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HOUSE OF COMMONS
Friday, 20th December, 1957
The House met at Eleven o’clock
PRAYERS
[Mr. SPEAKER in the Chair]

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE

Proceedings on any Motion for the
Adjournment of the House moved by a
Minister of the Crown exempted, at this
day’s Sitting, from the provisions of
Standing Order No. 1 (Sittings of the
House) for One hour after Four o’clock.
—[Mr. Heath.]

FOREIGN AFFAIRS

Motion made, and Question proposed,
That this House do now adjourn.—[Mr.
Heath.]

11.5 am.

The Secretary of State for Foreign
Affairs (Mr. Selwyn Lloyd) : I regret very
much the mecessity to delay this debate
until today. I realise that it has been
inconvenient to many right hon. and hon.
Gentlemen on all sides of the House.
There are also certain problems of time
for those of us who have to speak for
the Government today. In the circum-
stances, I do not propose to try to cover
the whole field of foreign affairs. I shall
confine myself to the recent Ministerial
meetings in Paris.

I myself went to Paris a week last
Thursday for a meeting of the Committee
of Ministers of the Council of Europe
and for that of the Joint Committee of
Ministers and Representatives of the
Assembly. We succeeded in dealing with
a number of points of concern to the
Assembly which have produced some
friction. I put forward a resolution on
behalf of the United Kingdom Govern-
ment with regard to the rationalisation of
European  organisations, which was
accepted by the other Ministers.

On Saturday afternoon 1 attended a
meeting of the Council of Ministers of
the Western European Union, and on
Sunday morning a joint meeting between
the Council of Ministers and Representa-
tives of the Western European Union
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Assembly. My hon. Friend the Member
for Scotstoun (Sir J. Hutchison), the
President of the Assembly, led the delega-
tion from the Assembly.

With regard to these meetings, I simply
want to make one or two general points.
First of all, I think it is very important
that the Committees of Ministers keep in
touch with the Parliamentarians; other-
wise we shall fail to make the most of
these European institutions.

Secondly, I am afraid it has to be
realised that the burden upon the time
of Foreign Ministers is such that if it is
expected that they should attend meetings
of the Assemblies either of the Council
of Europe or of W.E.U., these meetings
need to be carefully planned.

Thirdly, the whole business of co-
operation would be made very much
easier if a single place could be agreed
upon for the meetings of these bodies,
and, even better, if we could achieve a
single assembly.

Fourthly, I know that all this raises
difficult problems, but, taking the imme-
diate future, it is of paramount import-
ance that the institutions of the Com-
mon Market and of the Free Trade Area
should be situated in the same place.

With regard to the N.A.T.O. Confer-
ence of Heads of Government, the first
matter for consideration was the nature
of the threat affecting the Free World, the
aims of the Soviet Union and the methods
they are likely to adopt in order to
achieve them.

_ As we see it, there has emerged a con-

sistent record of Soviet deeds since the
war all pointing to a policy of expansion.
I will not dwell on the history of the
post-war period because it is familiar to
all of us, but if there has been any doubt
as to whether the Soviet Government are
still pursuing their policy of expansion,
I think that must have been dispelled by
the Declaration signed in Moscow in
November by the representatives of the
Communist parties of twelve so-called
Socialist countries.

In that Declaration the Communist
Party is referred to as a militant revolu-
tionary organisation. The goals of
Marxism and Leninism are still to be
workec_i for. In a number of capitalist
countries, we are told, the working class
has the opportunity to win power without
civil war, to transform Parliament as an
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instrument to serve the working people,
to launch a non-parliamentary mass
struggle, and to create the necessary con-
ditions for the organisation of the Social-
ist revolution. I need hardly add that
in this context the word “ Socialist ”
means “ Communist,” and there is a con-
demnation of Right-wing Socialist leaders.

We are also told what must happen if
this peaceful realisation of the Socialist

' revolution cannot be achieved. It is put

rather delicately—* The possibility of
non-peaceful transition to Socialism must
be borne in mind.” This is a clear indi-
cation of the intention to use force if
necessary.

