation to ministers. Although he offers a number
of reasons why the existence of official committees may lead to policy options being foreclosed,
he cannot demonstrate that this was what actually happened.’

Herbert Morrison has provided an insider’s account of the workings of government.’
However, Morrison seems somewhat uncritical in his account of the committee system and
complacently assumes it worked as intended. In addition, implicit in Morrison’s account of

government is the assumption that the structure of government was neutral and did not affect the

policy-making process. Another insider’s account, by Patrick Gordon Walker, gives an outline

of the development of the committee system, but is neither fully comprehensive nor fully

accurate and has nothing on how the system actually functioned or its effect.” That insiders were
not fully aware of how the system functioned, or were not willing to acknowledge how it
functioned, is demonstrated in a work by the Labour politician Gerald Kaufman. He states that
the Prime Minister decides what are to be the Cabinet committees. As will be shown later this

is an oversimplification which ignores the influence and involvement of officials, particularly

the Cabinet Secretary.

Although later works have the advantage of being written when archival material was
available, the political science nature of these studies mean they tend to offer no analysis of how
the system actually functioned and what implications this had for policy development. In
addition these studies also contain a number of mistakes. For example, Peter Hennessy’s study
of Cabinet government, a work that straddles rather uneasily the gap between political science
studies and historical studies, says that Eden constructed a ‘battery’ of new committees on the
domestic front, of which the most important were the Industrial Relations Committee, the

Colonial Immigrants Committee and the Social Services Committee.’ In fact, far from creating a

battery of domestic committees, relatively few were created during Eden’s premiership, and
most of these were unlikely to have been created on Eden’s instructions, given that they either
dealt with minor topics or were sub-committees of already established committees. In addition,
the Industrial Relations Committee can scarcely be described as one of the most important,

given that it only met twice, and therefore did not perform an important policy coordinating or

' Headey, ‘Cabinet Ministers and Senior Civil Servants’, p. 126. He suggests this will happen
because of the formation of a united departmental view, the operation of the inter-departmental civil
service network, and the fact that almost all ministerial Cabinet committees are serviced by parallel
official committees.

; H. Morrison, Government and Parliament (2““:l edition 1959).
) P. G. Walker, The Cabinet (2'“":l edition 1972).
5 G. Kaufman, How to be a Minister (1980), p. 69.

Hennessy, Cabinet, p. 53.



monitoring function, or make a long-term contribution to policy development. Furthermore, of
all the committees created under Eden, about half dealt with overseas policy issues.' In the case
of Macmillan, Hennessy says that he chaired few committees.” So far as committees dealing

with colonial matters are concerned, this is far from correct.” Hennessy also states that standing
committees are permanent for the duration of a Prime Minister’s term.* As will be seen this is

wrong; committees were disbanded as and when it was felt necessary. Hennessy quotes one
former senior civil servant, Sir John Hunt, as saying that the criticisms that the Cabinet

committee system makes a coherent strategy more difficult to achieve, causes unnecessary

delays and produces unsatisfactory compromises, are not fully justified.” Hennessy fails to offer
any evidence to either support or refute Hunt’s claims.
One work which does focus on Cabinet committees is the study by Mackie and

Hogwood.” However, this comparative study of the role played by those committees in

decision-making in various countries sheds little light on how Cabinet committees function in
practice. The political science nature of this study means that it offers information, usually in
the form of some basic statistics, but provides no insight. There is little detail given, it mainly
uses anecdotal evidence, and because it simply describes how the committees are supposed to

contribute to the decision-making process, it makes no points that have not been made in other
studies.

The chapter by Simon James in the study edited by Rhodes and Dunleavy contains a
number of errors.’ James seems unaware of developments pre-1945 and wrongly states that until

the Second World War committees were infrequent ad hoc affairs.” As will be seen in Chapter

! See PRO Online Catalogue, www.pro.gov.uk, CAB 134 pages. An examination of these suggests
that about twenty-six new standing committees were created, fourteen of which dealt with domestic
issues and twelve of which dealt with overseas issues. Some of these committees dealt with only minor
matters such as open cast mining and the welfare of overseas students, or were only sub-committees of
committees that had been created before Eden became Prime Minister, such as the Mutual Aid
Committee, Sub-Committee on South and South-East Asia.

2 Hennessy, Cabinet, p. 59.

> Of the committees that dealt with colonial policy, Macmillan chaired the following: European
Economic Association, Common Market Negotiations, Cyprus, Defence, Defence and Oversea Policy,
Africa, Colonial Policy, Oversea Policy, Central African Affairs, The Yemen, The Common Market and
the Free Trade Area, Jordan and Cyprus, Defence Policy in South-East Asia, Muscat and Oman, The
Position of the United Kingdom in World Affairs, Commonwealth Affairs, Trade with Soviet Russia,
Singapore, Constitutional Development in Africa, Mr Dillon’s Visit, Boycott of South African Goods,
The Maldives, Economic Questions, Cotton Imports, The Congo, Nigerian Resolution on Colonialism,
and Greater Malaysia.

: Hennessy, Cabinet, pp. 30-31.

Ibid., pp. 189-190.

° T. T. Mackie and B. W. Hogwood, ‘Cabinet Committees in Executive Decision-Making: A
Comparative Perspective’, University of Strathclyde Studies in Public Policy, No. 111 (Glasgow 1983).

7 R. A. W. Rhodes and P. Dunleavy (eds.), Prime Minister, Cabinet and Core Executive
(Basingstoke 1995).

®S. James, ‘Relations between Prime Minister and Cabinet’, in ibid., p. 69.



Two, this is not entirely accurate. Although this chapter is described as an historical account,
this is in the sense of ‘contemporary history’ and so it has not been able to use primary sources,
and as a result its conclusions, such as that the system reduced prime ministerial power, are not
supported by any archival evidence.! Similarly, the nature of the study by Burch and Halliday
means that there is no analysis using archival material, and there is little on the role of the
committee system in policy-making. Not only does this study state what the committees were
intended to achieve without considering whether they actually performed these functions, it also

fails to give a full and entirely accurate historical background.?
Rhodes and Dunleavy make the valid observation that earlier work done on the Cabinet

committee structure has established only a basic listing of which committees existed, even in the

period for which PRO files are 0pen.3 This study aims to rectify this situation. In fact, for the
most part the only worthwhile thing the political science studies do is throw up lots of questions
that need to be answered by a study of the papers of the Cabinet committee system.

To sum up: too little is known about the Cabinet committee system in terms of how it

worked, the influence it had, how it was used, how well it worked, and the implications of the
functioning of this part of government for the development of policy. This all arises from the
fact that no methodical and comprehensive analysis of how the system operated in practice has
been undertaken. Those studies that deal with Cabinet committees are descriptive rather than
analytical, they deal with how the system was supposed to work rather than how it actually

functioned in practice, and make little or no use of archival material.

1I. COLONIAL POLICY STUDIES

As this thesis is not a comprehensive analysis of colonial policy no general colonial
historiographical background is provided. However, as this study will amend, clarify and
supplement the conclusions of certain studies of British colonial policy, and will also take issue
with the approach of some studies, an outline of the main debates in the areas of colonial policy
that this study deals with will be given.

A variety of explanations have been offered for the British withdrawal from Empire.* The

‘official’ account is that this was simply an evolutionary process in which Britain responded to

ls. James, ‘Relations between Prime Minister and Cabinet’, p. 72.

* M. Burch and 1. Holliday, The British Cabinet System (Hemel Hempstead 1996).

* Rhodes and Dunleavy, Prime Minister, Cabinet and Core Executive, p. 320.

* For a review of the historical arguments see J. Darwin, The End of the British Empire: The
Historical Debate (Oxford 1991).



the aspirations of its colonial subjects.' Not surprisingly, few historians accept such a dubiously
simple and high-minded account. Instead they propose explanations encompassing a range and
combination of factors such as a reduction in the economic value of the colonies, colonial
nationalist pressure, the impact of the Suez Crisis, changes in the international political climate,
the after-effects of the Second World War, a collapse in British power, the actions of other
colonial powers, the need to reduce overseas expenditure, neo-colonialism, Britain’s changing
strategic needs, a desire for closer economic relations with Europe, American anti-colonialism

and Cold War concerns.