I think that any reasonable person
would draw the conclusion that the
Kremlin has never departed from the
belief that Communism should be im-
posed upon the world, if necessary, by
violence. That is the Communist doc-
trine. I think the tactics of the Soviet
Government at the present time are quite
clear. They want to freeze the status quo
in Eastern Europe. They want to split
off Western Germany from other
N.A.T.O. countries. They want to divide
Europe from the United Kingdom and the
United States, and to divide the United
Kingdom from the United States. Their
whole effort is to diminish the effective-
ness of the deterrent, and their attack
by every propaganda means is upon the
possession by the West of the nuclear de-
terrent, because that is the only thing
which they fear. They pretend that it is
only the manufacture of armaments
which keeps capitalist economies in good
shape—that is an extraordinary distortion
of the truth.

Mr. R. T. Paget (Northampton)
rose——

Hon. Members : Give way.

Mr, Lloyd : I have indicated before to
the House that the actions of the Soviet
Union in the Middle East and elsewhere
are completely inconsistent with their
professed desire not to interfere with the
internal affairs of other nations.

Hon. Members : We all know this.

Mr. Lloyd : They do not conceal their
desire for the dissolution of every alliance
which opposes the collective will of free
countries to their intentions. The threat
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against us is international Communism
mixed with classic Russian Imperialism.

Mr. Emrys Hughes (South Ayrshire):
Suez.

Mr. A. Fenner Brockway (Eton and
Slough): Suez.

Hon. Members : We know all this.

Mr. Lloyd: I am glad to hear some
h]gn. Members saying that they know all
this.

That is the threat and when considering
how policy should be developed, it is not
a bad thing to consider first the nature of
the threat which it is designed to meet.
I believe that there is a tiny minority in
the country to whom most of these Soviet
ideas are not distasteful, but I believe
that the great majority of the British
people are still determined to resist this
process and are prepared to make great
sacrifices to avoid this fate overtaking
them.

In that situation, the policies open to
us seem to me to be three-fold. One
policy would be to abandon our alliances
and to decide that each of us should take
his chance with the Soviet Union coun-
try by country. The Soviet Declaration
of a ban on nuclear weapons would be
accepted at its face value, but with the
knowledge that it could not be enforced
or even controlled. The only weapons
available against Soviet aggression
would be conventional. I think that that
policy would mean the piecemeal absorp-
tion into the Soviet system of one free
country after another, and that any sub-
sequent attempt to break away would be
dealt with by the Soviet Union as was
done in Hungary last year.

The next policy would be to maintain
the alliances and keep nuclear weapons,
but to work for what is called disengage-
ment in Europe and a neutralised Ger-
many. What are the arguments against
that policy. In the first place, I find it
impossible to believe that a Power of the
size and geographical situation of Ger-
many could remain neutral or could be
detached from the East-West struggle. A
neutral uncontrolled Germany would be
an element of instability in Europe. One
has only to look at the history books to
understand the truth of that. We remem-
ber the Bismarck reinsurance policy, the
situation which led to the Ribbentrop-
Molotov Pact. The House is very familiar
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[MR. Lroyp.]
with the way in which the question was
posed by Sir Anthony Eden: “If Ger-
many is to be neutral and armed, who is
to keep her neutral ; if neutral and dis-
armed, who is to keep her disarmed? ”

Mr. Denis Healey (Leeds, East)
rose——

Mr. Lloyd: 1 said that there was a
second line of policy, and I will give way
to the hon. Member after I have deait
with that.

It is quite unrealistic to think that in
the present situation there could be some
kind of control machinery to keep Ger-
many down. Without such machinery,
what guarantee could there be as to the
course which Germany would take? I
cannot conceive of a situation more likely
to lead to chronic instability in Central
Europe.

There is a second point. Western Ger-
many has always been within N.A.T.O.
It is true that before West German inde-
pendence was accepted by the whole
House and our allies, it was the occupied
Zones which formed part of the N.A.T.O.
area. Since the Bonn Agreement, it has
been a free Western Germany which has
chosen to ally herself with the West. We
have taken a risk, I think rightly, in
stating that a Germany reunited as a
result of free elections should have the
right of self-determination, both with
regard to her internal affairs and foreign
policies.

But we have to face the fact that if
Germany were subtracted from the
N.A.T:O. area it would have a most
damaging effect upon the N.A.T.O. Alli-
ance. Western Europe is a much more
coherent strategic entity if Germany is
within jt and much safer for the other
countries of Western Europe if Western
Germany is bound to them by economic
and military ties.

Mr. Healey rose-

Mr. Lloyd: 1 will give way when I
have dealt with this part of the subject.

Thirdly—I am putting the arguments
against the policy of what is called dis-
engagement—I believe that the use of
the word “disengagement” in this con-
nection is quite inappropriate. With long
range aircraft and missiles with ranges
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of 1,500 miles and more, it is impossible
to disengage in the sense that may have
been possible in the age of conventional
weapons.

We have to face up to the problem as
to whether it is more secure to have a
clearly defined line with troops deployed
along it, it being known on both sides
that to cross that line means war, or
whether it is more secure to have a kind
of no-man’s-land between the two oppos-
ing sides, an area into which it may be
tempting to infiltrate to try some kind of
coup in the belief that undefended terri-
tory can be taken without the risk of war.
That is an argument which has to be
balanced. There are pros and cons, but
in my view the disengagement theory in
present circumstances on the present de-
markation lines might well lead to a
greater insecurity and a greater risk of
war.

What we have to avoid is a situation
in which the Russians would believe that
an attack could be made without the risk
of the deterrent being used. To att
this kind of solution with a divided Ger-
many would seem to add to the danger,
not to decrease it.

Mr. Healey: I am much obliged to
the right hon. and learned Gentleman
for giving way. TIs it not the case that
Sir Anthony Eden, on behalf of the
British Government of which the right
hon. and learned Gentleman was a mem-
ber, in 1955, put forward proposals for
a zone free of all armaments in the centre
of Europe and flanked by a zone of
limited armaments on either side? If
the right hon. and learned Gentleman is
right about the physical impossibility of
establishing controls in such an area, he
should have resigned at that stage rather
than now.

Mr. Lloyd: Sir Anthony Eden was
putting his proposal with regard to a
reunited Germany. That was to be the
basis for it, and, as I have said, I think
that in the case of a reunited Germany
we have conceded that certain risks
should be taken.

The third policy, therefore, is that
which is favoured by the Government.
We have to seek to strengthen the effec-
tiveness of the Alliance. If we remain
collectively strong, the Soviet is not likely
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to attack. Therefore, at the recent meet-
ing in Paris we sought to strengthen the
Alliance in a number of specific ways.
First, on the political side, we gained
general agreement for our thesis that the
Alliance must have regard to what is
happening outside the actual N.A.T.O.
area. It is no good sitting behind a
secure defence in one sector of the line
if one’s flanks are being turned. For the
last nine years we have had security in
Europe, but today the danger of Soviet
penetration round the flanks of the
N.A.T.O. area has greatly increased. One
has only to consider the situation in the
Middle East to realise the truth of that.
It was agreed in Paris that the Alliance
should have a much greater regard to
what is happening in the rest of the
world.

Secondly, the effectiveness of resistance
to international Communism must de-
pend upon the capacity and willingness
of the countries of the Free World to
help to provide rising standards of living
in non-Communist countries. We wel-
comed the statement by President
Eisenhower that the United States Con-
gress would be asked to increase the
Development Loan Fund from its present
figure of 300 million dollars to 925
million dollars, and to increase the lend-
ing authority of the Export-Import Bank
by an additional 2 billion dollars. A
sustained and increased dollar outflow
is essential for the economic health of
the free world.

Militarily, it was decided to strengthen
the effectiveness of N.A.T.O. by accepting
the American offer to stock nuclear
warheads and nuclear weapons in
Europe, and also to strengthen the
nuclear deterrent by the introduction of
an intermediate range of ballistic
missiles. These will be deployed in
accordance with N.A.T.O. military plans
and in agreement with the countries con-
cerned. The decision of N.A.T.O. to
accept these weapons in Europe was
unanimous. There is no new feature in
these proposals so far as the United
Kingdom is concerned, because the House
was told after the Bermuda Conference
that Her Majesty’s Government had
accepted the deployment of these missiles
in Britain. Of course, nobody likes, any
more than we like, the situation which
requires them, and I would like to quote
to the House some striking words of that
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veteran Socialist Foreign Minister Dr.
Undén of Sweden, whom no one cquld
accuse of bias or bellicosity. He said:
“We are face to face with a paradox. The
balance of terror has brought the world to the
brink of disaster. At the same time, it is at
present the strongest guarantee of peace.”

That is the fact.

Mr. Sydney Silverman (Nelson and
Colne): Why did he do nothing about
it?