Many studies emphasise that any monocausal interpretation of decolonization is unlikely

to be correct. John Darwin, for example, suggests that explanations that attribute decolonization

to one great cause are fundamentally unsatisfactory and argues, for example, that economic

factors on their own are not an adequate explanation for decolonization. He considers this to be

the case because decolonization increased Britain’s economic commitments in the short-term
and because in many cases the transfer of power had been decided upon before the government
was fully aware of the extent of Britain’s relative economic decline.” He also suggests that
British policy makers did not conclude in the fifteen years after 1945, when most of the crucial
decisions about colonial withdrawal were taken, that the imperial economy was now redundant.’
Furthermore, he argues that self-government came about not because of an anticipation of
economic decline, but in part because Britain considered that a steady transfer of power was the
price of getting stability and cooperation in de\}eloping colonial economies. In the economic
sphere what he does feel had an influence was the decision to apply for membership of the EEC,
which meant that from summer 1960 to January 1963 the government’s approach to the
colonies was influenced by the assumption that Britain would soon be a member of the EEC.’

Darwin takes a cautious approach to the significance of colonial nationalism, and

suggests that its role needs careful qualification because the creation of a mass nationalism
strong enough to force out colonial powers was much more difficult than hindsight suggests.
Most colonies consisted of a number of different communities with little in common, open
rebellion was politically difficult and physically dangerous, and for the leaders of colonial

nationalism there was the danger that political action could degenerate into unrest that could

. Darwin, ‘British Decolonization since 1945: A Pattern or a Puzzle?’, Journal of Imperial and
Commonwealth History, Vol. 12, No. 2, 1984, p. 189. For an example of the ‘official’ view see, for
example, A. H. M. Kirk-Greene (ed.), The Transfer of Power (Oxford 1979), p. 19.

* John Darwin, Britain and Decolonization: The Retreat from Empire in the Post-War World
(Basingstoke 1988), pp. 330-331.

i Darwin, The End of the British Empire, p. 48.

5 Darwin, Britain and Decolonization, p. 243.

Ibid., p. 235.



damage them more than their colonial masters.! He suggests that nationalism did make some
contribution to the shape and timing of British withdrawal because of the skill with which local
politicians seized any opportunities offered to them, and because those politicians succeeded in
establishing the conviction that self-determination required the dismantling of colonial empires

and the removal of all types of colonial subordination.” But in general he considers that it was

only when nationalism was combined with other forces that it had a real impact.’
Darwin does not see decolonization as the product of a change in Britain’s global role,

arguing that even after 1960 the old assumptions about this role had not necessarily died away.’

He also suggests that at the international level there is little evidence that Britain simply gave in
to an overwhelming international pressure to decolonize.” He suggests that rather than being the
root cause of British decolonization, the new international atmosphere and Britain’s eagerness
to adapt to it, was responsible for the reinforcement and acceleration of the ending of colonial
rule.’® As for other factors at the international level, Darwin suggests that there was no
overwhelming US pressure on Britain. Although in the end Britain had to respond to any

pressing US demand for a change in imperial policy, the Cold War meant that the US came to
recognize the important role of the British imperial system in the containment of communism.’
However, the Cold War also meant that Britain had to take USSR activity in the Third World
into account when considering the timing of constitutional advance, and whether Britain could
retain control of those colonies that had been assumed to be too small for independence.8 In
addition the competition at the UN between East and West for the support of third world
countries further constrained Britain’s leeway in controlling the speed of constitutional

advance.’

In contrast to those who see the Suez Crisis as a major turning point, Darwin suggests
that the Crisis had a more subtle influence. It emphasised the domestic and international
difficulties which actions that might isolate Britain could pose and highlighted the dangers of

armed intervention when the circumstances were not extremely favourable.'® The result of Suez

: Darwin, Britain and Decolonization, p. 18.

* Darwin, The End of the British Empire, pp. 109-110.

: Darwin, Britain and Decolonization, p. 19.
1bid., p. 20.

: Darwin, The End of the British Empire, p. 114.
Ibid., p. 115.

" Ibid., p. 63.

* Ibid., p. 72.

? Ibid,, 73.

' Darwin, Britain and Decolonization, p. 231.
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therefore was to emphasis how important it was to avoid having a large gap between British and
American foreign policy.'

Darwin considers that the rapid pace of withdrawal was due to the conjunction of
international and colonial pressures. Britain did not want to alienate moderate colonial
politicians, was uncertain about its ability to suppress disruptive elements, and was concerned
about the possibility of simultaneous serious unrest in the colonies and the damage this might
cause to Britain’s non-colonial interests. Britain also wanted to avoid the risk of being

overcommitted in any one region and did not want to be seen as an old-fashioned imperialist

power because appearing so would lose Britain influence. And so to retain world power the
colonies had to go.’
Overall, Darwin stresses that decolonization was the product of changes at the

International, metropolitan and colonial levels, and can only be explained by taking into account

the changes at all these levels. He suggests that the most significant change was the Second
World War and its after-effects, which set off an infinite series of changes that in total destroyed

the pre-war relationship between the imperial powers and their colonies.” The war destroyed the
old conditions which had favoured European colonial empires, the colonial system in Asia was
wrecked by Japanese expansion, the requirements of a war economy strained the relations
between colonial rulers and their subjects, the rise of the new superpowers meant that the
possession of colonies was no longer a standard attribute of great power status, and the reaction
against fascism and nazism created an ideological climate in which self-determination became a
standard political doctrine.* However, he cautions that the actual pattern of decolonization was
not an inevitable outcome of the war because it was determined by the interlocking of events at
the international, domestic and colonial level.’

In contrast to Darwin, Porter and Stockwell emphasize the economic imperatives behind

decolonization and argue that the colonial connection came to be seen as of little economic
value, because of various factors such as the reduction in commodity prices and the terms of
trade moving in favour of industrial nations.” They also argue that decolonization was not a
response to colonial nationalism, and insist that the Suez Crisis was not a watershed.” Instead,

they suggest that there was a turning point in 1961 when Britain realized it could no longer

; Darwin, The End of the British Empire, p. 70.
Darwin, Britain and Decolonization, p. 334.

> Ibid,, p. 24.

‘ Ibid, p. 332.

> Ibid., p. 25.

® A. N. Porter and A. J. Stockwell (eds.), British Imperial Policy and Decolonization, 1938-64,
Vol. 2, 1951-64, p. 27.

"Ibid., p. 47 and p. 29.



11

significantly influence colonial economic and social conditions in preparation for independence,
either in the time available or with the funding Britain could afford, and that there was no option

other than rapid and determined decolonization.

R. F. Holland also feels that economic factor were significant, and contends that the
change from limited constitutional reform to nation building came about because fully
independent states were the type of economic partner that Britain required.’ Furthermore, it
increasingly seemed that applying for EEC membership was the best course for Britain to take.?

He sees Suez as significant for a number of reasons. Firstly, it made Macmillan realize that an

emphatic shift from conventional to nuclear spending was required.' In turn, the move to a

nuclear strategy made the colonies a ‘tiresome disturbance’.” Secondly, Holland considers that

decolonization in Africa and the Mediterranean was simply one aspect of an adaptation of

Britain’s status that took place because Suez forced Britain to recognize that its world power

status needed to be scaled down.® Thirdly, Britain now had to recognize that it could no longer
have an independent foreign policy, and so had to pay more attention to American concerns by

paying more attention to NATO objectives, and attaching less importance to African and Asian
commitments.” Domestic concerns also played a part. He suggests that Macmillan wanted to get
rid of the colonies so that the Conservative Party could be presented as a modern and
progressive party.’