Mr. Lloyd: We are also seeking to
apply the doctrine of interdependence
in the military field. There is nothing
novel in this conception. To give an
example, the First Canadian Army and
the Second British Army during the last
war were to a considerable extent inter-
dependent. Each could not perform cer-
tain tasks without drawing on the force
of the other. We could not have mounted
the attack across the Rhine in 1945 unless
large numbers of American engineers had
been made available over a period of
weeks beforehand for the maintenance of
our communications.

What interdependence means is that
each country should not try to do every-
thing in the military field. An example
given by my right hon. Friend the Prime
Minister, in the course of our discussions,
was that our naval effort should be con-
centrated primarily upon the anti-sub-
marine rdle instead of seeking to provide
in the Atlantic a completely balanced and
self-contained British naval force.

In the field of research and develop-
ment, there is obvious scope for the
merging of effort; in production, it is
again a question of everybody not trying
to do everything.

These principles were approved by the
Heads of Governments. The United
States Government offered a considerable
contribution towards the successful carry-
ing out of this policy by indicating that
they were prepared to buy from European
countries items of equipment for use by
United States forces. These were deci-
sions in principle, and the staffs were
instructed to work out plans to be sub-
mitted at later meetings. It was plso
agreed to set up a scientific committee
and to appoint a scientific adviser, in
order that there should be greater co-.
operation  between  the N.A.T.O.
countries in scientific and technical fields.
I believe that the Conference showed the
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[MR. LLoyp.] X
determination of the N.A.T.O. countries
to stand together and to improve the
efficiency of their co-operation. I am sure
that that is the right policy for this
country at the present time.

I read with interest an account of what
was said by the Leader of the Opposition
recently in Delhi. Answering the various
objections to the N.A.T.O. Alliance, the
right hon. Gentleman said that he did not
believe that the Gandhian idea of non-
violence and of unilateral disarmament
would ever stop one country from
attacking another. In view of the
avowedly expansionist nature of Com-
munist doctrine, it would simply mean
the end of free Europe. To advocates
of armed non-alignment, the right hon.
Gentleman replied that this had not
saved Norway, Denmark, Belgium or
Holland in the last war. The dissolution
of N.AT.O. would either mean West
European countries sheltering behind the
power of America without making any
contribution themselves or, if America
withdrew, leaving them helpless before
Soviet pressure. The right hon. Gentle-
man went on to say that the idea of a
third force was quite impracticable. It
was little more than a reflection of anti-
American prejudice. 1 hope that those
views will be endorsed by his followers
today.

On the other hand, it would be a com-
plete misrepresentation of our purpose to
suggest that we seek to achieve simply
a military deadlock. The purpose of our
policy is to create conditions under which
it may be possible to achieve a relaxa-
tion of tension and what is described as
peaceful co-existence. That was the
thought in the minds of all of us, We
have no wish to impose our will upon
the Soviet Union, or to try to extract con-
cessions from them by threats. We see
this collective effort as a means to pro-
tect ourselves from the threats of the
Soviet Union—and there have been some
of those in recent weeks—and as a means
to work towards a reduction of tension
and towards world-wide peace. We be-
lieve that it is our duty to use, in con-
cert with our allies, every opportunity
open to us to probe Soviet intentions and
to negotiate with them whenever there is
the slightest prospect of such negotia-
tions being fruitful.

We have demonstrated that intention
by our statement in the Communiqué
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with regard to disarmament, when we
have said that we are prepared to ex-
amine any proposals for comprehensive
or partial disarmament. There is at
present a deadlock in the disarmament
negotiations. We and our associates in
the Disarmament Sub-Committee put
forward certain proposals with regard to
a partial disarmament agreement. I have
expounded them repeatedly to this
House. They were turned down flat by
the Soviet Union. Nevertheless, they
were endorsed by an overwhelming
majority of the countries of the United
Nations.

The Soviet Union have expressed their
dissatisfaction with the United Nations
machinery for discussing these matters.
To meet their point of view the Disarma-
ment Commission of the United Nations
has been increased to a membership of
twenty-five, including India and other
countries who could not possibly be de-
scribed as sharing our views on these
matters. The Soviet Union was included
in the membership of this Commission,
but they have announced their intention
not to co-operate in its work. We regret
that fact, and we hope that that decision
will be changed. However that may be,
the N.A.T.O. Conference approved the
idea that if deadlock persists an attempt
should be made, by a meeting at Foreign
Minister level, to resolve it.

We intend to persevere in our attempt
to achieve a disarmament agreement.
All these measures of defence—these
collective efforts—are means to an end.
We do not rule out any method of
negotiating with the Soviet Union which
seems likely to produce results.