David Goldsworthy stresses the importance of both economic and strategic factors, and
suggests that changing government assessments of how best to promote Britain’s strategic and
economic interests were the main factors that determined the nature of colonial policy. He
considers that from 1951-57 policy was about containing change in the colonies, but that under
Macmillan and Macleod change was promoted. This happened because the increase in colonial

nationalism and the reduction in imperial ambitions had led them to conclude that a point had

been reached, beyond which any continuation of the old pace and style of colonial policy would
incur social, economic and political costs which Britain could not afford.” In contrast to those
who put much emphasis on economic factors, David Reynolds suggests that although there was

a change in the economic value of the colonies - due to the alterations in Britain’s economic

: Porter and Stockwell, British Imperial Policy and Decolonization, pp. 37-38.
R. F. Holland, ‘The Imperial Factor in British Strategies from Attlee to Macmillan, 1945-63’,
JICH, Vol. 12, No. 2, 1984, p. 174.
*R. F. Holland, European Decolonization, 1918-1981 (Basingstoke 1985), p. 206.
* Ibid,, p. 204.
> Ibid. pp. 204-205.
° Ibid,, p. 192.
" Ibid,, p. 202.
:mfd., pp. 208-209.
D. Goldsworthy, Colonial Issues in British Politics, 1945-1961 (Oxford 1971), p. 1.
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position, sterling convertibility, and the growing interest in the European Economic Community
which Europe’s industrial growth produced - the main reason for a change in colonial policy
was the change in the international setting caused by French and Belgian decolonization.'

The influence of America on British policy has caused some disagreement. W. Roger
Louis suggests that although it is difficult to measure it must have been small.? Others feel that

if America had little to do with the fact of decolonization, it had a significant influence on the
pace. Watt contends that without the external stimulus of American anti-colonialism in the

1950s there would have been a more gradual move towards independence.’

The reasons behind Britain’s withdrawal from its African colonies have given rise to
much debate. Some historians consider that African nationalism was the most important factor.

Austin, for example, argues that decolonization in East and Central Africa was a response to

events, especially the transfer of a radical nationalist sentiment from West to East and Central

Africa, and suggests Britain had not developed any ‘prescient pre-emptive policy’.” Hemmings
insists that the primary factor driving African decolonization was the fear of nationalist

explosions.” Low puts much emphasis on African nationalism, arguing that Britain was not
making the running in its African colonies, and concluding that basically what happened was
that the government’s ‘colonialist feet slipped out from under them®.’

Other historians put nationalism in a wider context. Although Louis says that Britain was
responding to African nationalism, Britain also made its own calculations about keeping these
colonies against domestic and international opinion and decided that the best move would be a
quick transfer of power in the hope of retaining economic and political influence.” Darwin
suggests that British policy in Africa was determined by three main factors. The first was the
increasing evidence that there would be considerable waves of unrest in the African colonies
similar to those which had occurred in Asia at the end of the Second World War; one example

of such evidence was the Central African Emergency. The government considered that any

systematic repression of colonial unrest would stretch Britain’s resources and could be

' D. Reynolds, Britannia Overruled (1991), pp. 222-223.

2 W. R. Louis, ‘American Anti-Colonialism and the Dissolution of the British Empire’,
International Affairs, Vol. 61, No. 3, 1985, p. 418.

> D. C. Watt, ‘Demythologizing the Eisenhower Era’, in W. R. Louis and H. Bull (eds.), The
Special Relationship (Oxford 1986), p. 82.

* For a brief survey of the various studies on this subject see R. Ovendale, ‘Macmillan and the
Wind of Change in Africa, 1957-1960, The Historical Journal, Vol. 38, No. 2, 1995, pp. 455-456.

> D. Austin, “The Transfer of Power’, in W. H. Morris-Jones and G. Fischer (eds.), Decolonization
and After (1980), p. 25.

° P. E. Hemming, ‘Macmillan and the End of the British Empire in Africa’, in R. Aldous and S.
Lee (eds.), Harold Macmillan and Britain’s World Role, p. 110.

: D. A. Low, Eclipse of Empire (Cambridge 1991), pp. 237-238.

Louis, “American Anti-Colonialism’, p. 418.
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unpopular both domestically and internationally.' The second influence was the actions of other
colonial powers in Africa, in particular France giving its African colonies independence, which
left Britain worried that it would seem less liberal than France.? In addition the crisis in the

Belgian Congo motivated Britain to construct native governments in East Africa to which power
could be transferred before unrest spread there.” The third factor was the local situation in

Africa. This includes a number of aspects of the situation in specific colonies, such as the fact
that Tanganyika was a trust territory, and therefore denying it independence would put Britain
under pressure at the UN.*

Holland sees the Emergency as important, but also puts emphasis on the significance of
French decolonization and the failure of French policy in Algeria.” He also stresses that there

was a petty bourgeois social grouping which the government was responding to, one which

wanted more public expenditure at home and less overseas.” Horowitz considers that the

Emergency and the Hola Massacre reinforced the government’s view that British rule could
only maintained by force, and force would not be acceptable to the British public, a view that
helped shape British policy in combination with the Suez crisis, the impact of French and
Belgian decolonization and the electoral success of African nationalists.” He also suggests that
no clear decision was taken after the 1959 general election to adopt a new policy for Africa;

changes under Macmillan were ones of approach and climate of opinion, rather than a matter of

formal decision.®

Others put less emphasis on nationalism and local unrest. Reynolds points out that, with

the exception of the Central African Federation, African nationalism was often weak, and
suggests that the withdrawal from Africa was due to changing assessments of the economic

value of the colonies there.” Fieldhouse takes a similar approach, suggesting that Britain hung

on to its African colonies as long as it needed them to prop up its economic position, and once

' Darwin, Britain and Decolonization, pp. 248-249. Darwin argues elsewhere that the political fall-
out of the Emergency derailed British colonial policy in East and Central Africa and increased the speed
of British withdrawal from these regions. See J. Darwin, ‘The Central African Emergency, 1959°, JICH,
Vol. 21, No. 3, 1993, pp. 218-219

2 Darwin, Britain and Decolonization, pp. 251-252.

Y Ibid., p. 253.

Ibid, p. 258.

*R. Holland, The Pursuit of Greatness (1991), pp. 298-299.

® Ibid., p. 297.

" D. Horowitz, ‘Attitudes of British Conservatives towards Decolonization in Africa’, African
Affairs, Vol. 69, No. 274, 1970, p. 10.

S Ibid,, p. 17.

? Reynolds, Britannia Overruled, p. 224,
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they became less valuable gave them quick independence in order that Britain could retain some

influence over them.!
Hargreaves considers that Macmillan felt that Britain’s colonial commitments were
damaging its relationship with the United States, the new members of the Commonwealth and

the United Nations, and could harm any application for EEC membership. It was therefore

necessary for Britain to reduce these commitments and Africa seemed a region where many of
them could be safely contracted.”? Ovendale suggests that the decision to ‘abdicate in Africa’

was influenced by international considerations and Cold War politics, a change from ‘multi-

racialism’ to non-racialism’, the recognition that Britain needed a common policy for Africa
and, for Macmillan himself, the aftermath of Belgium’s withdrawal from the Congo and above
all the failure of French policy in Algeria.’

Underlying many accounts of colonial policy is the assumption that, for whatever reason

or combination of reasons, there was a planned procedure of decolonization which Britain
implemented. Others see matters differently. Darwin considers that it is a fallacy to believe that
the decolonization process was the planned result of the actions of British policy-makers or
colonial politicians.* He suggests that in fact there was no plan; all that happened was an
unpredictable erosion of position after position, with policy being little more than improvised
responses to events.” He suggests that decolonization, in terms of a planned, coordinated
procedure implemented by Britain, is little more than a myth. In essence Britain fabricated an
account of its colonial policies from a mass of incoherent actions to make them appear more
altruistic, and to make past decisions appear to be the obvious precursor to future policy.’
Darwin also suggests that most accounts of colonial policy assume broadly consistent policies
were applied across Britain’s imperial system, but that in fact there was no coordinated pattern,
with foreign and colonial policy riddled with inconsistencies.” Furedi takes a similar approach,
insisting that there was no plan for a gradual discharge of colonial responsibilities; what in fact
happened was that unexpected events led to actions being taken that had unintended

consequences.’

' D. K. Fieldhouse, Black A frica, 1945-80: Economic Decolonization and Arrested Development
(1986), pp. 7-8.

: J. D. Hargreaves, Decolonization in Africa (1988), p. 186.

4 Ovendale, ‘Macmillan and the Wind of Change in Africa’, p.455 and p. 457.

5 J. Darwin, Britain and Decolonization, p. viii.

Darwin, ‘British Decolonization since 1945°, p. 206.

® Ibid,, p. 188.

" Ibid, p. 190.

® F. Furedi, ‘Kenya: Decolonization through Counterinsurgency’, in A. Gorst, L. Johnman and W.

S. Lucas (eds.), Contemporary British History, 1931-1961: Politics and the Limits of Policy (1991), pp.
141-142,
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On a more general level this study will be challenging not only the conclusions, but also
the approach of certain studies of colonial policy. A number of studies and articles, particularly
one by Robert Holland, and to a lesser extent ones by David Goldsworthy, and W. Roger Louis
and Ronald Robinson, credit policy-makers with a subtlety of thought, a clarity of vision and a
degree of knowledge that approaches omniscience, and portray them as making incredibly
subtle, complicated and well-informed judgements.! Goldsworthy offers the oversophisticated
explanation that one reason that radical policies were able to be implemented was because

Macmillan and Macleod confused the trail by moving about from issue to issue, taking

apparently unconnected decisions without revealing the overall trend in policy.? Holland talks
about Britain as being an imperial power ‘with a clear sense of how to explore new coalitions
capable of underpinning its international influence’ and says that Macmillan moved with

decisiveness and confidence on colonial issues.” He talks about the ‘brazen confidence with

which officials went through the motions of successive decolonizations.*

As will be seen, the papers of Cabinet committees show that the reality was very
different; judgements were made in the dark, difficult decisions were avoided, conflicting
assessments of situations were made, and there was often no appreciation of the full picture.
There was a lack of coordination, and in consequence a fractured approach to policy-making,
and a general lack of any grand, overarching strategy. Holland in particular ignores the messy
realities of the day-to-day debate, including the unwillingness of ministers and officials to face
up to the making of certain difficult decisions, and the fact that not infrequently the policy-
makers had few policy initiatives to offer.

By ignoring policy debates and in consequence only dealing with the end product of the
policy-making process, these studies paint a false sense of decisiveness. Policy-making was

often a slow, cumbersome and confused process which often had no clear sense of direction and

there were often real difficulties in taking decisions. Furthermore, the approach of such studies
means that British policy is portrayed as being more proactive than it actually was and ignores
the possibility that policy was often essentially reactive. In addition these studies do not
differentiate between preferred and forced choices, so that a rationale for policy outcomes could

be offered that never existed in the first place. An accurate judgement about British policy

cannot be made if no distinction is made between forced decisions and preferred choices. A

' Holland, European Decolonization and *The Imperial Factor in British Strategies’; Hargreaves,
Decolonization in Africa; D. Goldsworthy, ‘Conservatives and Decolonization’, African Affairs, Vol. 69,
No. 276, 1970; W. R. Louis and R. Robinson, ‘The Imperialism of Decolonization’, JICH, Vol. 22, No. 3,
1994.

: Goldsworthy, ‘Conservatives and Decolonization’, p. 280.

3 Holland, ‘The Imperial Factor in British Strategies’, p.- 174 and p. 179.
*1bid,, p. 180.



16

congeries of forced decisions does not constitute a planned withdrawal from the colonies as part

of some grand shift in British strategy.

I1I. THE THESIS: NATURE, AIMS, HYPOTHESES AND METHODS

This study will analyse the actual working of the Cabinet committee system and the

impact this system had on the policy that was developed within it. Colonial policy was selected

as the focus of this analysis for a number of reasons. Firstly, a study of colonial policy is worth

undertaking in its own right because works on British colonial policy have in general under-

utilized the papers of the Cabinet committees, and therefore an analysis of this material is

needed to see how it adds to and modifies our knowledge of colonial policy. Secondly, it 1s

necessary to study a specific policy area because looking at the committee system using selected
and unconnected examples from a variety of different policy areas would not provide a valid or

meaningful analysis of the system. A selective study would be neither rigorous, nor
comprehensive, nor representative enough; such a measure of selectivity would likely distort
findings, and indeed could mean that practically anything could be ‘proved’ about the system.
Thirdly, choosing a self-contained policy area would not be productive because such a policy
area would not, because of its very nature, appear very frequently on the agenda of Cabinet
committees. Colonial policy, in contrast, provides an ideal type of topic; it is a coherent and
comprehensive one, but it is also one that was closely linked to an abundance of other policy
concerns such as defence, the global role, foreign policy, economic policy, the Cold War and
Anglo-American relations and because of this colonial policy was frequently discussed in the

Cabinet committee system.

This study will accomplish a number of main aims. Firstly, it will provide a full account
of the origins, growth and development of the Cabinet committee system. Secondly, it will deal
with a significant gap in our knowledge of the functioning of British government by providing
an account and analysis of the actual functioning of the Cabinet committee system, and by
exploring the ramifications and implications of how it functioned in practice for the
development of policy. In doing so it will provide an analysis of the policy-making mechanism
which is more detailed and more sophisticated than previous accounts, and will clear up the
many misconceptions that exist about the actual role of committees. It will also provide a more
accurate view of the policy process in order that a more accurate characterization of the policy
outcome can be made. In addition, by analysing the papers of the Cabinet committees this study

will challenge, revise and supplement various aspects of the literature on colonial policy.
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This study will test out a number of hypotheses about both the Cabinet committee system
and British colonial policy. Its main contention about the Cabinet committee system is that it
did not function as intended, and that its actual functioning had a damaging impact on the
development of policy. There was little sign of issues being processed by the system - that is
dealt with in a consistent and methodical manner. Above all, during the Conservative’s period
in office from 1951 to 1964, the system changed from the Attlee model of a decision-making
apparatus to what was often little more than a talking shop. As a result the system did not

contribute to the efficient and effective development of policy as it did under the Attlee

governments.'
This thesis will contend that the system generated a lot of unproductive activity because

much work was unnecessary or had a negligible impact, that the policy reviews and studies had

little influence and that there was a problem with duplication of work. This thesis will seek to

demonstrate that committees failed to scrutinize policy alternatives properly, that often
committee meetings did not produce many concrete results with neither any conclusion reached

nor the argument advanced any further, and that there was often a reluctance to take the
initiative, and an inability to come up with new policy proposals. As a result of all this the
system produced a semblance of activity that helped camouflage the evasion of decision-taking
and disguised the fact that policy was often reactive

Another hypothesis is that the committee system helped produce policy drift. There was a
lack of lead in the system, with the system functioning poorly when no clear sense of purpose
was identified and there was little sense of urgency, with an unwillingness to take decisions
until there was no option other than to do so. This bureaucratic inertia appeared when ministers
were not giving a lead, and because they often did not, the result was that the system tended to

become directionless unless there was an imperative imported from outside it either by events or

by a key personality.

This thesis will contend that the committee system failed to coordinate policy. Often
committees seemed to exist in isolation, rather than working as part of a system, leading to a
lack of coordination between ministerial and official committees. In addition the committee
system was poor at considering the implications of a policy initiative in one area for other
policy areas, and so there was policy fragmentation. It will be shown that one reason for this

was that there was not much of a will to coordinate because departments wanted to maintain as

much autonomy as possible, and so were reluctant to draw attention to those implications lest it

| ! For the functioning of the Cabinet committee system during the period 1945 to 1951 see J. M.
Finlayson, The Machinery of Government and the Formulation of British Colonial Policy, 1945-1951
(University of Leeds MA thesis 1994).
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lead to other departments intervening in their area of responsibility. Another problem was that
when a specific issue was dealt with by a number of committees this could lead to inconsistent
positions and decisions.