Mr.'Arthm- Henderson (Rowley Regis
and Tipton): Will the Foreign Secretary
clear up what is, I think, an ambiguity
In paragraph 16 of the Communiqué?
T}_le right hon. and learned Gentleman
said that Her Majesty’s Government and
the other Western Governments are pre-
pared to enter into discussions at Foreign
Minister level. But the first sentence of
paragraph 16 states that the Western Gov-
ernments are prepared
“to promote . . . negotiations with the
USSR. likely to lead to the implementation
of the proposals recalled above ”

—the Western disarmament proposals.
The right hon. and learned Gentleman
has said nothing this morning about
direct negotiations with the Soviet Union
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on the problem of disarmament. Is ijt
intended that Her Majesty’s Government
and the other Western Governments
should enter into direct negotiations with
the Soviet Union on disarmament, and,
in any such negotiations, would the Soviet
Union have every right to put forward its
own disarmament proposals?

Mr. Lloyd: If the right hon. and
learned Gentleman will look at para-
graphs 16 and 17 of the Communiqué,
he will see that in the first sentence of
paragraph 16 we say that we are willing
“to promote, preferably within the framework
of the United Natjons, any negotiations with
the U.S.S.R. likely to lead to the implementa-
tion of the proposals recalled above "
—which is the Western Plan.
say :

“We are also prepared to examine any pro-

posal, from whatever source, for general or
partial disarmament, and any proposal enabling
agreement to be reached on the controlled
reduction of armaments of all types.”
We then go on to say that we prefer
to do that within the Disarmament Sub-
Committee. If the Soviet Union persists
in the deadlock, in a situation where no
negotiations are taking place, then we
would like a meeting of Foreign Ministers
in order to try to resolve the deadlock.

So far as a Summit Meeting is con-
cerned, we have stated our position. A
Summit Meeting which is an abject failure
would increase tension rather than
diminish jt. But if there has been
adequate preparation and if there seems
to be any chance that such a meeting
would produce results, then we are very
ready to be a party to it. We do not
believe that the building up of armaments
of either side will produce the final
answer. [HoN. MEMBERS: * Hear,
hear.”] On the other hand, we are not
prepared to be intimidated or to be in-
duced to give ground under threats. We
do not regard strength as an end in
itself. It is a means to achieve a per-
manent peace.

We want to avoid, on the one hand,
the danger of submersion by the flood
of international Communism and, on the
other hand, the disaster of global war.
I believe that is the view of an over-
whelming majority of the British people.
I believe it is right to state these facts
and this position absolutely plainly. Be-
cause that is the view of the overwhelm-
Ing majority of our people, I believe that

We then
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they will make the necessary sacrifices.
We have to be resolute and strong. That
was the unanimous view of our N.A.T.O.
allies. In that way, and only in that
way, shall we achieve peace.

11.34 a.m.

Mr. Aneurin Bevan (Ebbw Vale): 1
expect that the right hon. and learned
Gentleman the Foreign Secretary feels
rather tired after so many meetings in
Paris, so perhaps that is the main ex-
planation of the very unsatisfactory
speech that we have had this morning.
I believe that the speech will disappoint
the country as it has already, I am con-
vinced, disappointed his followers.

We had been hoping—I want to state
this to the House quite frankly—that
there would have emerged from Paris a
statement of N.A.T.O. policy which we
on this side could support. It is surely
obvious to everybody that the mainten-
ance of peace is of paramount interest
and stands above any party ambitions.
In fact, we have been accused in recent
weeks of maintaining a degree of what
some people have considered to be un-
desirable inactivity in foreign affairs be-
cause we have wanted to give the Gov-
ernment and the meeting in Paris a free
opportunity to make up their minds and
to try to place before the nation a policy
that would unite the country as a whole.

But it is quite clear from what the
right hon. and learned Gentleman has
said this morning that the observations
which we have made from time to time
have been entirely ignored. There has
been no disposition on the part of the
Government to make the slightest con-
cession to the Opposition view on these
matters—not the least. It is apparent
to everybody who looks at the facts ob-
jectively that, to put it on a conservative
estimate, if I might use the term ad-
visedly, the nation is fairly evenly divided
between the parties. Therefore, one
would expect that in such grave matters
as these there would be some disposition
on the part of the Government to con-
sider the Opposition’s point of view.
Actually, no concession whatsoever has
been made.

The right hon. and learned Gentle-
man’s speech this morning is a flat
rejection of every proposition put for-
ward from this side of the House. There-
fore, the responsibility for dividing the



751 Foreign Affairs

[MR. BEvaN.] i '
country on the matter of international
relations rests fairly upon the Govern-
ment.

I want, if I may, to add to that point.
The right hon. and learned Gentleman
ended his speech by stating that the Gov-
ernment are always prepared to consider
approaches to the Soviet Union to find
out how far the Soviet Union is prepared
to go in any particular matter. That
conclusion did not match with the open-
ing sentences of the Minister’s speech.
On the contrary, I have never listened
to a more amateurish denunciation of
another country. The right hon. and
learned Gentleman even had to go back
to the Soviet declarations of 1st Novem-
ber. [An HoN. MEMBER: *“ What is
wrong with that?”] The hon. Member
must control himself, because he will
have plenty of cause for emotion soon.

The declarations of the Communist
parties which are made from time to time
are credulistic exercises. We are entirely
familiar with them. They have been
repeated from time to time ever since
1870. There is nothing new about them.
What would be new would be if they
did not keep repeating them. But they
are bound to repeat them; as a matter
of fact, if they did not they would feel
rather naked, because this is the language
in which they clothe themselves.

It really is an astonishing affair that
the N.A-T.O. countries should try to
base their whole foreign policy on this
statement with which, as we say, we are
perfectly familiar. The right hon. and
learned Gentleman did not read the
whole of the sentence at all. It starts
this way. After having said a lot of
other things with which we are also
familiar—in fact, the whole document is
almost as platitudinous as the one issued
from Paris—it says :

“In the event of the ruling classes resorting
to violence against the people, the possibility
of the non-peaceful transition to socialism
should be borne in mind.”

So far as I can see, that is a statement
of historical fact——

Hon. Members : Like Hungary?

Mr. Bevan : Like Spain, for example. |
told an hon. Member just now that he
would have cause for emotion.

Of course, it is perfectly true. I am
not going to attempt for one moment to
base my case upon the justification of a
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document. I am merely pointing out that
we have there a statement which has been
made over and over again and ought not
to be made the basis of the Government’s
foreign policy. What we are concerned
about are the possibilities of the Russian
situation, not the terminology in which
the Soviet leaders dress their ideas. That
declaration, which formed the whole
basis of the speech of the right hon. and
learned Gentleman, forms the basis of the
whole declaration on the international
situation issued at Paris.

Let me repeat again a statement by
Marshal Bulganin which is much more
precise, and which deals with the con-
temporary situation :

“If we are to base ourselves on the interests
of ensuring world peace, the situation that
obtains in the world, in which there exist
capitalist states and socialist states in our
opinion must be recognised with all certainty.
We must none of us fail to take into account
that any attempt to change this situation by
force from outside, to violate the status quo,
any attempt to use force to bring about any
territorial changes, would have catastrophic
consequences.”

Here we have from Marshal Bulganin
a statement in which he himself agrees
that there exists between the Soviet world
and the rest of the world a common
interest ; and that common interest is to
avoid a catastrophe. When we have had
discussions with Soviet leaders we have
pointed out to them that they must recog-
nise the fact that today the situation is
far different from what it was even quite
recently. The Communists used to delude
themselves into the belief that they would
benefit by a war. They believed that the
extension of the frontiers of the Com-
munist revolution would be brought about
as a consequence of war, and that the
two last world wars justified their belief.
The Russian revolution emerged from the
First World War and the Chinese revolu-
t&(/m emerged from the Second World

ar.

When I discussed this with Khrushchev
recently, I pointed out to him that they
could not rest any hopes of that sort on
a third world war because it would wipe
out both the capitalist and the Communist
worlds. Therefore, there exists between
us and the Soviet Union—whatever we
may say against their politics, whatever
we may say against their structure, what-
€Ver we may say against their ideas and
principles and their practice—at least one
common bond, that is to avoid a third
world war breaking out.
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But there is no implementation of that
recognition—if it is a fact. Instead,
there is the issuing of homilies such as
Mr. Foster Dulles did immediately after
the N.A.T.O. Conference in which he
takes up an almost religious position.
That is what I find so distasteful about
so many of these speeches. They are all
attitudinising and moralising about it.
So we have an atmosphere charged with
irrationality in which we cannot discuss
the realities of the situation at all. Mr.
Dulles said :

““ This materialistic, atheistic despotism,
aimed at dominating the world, is a formidable
challenge "——

Hon. Members: Hear hear.