Various other hypotheses will be tested such as that the committee system was not a
learning process in which mistakes were learned from and successes built upon. In essence it
had no political educative function because lessons learned in one case were not applied In
others. This thesis will also test the supposition that the committee system had a conservative

influence in policy in that radical ideas were usually filtered out at an early stage. With regard to

the role of officials, this thesis will seek to demonstrate that their influence is not as great as

some have argued, and that the existence of official committees did not lead to policy options

being foreclosed. Another assertion of this thesis is that there was a strong desire to reach

consensus in Cabinet committees and that this could result in so much compromise that any

resultant decision or agreement was an extremely weak one. In addition this thesis will seek to
demonstrate that if used astutely the system increased prime ministerial power, and that the
nature of the system meant that it was poor at long-term and contingency planning.

This study will examine a number of assertions about colonial policy. The main assertion
is that there was no planned process of decolonization, and indeed that there was little
coherence and consistency in colonial policy because Britain did not have any general strategy
for its colonies. As a consequence British policy was often reactive, and in the absence of some
external stimuli there was often a drift in colonial policy. This thesis will contend that what
dynamic there was behind colonial policy was not a British plan for the transfer of power, it was
the British feeling that it was not in a position to resist demands for independence. This study
will also demonstrate that there was no big decision made to pull out of Africa; that nationalism,
albeit in a less straightforward way than some studies suggest, was an important factor in the
transfer of power in Africa; and that the decision to Tanganyika early independence was a
crucial factor in the withdrawal from East Africa. This study will demonstrate that the
withdrawal from the colonies was not the next evolutionary step, or even a forced speeding-up
of a planned process, it was in fact a complete departure from earlier policy which envisaged no
more than full internal self-government within the Commonwealth. This thesis will argue that a
revised conception of Britain’s global role was not responsible for decolonization; and that
decolonization did not take place because Britain considered that the strategic value of the
colonies had declined. In contrast this thesis will argue that the strategic value of certain
colonies had a major influence on colonial policy, and that colonial constitutional advance was
sometimes determined solely by strategic considerations. It will also show that the government

was unwilling to face up fully to the implications of decline and properly grapple with the
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question of retaining the global role. This thesis will also argue that Cold War considerations
played a part in shaping African and South-East Asian policy, and that partly because of this

American pressure did not play much of a part in the withdrawal from Empire.

This study will test these hypotheses in the following way. It will not make hindsight
judgements about policy or the system within which that policy was developed. Rather it will
judge the system on its own terms. In effect Chapter Two, which provides the first full account
of the history, growth and development of the Cabinet committee system, also provides the

analytical basis for the treatment of the papers of the Cabinet and its committees. This basis is

judging and analysing the committee system on the basis of how those who established,

developed, ran and used the system intended it to function. Much space has been given to the

terms of reference of the committees so that each can be judged on the basis of its allotted

functions.! As well as utilizing the minutes and memoranda of the Cabinet and its committees,

this study has made use of the files of the Cabinet Office and the papers of the Prime Minister’s
Office. These provide further information on the intended functioning of the committee system
and what it was intended to achieve.

All these primary sources on the committee system have been considered in conjunction
with the secondary literature, that is the many lacunae regarding the Cabinet committee system
in the studies of British government as well as the many unsupported conclusions in these
studies. This has given rise to a long list of speculative questions about the actual functioning of
the system, and the implications and ramifications of that functioning. All the relevant minutes,
memoranda and reports of the Cabinet and its committees have been examined bearing in mind
these queries. These questions fall into three main categories. Firstly, those that concern how the
committee system actually functioned. This category covers questions concerning whether the

Attlee model of how the system should function was followed, how policy issues worked their

way through the system, whether the Cabinet committee system did actually function as a
system, how well the system was managed and what the potential shortcomings of the system
were. Related to all this is the second category of questions: what contribution might the
committee system have made to the efficient and effective functioning of government. These
questions include whether the committee system aided the coordination of policy, how effective

it was in carrying out ground-clearing tasks such as filtering away routine business and

' As part of the analysis of the relevant papers an attempt was made to construct a typology of the
Cabinet committees. This proved impossible to do on the basis of the policy area they dealt with, their
intended function or their actual function. The basic problem was that most committees could happily fit
into several different categories. The fact that it proved impossible to construct a meaningful
categorization suggests a number of things about the Cabinet committee system: that it lacked focus, that
there would be a duplication of work between committees and that issues would not always be clearly and
efficiently processed by the system.
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clarifying points of disagreement for the Cabinet, and how much it reduced the burden of work
on the Cabinet. The third category of queries concerns how the system might have affected the

distribution of power within government. This covers the impact of the system on the power and

influence of the Prime Minister, ministers, officials and the CO, and includes questions about
how the various prime ministers used the system, whether having shadow official committees
for ministerial ones led to policy options being foreclosed, and more general questions
concerning the power and influence of civil servants. Seeking to answer all these speculative

questions by analysing the primary material will enable an assessment to be made of the impact

of the system on policy development, and in particular, given that it forms the vehicle for this
study, on the development of British colonial policy. This analysis will in turn, because it is

examining colonial policy within the context of the Cabinet committee system, give a more

accurate and detailed picture of certain aspects of colonial policy and will enable a re-evaluation

of these aspects to be made.

IV. THE THESIS: TOPICS TO BE STUDIED

This study does not deal directly with the economic aspects of British colonial policy.
This omission has been made for a number of reasons. Colonial economic matters were of far
less general interest to the government than had been the case from 1945 to 1951. Although the
commodities boom following the outbreak of the Korean War made colonial exports more
significant, in the longer-term other developments caused the economic significance of the
colonies to decrease. From 1953 onwards Britain’s share of colonial exports fell, one indication

of a general decline in trading ties between Britain and its colonies, as the importance of

manufactured goods increased and the importance of primary commodities declined.’ One
reason the Attlee governments had been so concerned with the economic value of the colonies
was Britain’s desperate shortage of dollars. However, by 1953 Britain was in balance on its
current dollar account for the first time since the Second World War.? In 1957 the ‘profit and
loss account’ study of the colonies, which Macmillan had asked for, concluded that economic
considerations were evenly matched, and were unlikely in themselves to be the decisive factor

as to whether or not a territory should become independent.’ Other important factors included

; See M. Havinden and D. Meredith, Colonialism and Development (1993), pp. 239-252.
: See Worswick and Ady, The British Economy in the 1950s, p. 27.
PRO, CAB 134/1551, CP(0)(57)2", 5 June 1957, p. 1.
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the gradual convertibility of sterling, Britain’s increased interest in the European economy and
the attempt to join the Common Market.

This reduction in the importance of colonial economic matters is reflected in the CO’s
level of involvement with those Cabinet committees that dealt with general economic issues. By

1957, if not earlier, the CO had lost its place on the Economic Policy Committee, and even

though the membership of this committee was later enlarged on a number of occasions, the CO
never regained its place. The CO was a member of the External Economic Relations Committee
but took little part in its work, which by 1964 did not cover any colonial matters. Neither was it
a very active member of the Economic Steering (General) Committee. In terms of the work of

Cabinet committees, by 1957 or 1958 the colonies do not seem to have been regarded as having

much significance for the balance of payments. By this time the CO rarely bothered to attend
meetings of the Balance of Payments Prospects Committee because colonial matters were not
often discussed. The general pattern in economic committees, such as the official European
Economic Questions Steering Group, was that there were no lengthy discussions of colonial
issues, only a brief CO contribution when anything touching on colonial interests was
mentioned.’

Overall, at the level of the committee system colonial economic development became of
less significance, reflecting an increasing emphasis under the Conservatives on political
development. At the end of 1951 the Colonial Development Committee was disbanded. The

main committees that dealt with colonial affairs, such as the Colonial Policy Committee and the

ministerial Africa Committee, spent little time on economic development or indeed on any other
economic matters.” Development policy became more and more a tool of foreign policy and

concentrated less on specific colonial needs, as can be seen in the discussions of the
Development Policy Committee.” The CO took little part in the work of this committee apart

from the occasional discussions of specifically colonial topics such as independence aid for the

' See PRO, CAB 130/155, GEN 671.

? There were, of course, some exceptions to this. The official Africa Committee discussed, at some
length, the proposal by the Commission for Technical Cooperation in Africa South of the Sahara for a
Colombo Plan for Africa. See PRO, CAB 134/1351. In general, this committee did not discuss economic
matters in their own right, but discussed the economic implications of other aspects of colonial policy,
mainly constitutional advance. See for example PRO, CAB 134/1357. In 1962 the Oversea Policy
Committee, now the main committee for external affairs, discussed the question of the timing of the

introduction of the next Colonial Development and Welfare Act. See PRO, CAB 134/2370, OP(62)4", 28
November 1962, pp. 1-3.

* See for example PRO, CAB 134/1637.
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West Indies.' Furthermore, the creation of the Department of Technical Cooperation in 1961
relieved the CO of much of the responsibility for such matters.?

There was a general lack of discussion of colonial economic matters, not just of
development policy. When such matters were discussed this was usually as part of a debate on
wider issues, especially of matters such as Britain’s attempt to set up an industrial free trade
area with the Common Market, establishing a more limited European Free Trade Area and
attempting to join the European Economic Community, when the implications for the colonies

were frequently discussed.” However, these topics say less than others about the workings of the

committee system. There are a number of reasons for this. The discussions were often highly

technical and narrow, and as such they tended to take place only in official committees, and

very often did not feed into the committee system as a whole. Often such discussions were more

administrative in nature and had little to do with policy-making, hence the fact that vastly more

official than ministerial committees dealt with them.

This is not to say that colonial economic matters were of no importance, or that broader

economic and financial concerns had no significance for colonial policy. Clearly they had, as a
number of studies have shown.* However, they are the least informative topics when it comes to
the Cabinet committee system. This is because for the most part there was a lack of general
interest in colonial economic matters, and one consequence of this was a relative lack of
discussion of such matters by the Cabinet and its committees. As a result an analysis of such
matters sheds less light on the workings of the Cabinet committee system than those policy
areas that have been selected.

The period under study saw many major developments and has left behind a mass of

documentation. In order, therefore, to make this study manageable, and to ensure that colonial

policy is examined in a coherent manner, certain topics have been selected. For the same

reasons a number of colonies have been omitted from this study. The numerous and widely

scattered very small islands will not be dealt with because they were, for the most part, too

' See PRO, CAB 134/1629.

% The question of what functions should be transferred from the CO to the new department caused
considerable disagreement. See the papers of the Working Party on a Plan for the Creation of a
Department of Oversea Technical Services, PRO, CAB 134/1627.

* For a study of the effects of the first issue on colonial policy see C. R. Schenk, ‘Decolonization
and European Economic Integration: The Free Trade Negotiations, 1956-58’, JICH, Vol. 24, No. 3, 1996.

* For an analysis of the workings of the Sterling Area and the implications of this for the colonies
see C. R. Schenk, Britain and the Sterling Area (1994). An examination of the connection between
international monetary relations and colonial policy is provided by G. Krozewski, ‘Sterling, the “Minor”
Territories, and the End of Formal Empire, 1939-1958°, Economic History Review, Vol. 46, No. 2, 1993.
Another study which looks at the relationship between British economic policy, particularly the sterling

system, and colonial policy, especially decolonization, is Y. Bangura, Britain and Commonwealth Africa
(Manchester 1983).
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insignificant to have been discussed in their own right by the Cabinet or its committees.’ Cyprus
is excluded from this study for the very opposite reason: it was discussed often by the Cabinet

and its committees, especially the CPC, and forms far too large a subject in its own right to be

dealt with satisfactorily as part of a wider study; similar concerns have led to the exclusion of
the colonies in the CAF, with the additional reason that they were removed from CO control
when the Central African Office, headed by R. A. Butler, was set up in March 1962.

The topics that have been selected are the strategic aspects of colonial policy,

constitutional development and the unique case of the island of Malta. Strategic concerns were

closely linked to colonial policy and had considerable influence on it, and provide some of the
reasons why colonial policy had major implications for many areas of government policy. Many
strategic studies were carried out and these provide information on the attitude of the

government as a whole to colonial matters, and its view of the significance of colonial concemns.

Equally, those colonies that were strategically significant provide similar information, and will
show the influences that shaped colonial policy. Because such matters had wide significance,
they had a high profile in the Cabinet committee system and so will help assess its role in policy
development. The colonies that have been chosen as the case studies for this topic are the
British Cameroons, Malaya, Singapore, North Borneo and Aden. The British Cameroons shows
the difficulties posed by developments in a less significant colony, and how the committee
system dealt with them. The remaining colonies provide differing examples of how Britain dealt
with strategically significant colonies and the impact strategic concerns had on colonial policy.
Colonial constitutional development was one of the most significant aspects of colonial policy,
and indeed became an important issue of government policy as a whole in the period under
study, and because this aspect of colonial policy had such wide ramifications it featured a great

deal in the work of the committee system. The African colonies loom large in any consideration

of decolonization and so have been chosen. But in addition several other less significant
colonies have been selected - British Guiana, British Honduras and the Caribbean colonies.
Many studies ignore these colonies, particularly British Guiana and British Honduras, which
ostensibly seem of little interests or significance, but in fact they shed further light on the
functioning of the committee system and various aspects of colonial policy, including American
attitudes to British colonial policy. Despite its one time strategic significance, not that much

attention has been paid to Malta, perhaps because it was not part of some region where there

' However, as a group they were, along with other smaller and problematic territories, frequently
discussed by various Cabinet committees, in their search for an answer to the problem of the
constitutional future of the smaller colonies and the status they could hope to achieve. For an account of
this problem, utilizing Cabinet committee material see W. D. McIntyre, ‘The Admission of Small States
to the Commonwealth’, JICH, Vol. 24, No. 2, 1996.
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was a wave of decolonization, or perhaps because it is seen as sui generis and therefore unlikely
to shed any general light on colonial policy. In fact because strategic concerns and the problems
posed by colonial constitutional development are united in the case of Malta, it provides an

intriguing and valuable case study which says much about colonial policy and how colonial

policy was developed in the Cabinet committee system.

% % 3k ok

Two conventions have been adopted in this study. Firstly, when the various Colonial
Secretaries of this period, Oliver Lyttelton, Alan Lennox-Boyd, Iain Macleod, Reginald
Maudling and Duncan Sandys are referred to in their capacity as Colonial Secretary, only their
name and not their office will be given. At all other times both their name and office will be

given i.e. Duncan Sandys, Minister for Housing.' Secondly, in order to avoid overburdening the

text with an excessive amount of footnotes, when a paragraph refers to a single document only

one citation will be given.

' Lyttelton was Colonial Secretary from November 1951 to July 1954, Lennox-Boyd from July
1954 to October 1959, Macleod from October 1959 to October 1961, Maudling from October 1961 to

July 1962 and Sandys from July 1962 to October 1964. During this last period Sandys was also Secretary
of State for Commonwealth Relations.
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CHAPTER TWO

THE CABINET COMMITTEE SYSTEM

I. THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE SYSTEM UP TO 1945

When the Conservative Party took office in October 1951 it inherited an extensive
Cabinet committee system which, having been considerably developed and refined by its

Labour predecessor, had become an important part of the government machinery. The origins of
this system are hard to determine precisely, because although various committees existed in the

eighteenth and nineteenth centuries they were, as Hans Daalder points out, no more than
expediencies for settling specific problems.l A further difficulty is that, as mentioned in the

previous chapter, governments have always been very secretive about Cabinet committees, not
only about their terms of reference or composition, but often about their very existence - the
Major government was the first administration to release details of its ministerial Cabinet
committees. Various early committees can be identified, however, such as one set up to draft a
reform bill in 1854.> As will be seen much of the development of the committee system was due
to the exigencies of war, and this was the case in 1855 when a War Committee was established
In response to criticisms of the Crimean War effort, in particular the condition of the army
before Sebastopol.’ The first more permanent committees were a Colonial Defence Committee
which was set up in 1878, lapsed in 1879 and was reconstituted in 1885, a Join Naval and
Military Committee on Defence formed in 1890, and an informally convened Defence
Committee established in 1895.°

The Defence Committee was tentatively reconstituted as the Committee of Imperial

Defence by Balfour in December 1902, and two existing committees, the Colonial Defence
Committee, and the Joint Military and Naval Committee, became sub-committees of it. In
response to recommendations by Lord Esher’s War Office Reconstitution Committee, the CID

was given increased powers and its own secretariat in May 1904.° The latter carried out a

' H. Daalder, ‘Cabinet Reform since 1914: Major Trends’, in Herman and Alt, Cabinet Studies, p.
2417.