Mr. Bevan : Have we armed ourselves
to fight atheism? Have we really armed
ourselves to fight Communism? Have
we? Let hon. Members be careful. Have
we done it?

The Minmister of State for Foreign
Affairs (Mr. D. Ormsby-Gore) indicated
dissent.

Mr. Bevan : The right hon. Gentleman
shakes his head. Yet the whole of that
language is based on the assumption that
the Western world has armed itself to
fight Communism and atheism ; in other
words, it is the language of religious war.

Mr. Patrick Maitland (Lanark): Having
described the Dulles element of this com-
muniqué as “attitudinising ”—with which
I agree—would not the right hon. Gentle-
man also concede that the Moscow
declaration was attitudinising? If it was
mere ritualistic nonsense, why is it so
important for Marshal Tito to refuse to
sign it?

Mr. Bevan : The answer is because he
is one of the most ritualistic of the lot.
But T am not for one moment trying to
justify the Communist point of view. On
the contrary, we find both the theory and
the practice of Communism entirely re-
pugnant. In fact, we discover in the
policies of the party opposite rather more
friendly acts by way of assisting Com-
munism than we would defend. But let
me go on:

“One basic weakness was that the Soviet
attempt to suppress what, in the long run, was
not repressible, namely, the desire for freedom,
the desire for family life o d o
Every single distortion is imported into
1t. When this language is read by people
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in the Communist world, it is, of course,
deeply resented, as hon. Members resent
the language of the Communist Party.
This is precisely what I am trying to
point out, and what we must strive to
avoid is getting the world polarised by
these two irrational attitudes.

The Government have responded to
the Communist challenge in its own terms
—[HoN. MEMBERS: “ No.”] Yes. The
Government are evoking the same
emotional overtones. The statement from
Paris is full of it. And so, of course,
have been many of the declarations since.
The speech this morning of the right hon.
and learned Gentleman was not a speech
devoted to finding out what rational
bridges could be built between these two
parts of the world, but stating our position
in such a way as though there is no
possibility of reconciliation at any point.

This was one of the things that de-
pressed me in Washington, and it emerges
in the document. Whenever you spoke
to anybody who was a spokesman for
the official point of view in Washington,
you had exactly the same attjtude, It
is no use trusting the Russians. What is
the use of making a treaty with them?
What is the use of meeting them? If
you did meet them and make an arrange-
ment, they would not keep it.” In other
words, you had an attitude of complete
hopelessness.

I found it everywhere there. In fact,
I did not find inspiration so much as
obsession. They were just obsessed by
the whole Communist idea. When, on
top of that, there came the Sputniks there
was a state of mind in the United States
which, T am bound to say frankly,
frightened me. It did not seem to me
that the Americans were prepared to
look realistically at the world situation
at all, and they were determined that
nothing should be done until they had a
gadget to set against the Sputniks. That
was accepted in Washington—and I
could quote American opinion after
American opinion—as the objective view
of the position.

It has been brought out in this docu-
ment. What emerges from this meeting
at Paris is just this: in two years’ time,
it may be, the Americans will be able to
provide N.A.T.O. with ballistic missiles
which will put us up-sides with the
Russian rockets.
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Mr. Cyril Osbome (Louth): That is
only one side of it.

Mr. Bevan: This is the international
situation. I will come to the other one
in a moment. This is the American re-
flection. The great thing, the one definite
thing, that emerges from Paris is an in-
crease in the supply of nuclear heads,
under American control and provided by
bilateral negotiations between the United
States and the Powers prepared to take
them ; and missile bases, under United
States’ control.

Let it not be said for a single moment
that on this side of the House, we are
prepared to stand on 100 per cent.
sovereign rights. We have always been
prepared to modify them; we have
always been prepared to qualify them.
In fact, we have done so. When we were
the Government of the country we were
responsible for making provision for
American air bases in Britain. The
circumstances are changing very rapidly
and the nature of the weapons has altered
tremendously. We say that we are pre-
pared to abrogate British sovereignty for
an over-riding international purpose, but
that we are not prepared to do so merely
to add to the sovereign power of another
nation.