: Rush, The Cabinet and Policy Formation, p. 44.

. J. P. Mackintosh, The British Cabinet (2™ edition 1968), p. 148. It met sporadically until 1861.

) S. S. Wilson, The Cabinet Office to 1945 (1975), pp. 27-28.

Lord Hankey, Diplomacy by Conference (1946), p. 84; S. W. Roskill, Hankey: Man of Secrets,

Vol. 1, 1877-1918 (1970), p. 90. I. Jennings and A. B. Keith on the other hand suggest that the origins of
the CID lie in the Joint Naval and Military Committee which was established by the Hartington
Commission in 1890. See Jennings, Cabinet Government, p. 290 and A. B. Keith, The British Cabinet
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number of functions including recording the committee’s discussions and conclusions,
collecting and coordinating information, preparing memoranda and making possible ‘continuity
of method in the treatment of questions which may from time to time come before the
committee’.’ Another important change was the way the CID gradually developed a system of

sub-committees and made use of them in a coordinated manner. From July 1909 to August 1914

thirty subordinate committees were established to study various specific problems.”

The First World War produced an increase in the number of Cabinet committees as new
ones, some consisting of officials and some of ministers, were set up to deal with aspects of the
conflict such as Shipping, Control of Imports, Food Production and Development of Air
Power.” In September 1914 there were twenty-two Cabinet committees and by March 1915
there were thirty-eight.* At the outset of the war Balfour set up a War Council (which later

became the Dardanelles Committee and then the War Committee) which absorbed the functions

of the CID and took over its secretariat. Early in 1915 the secretariat became responsible for
coordinating the activities of all Cabinet committees, and keeping proper records, with the result
that the business of the Cabinet’s more important committees was put on a more organized basis
than that of the Cabinet itself.’

The development of a proper Cabinet committee system did not, however, take place
until the reform of the structure of government at the end of 1916, and it was only then that the
Cabinet began to make systematic use of committees. When Lloyd George became Prime
Minister one of the first changes he made was the setting up of a small War Cabinet. This had
its own secretariat, headed by the Secretary to the CID, Maurice Hankey, which had been
constructed under his supervision from the former CID secretariat, and which was responsible

for the general organization of the secretarial work of the Cabinet and its committees. Its work

included providing Cabinet members with a weekly list of questions awaiting consideration,

including those that had been referred to cabinet committees, so that ministers knew the exact
state of Cabinet business.’ In addition, it distributed papers by ministers on matters about which
a decision was required, recorded decisions made by a committee, and ensured that this record
was circulated to whoever was responsible for taking action.” The committees were now run in a

more methodical manner and were designed to help the War Cabinet function efficiently by

System, 1830-1938 (1939), p. 139. S. S. Wilson mistakenly claims that the Colonial Defence Committee
did not become a CID committee until 1904. See Wilson, The Cabinet Office, p. 28.
; PRO pamphlet, List of Papers of the Committee of Imperial Defence to 1914 (1964), p. vi.
: Hancock and Gowing, British War Economy, p. 34.
. Rush, The Cabinet and Policy Formation, p. 44.
Roskill, Hankey, Vol. I, p. 145.

: PRO pamphlet, The Records of the Cabinet Office to 1922 (1966), p. 15.
PRO, CAB 21/1629, pp. 2-3. ’

" PRO pamphlet, List of Cabinet Papers 1880-1914 (1964), p. vi.
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dealing with any disputes that did not need to be discussed at the highest level, by concentrating
on specific issues, providing initial clarification of controversial issues, and generally allowing
the Cabinet to concentrate fully on the war effort.!

In July 1918 a Home Affairs Committee was established. Unlike later committees it did

not have the authority to make decisions in its own right, and had to submit its conclusions and

recommendations to the Cabinet for approval. However, it is noteworthy because it was the only
Cabinet committee to exist for the entire inter-war period and because matters within its remit
were passed directly to it without first going to the Cabinet.? The following year the Cabinet
Office was reorganized into a Home Affairs branch and an Imperial, External Affairs and
Defence branch, and in March 1920 the Treasury agreed that the Office should be placed on a
permanent and established basis.’ By 1922 the Home Affairs branch had become the Cabinet
Office secretariat.

In general, after 1918 there was a decrease in the number of committees, and it could be
argued that because most of the remaining committees were ad hoc ones they hardly constituted
a committee system. Some were, however, less transient than others, such as the Finance
Committee which was established in July 1919 and met forty times between then and July
1922.> A further reduction in the number of committees took place when Bonar Law became
Prime Minister. There was also a decrease in the size of the Cabinet Office secretariat, although
it continued to exist despite Bonar Law’s election pledge to abolish it. In general, fewer
committees existed from 1922 to 1924 under Bonar Law and then Baldwin, than either before or

after.® The Labour government created a number of new committees of which the main ones
were Unemployment Policy, Industrial Disputes, Indian Affairs and Poor Law Reform.

Similarly, when Baldwin returned to power he also set up a number of committees, such as the
National Expenditure Committee.’

Macdonald’s second administration reconstituted the Home Affairs and Unemployment
Committees, abolished the Expenditure Committee, and set up a Committee on the Fighting

Services. The Unemployment Committee was the first ministerial committee to have a shadow

" In the two years after Lloyd George became Prime Minister sixty-three committees were set up.
See Walker, The Cabinet, p. 46. This work also states that by December 1916 102 committees existed,
and that by the end of the war a total of 165 committees had been created.

? John Turner, ‘Cabinets, Committees and Secretariats’, in Kathleen Burk (ed.), War and the State
(1982), p. 67; Wilson, The Cabinet Office, p. 41.

> PRO pamphlet, Records of the Cabinet Office to 1922 (1966), p. 24.

* Wilson, The Cabinet Office, p. 44. The other branch became the staff of the CID.

> Ibid., p. 184,

® Ibid, Chapter Five.

" Ibid., p. 56.
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official committee.' As before, a number of ad hoc committees were established to deal with

specific issues and were eventually disbanded, although not in a very orderly manner.’ In
general, the committees of Macdonald’s second administration and of the National government

tended to be longer-lived than those of Baldwin’s second government.
It was not until the resignation of Macdonald that, apart from the Home Affairs

Committee, committees were carried over from the previous administration, despite the fact that
the committees set up by each administration tended to cover the same policy areas and their
associated problems.’ Throughout the 1930s the National government made greater and more
systematic use of standing Cabinet committees.* In addition there were a large number of ad hoc

committees, some of which existed for long periods; the Protection of British Shipping

Committee, for example, existed from 1936 until at least 1939.> One important development in

the late 1930s was the increasing use of official committees. As Atlee later found out it became

the custom that every ministerial committee should have a shadow committee of officials to
carry out preparatory work and save the ministerial committee time.°

In general, most committees were short-lived. It has been suggested that one reason for
this was ministerial concern about losing influence over a particular policy area if it were to be
dealt with by a committee on a long-term basis.” Nevertheless, committees grew steadily in
number and importance and established themselves as an integral part of the governmental
system; it has been estimated that on average about twenty committees were in existence in any
one year.’ Indeed, the increasing use of committees in the 1930s meant that by the time the
Second World War broke out there were growing complaints about their number.’

As before, war stimulated a number of important developments in the governmental

machinery. Chamberlain’s War Cabinet was originally based on three main committees, Home
Policy, Civil Defence and Priority, with each of these having a number of sub-committees, but

later on committees on Economic Policy and Food Policy were set up. The system does not
seem to have worked efficiently because when Churchill became Prime Minister he complained

to the Cabinet Secretary, Sir Edward Bridges, that there were ‘far too many committees...and

' Walker, The Cabinet, p. 47.

2 Wilson, The Cabinet Office, p. 56.

> Ibid

‘1.F Naylor, A Man and an Institution (Cambridge 1984), p. 255. These included Foreign Policy,
Defence Plans (Policy), Defence Policy and Requirements, National Expenditures, and General Purposes.

> Wilson, The Cabinet Office, p. 212,

® Mackintosh, The British Cabinet, p. 537.

" Wilson, The Cabinet Office, p. 13.

® Hancock and Gowin g, British War Economy, p. 42.

? Wilson, The Cabinet Office, p. 95. Wilson records (p. 12) that between 1923 and September
1939, 379 Cabinet committees existed, which met a total of 1,990 times.
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which do not yield a sufficient result’.! Attlee, given the task of looking at the way the
organization of government had developed under Chamberlain, found there was a ‘mass of
committees’ with each ministerial committee having a shadow offictal committee, and

concluded that the best thing to do was start afresh. In total Chamberlain’s War Cabinet had

created sixty committees, two-thirds of which were composed of officials.’

Following Attlee’s review a system based around six main committees was constructed.
Both the Civil Defence Committee and the Food Policy Committee emerged unchanged,
although the latter had its official sub-committees disbanded, the Home Policy Committee was

split into two sections, and the Economic Policy Committee was given wider terms of reference,
had its membership increased and lost its official sub-committee. In addition, the ministerial

Priority Committee was replaced by a Production Council. Probably the most significant change
was the creation of the Lord President’s Committee, a steering committee that coordinated the

work of the other committees. Members of Churchill’s small wartime Cabinet - small due to
the systematic use of committees - chaired these main committees. As Lord Privy Seal, Attlee
chaired the Food Policy committee and the Home Policy Committee.” In 1942 the functions of
the legislation section of the Home Policy Committee were transferred to the Lord President’s

Committee.® This was an example of the increasing authority of the Lord President’s
Committee, which had developed into one of the most important in the system, as it came to
assume control over all aspects of economic and domestic policy.” The Home Policy Committee
was still an important committee, however, and its authority was such that the 1944 Education
Bill was dealt with entirely by it and did not go to the Cabinet, thus establishing the new
principle that a Cabinet committee was equal to the Cabinet.® As the war went on the number of

committees steadily increased, as new ones were set up to deal with problems and issues as they
arose.” Many of the more important committees had sub-committees to which certain issues

could be remitted. These sometimes consisted of officials, as was the case with the

! Wilson, The Cabinet Office, pp. 94-95.

2 F. Williams, A Prime Minister Remembers (1961), p. 40. According to Roskill (Hankey, Vol. 111,
p. 373) the Cabinet Secretary Edward Bridges reviewed all Cabinet committees and sub-committees just
after the outbreak of war and many were wound up. If this was the case then clearly the committee system
must have been very extensive and muddled for another review to be needed in such a short time.

* Hancock and Gowing, British War Economy, p. 91.

* For details of these changes see Wilson, The Cabinet Office, pp. 103-109,

> J. Wheeler-Bennett, John Anderson, Viscount Waverley (1962), p. 260.

® Wilson, The Cabinet Office, p. 103. Wheeler-Bennett mistakenly says (John Anderson, p. 262)
that the Home Policy Committee was abolished.

" Daalder, Cabinet Reform in Britain, p. 87.

® Walker The Cabinet, p. 48.

? For example, in 1942 the Shipping Committee was established, and the following year the
Armistice Terms and Civil Administration Committee was created. See Wilson, The Cabinet Office, pp.
107-108.
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Reconstruction Priorities Official Committee on Industrial Problems.! Some policy areas were
dealt with by a number of committees; nineteen different committees dealt with Africa and the
Middle East and five with shipping.® In total in 1939-45, 292 War Cabinet committees and

ninety miscellaneous committees existed, which held a total of 5,440 and 210 meetings

respectively.” One important feature of the war years, presumably in part a reflection of the vast
strain ministers were working under, was the increasing involvement of officials in the Cabinet
committee system, as a structure of parallel ministerial and official committees covering the
same policy area was developed. In addition many official committees now existed in their own

right, rather than just as shadows of ministerial ones.

II. THE ATTLEE GOVERNMENTS AND THE EXPANSION OF THE SYSTEM

Paul Addison has argued that Attlee conscripted the machinery of war for peacetime
purposes.’ This was certainly true of the committee system which was retained and expanded.
One study identifies the government as having created a total of some 466 committees,

consisting of 148 standing committees, 306 ad hoc committees, other ministerial committees,

official committees, and a mixture of the latter two.” Policy-making and implementation

therefore took place in a complex web of an administrative structure, with a system of

committees so extensive that the Chancellor, Hugh Dalton, recorded despairingly in his diary,

‘The greatest curse of ministerial life is the mass and multiplicity of ministerial committees and

sub-committees®.’

The Labour Party had assumed power at a period of great upheaval when any incoming
government would have been faced with a heavy burden of work. The extensive programme of

reforms which Labour had committed itself to made this burden all the heavier and led to great
pressure on ministers. Attlee was well aware of this and considered that one solution was to

develop the Cabinet committee system. Attlee had been an advocate of Cabinet reform

' PRO, CAB 87 class list.

* PRO, CAB 95 and PRO, CAB 97 class lists.

* Wilson, The Cabinet Offiice, p. 12. Simon James states that in this period 400 committees existed,
which held between them 800 meetings. He arrives at these figures because he includes Chiefs of Staff
committees. See S. James, ‘The Cabinet System since 1945: Fragmentation and Integration’,
Parliamentary Affairs, Vol. 47, No. 4, 1994, p. 614.

‘P. Add ison, ‘Child Labour’, New Statesman, 17 December 1982, p. 23.

° P. Hennessy and A. Arends, Mr. Attlee’s Engine Room: Cabinet Committee Structure and the
Labour Governments 1945-51 (Glasgow 1983), p. 9. These figures should be treated with some caution,
however, given the many errors in this study. These include errors in the names of committee chairmen,

the number of times a committee met, and the PRO references for the papers of the various committees.
® B. Pimlott (ed.), The Political Diary of Hugh Dalton (1986), p. 372.
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throughout the 1930s, had seen at first hand the valuable role its committees played in the
functioning of the Coalition government, and now thought that the system would save Cabinet
time, reduce the risk of departments duplicating the work of one another, enable the Cabinet to

become aware of issues which any particular department was not yet handling, enable

commiftee chairman to give guidance to departments and monitor their activities, and where

necessary act as an advocate for them in the Cabinet.! Herbert Morrison, Lord President of the
Council, regarded the system as so significant, he claimed that the development and elaboration
of the wartime committee system was responsible for preventing the system of government
from breaking down.’

A memorandum circulated by Attlee in 1947 outlined the basic structure of the system. It
was

not designed as a rigid hierarchy of Committees. Though some of these
Committees are subordinate to others, it is not intended that all
recommendations from a lower committee shall be passed up through the
various superior bodies. The Materials Committee, for example, though it
works within the framework of policy laid down by the EPC (Economic

Policy Committee) or the Production Committee, is able to report any
difficulties direct to the Minister of Economic Affairs, who can submit them

to either of these Committees or to the Cabinet itself as he may think
appropriate....It is the duty of the Chairmen and Secretaries of the various
Committees to see that the organization is used, and business is routed, in
the manner best calculated to secure speed in reaching agreed decisions.’

One feature of the system was sets of paralle]l ministerial and official committees which
dealt with the same policy area, with the shadow official committees undertaking such tasks as
reviewing technical issues, outlining policy alternatives, and generally providing the ministerial
committee with the support and information needed so that ministers could take policy
decisions.

Although often the chairman of a committee was the minister with the most responsibility
for the policy area it dealt with, non-departmental ministers were sometimes used as chairmen.
Morrison claimed that the choice of the chairman was crucial and that he should ‘be an
understanding friend who is seeking to assist his colleagues in finding a way through the maze
of conflicting considerations....His business is to be a helpful conciliator and not an additi<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>