It is quite true that the air bases that
were established in 1947 were established,
*in the first place, to assist the Berlin air-
lift. It is true, also, that in the meantime
they have grown to be something else.
Indeed, the nation is deeply disturbed by
what it has now learned. It might not
be news to hon. Members in this House,
but it has certainly come as a shock to
millions of British people that there are
planes patrolling overhead for 24 hours
a day carrying hydrogen bombs. The
Prime Minister sniggers, but he did not
know in what circumstances they were in
the air. Neither he nor the Foreign Secre-
tary could give a clear answer, so utterly
irresponsible have they become. They did
not know whether the bombs were alive
and whether they could be detonated by
the crews or from the ground. .

We are now informed that the con-
struction which had been placed upon the
agreement that surrounded the establish-
ment of the bases was that the Americans
themselves would decide whether the
planes were to be alerted. The bombs
were supposed to be activised by joint
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decision, but apparently not the plane
alerted by joint decision; so that the
bombs can be put on board and :he
planes can take to the air under the
control of the American military com-
mand without any permission whatever
from the British authorities.

We have been told this morning, with
what accuracy 1 have not had time to
test, that many of those crews are neithar
sufficiently trained nor sufficiently ex-
perienced. I hope that that is not correct.
I saw it in the Daily Express this morn-
ing in a quotation from a speech made in
America by an air authority. Who, I do
not know. All I am saying is that it
seems to me if these planes are in the air
—there is no question at all about it
now—and they carry hydrogen bombs,
that it is a state of mobilisation only one
step short of war itself. There cannot
be a greater emergency than that, unless
it is war itself. Does anybody seriously
suggest that the international situation
justifies that step?

Vice-Admiral John Hughes Hallett
(Croydon, North-East): Can the right
hon. Gentleman assure the House that
this practice was not begun before 1951?

Mr. Bevan : I have said that there have
been continuous changes in the techniques
of war. [HoN. MEMBERS : “ Ah.”] There
were no hydrogen bombs then. Govern-
ment supporters really must address them-
selves to the actual situation and not
attempt all the while to try to answer——

Mr. A. Henderson : As I am the only
Member of the House who can answer
that question—[HON. MEMBERS: “ Oh.”]
I did have the responsibility to Parlia-
ment. as the Prime Minister would agree
—may I be allowed to say that so far
as I was informed—[HON. MEMBERS:
“ Ah.”]—there is no truth in the sugges-
tion that the American bombers were
carrying atomic bombs in the days prior
to 19512

Mr. Bevan : The hon. and gallant Mem-
ber for Croydon, North-East (Vice-
Admiral Hughes Hallett) would appar-
ently prefer the whole world to live in
peril if he could score a little party debat-
ing point.

We realise the situation as it exists
now and we have to ask ourselves whether
it can be justified. Do Government sup-
porters suggest that the international
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situation is such that we ought to be in
a state of readiness and preparedness
only one step short of actual war? The
whole nation, now that it understands the
facts, will demand that this now stops.
It will also demand that if any additional
facilities are to be provided to any foreign
Power in Great Britain they shall be
under the complete political control of
the British people, through the British
Government.

It may be, although it is extremely
doubtful, that there are technical argu-
ments for this or that new method of dis-
charging missiles, but there can be no
argument whatever for abrogating British
sovereign rights in this case to another
sovereign Power. Therefore, we say to
the Government that as far as we are
concerned, as an Opposition, we do not
acquiesce in the Americans’ complete
control or veto over the use of these
bases. If such a veto is to be exercised
it should be by the British people them-
selves, expressed through the Govern-
ment. I believe that in that we carry
very large numbers of Government sup-
porters with us.

There does not seem to us to be any
justification for it. Of course, we know
that the United States labours under
certain legislative difficulties, but their
legislative difficulties are imposed by the
exercise of American sovereign rights.
So that the limitation on our sovereign
rights here are a by-product of the exer-
cise of American sovereign rights there.
If we are to be on terms of strict equality
the American Government should be re-
lieved of those legislative restrictions in
order to enable them to enter into
arrangements with us under conditions
which do not humiliate either of us. That
seems to me to be a fair proposition.

One other reason why we consider that
this state of affairs should be brought to
an end, one of the things which frightens
us about these weapons, is that if they go
off there is no return at all, the war is on.
It is a weapon of instantaneous action,
it is not a weapon of reflection—[An
HoN. MEMBER: “ No weapon is.”] Some
Weapons are. The hon. Member must
reflect a little more about that. The
great difficulty about this situation, as
most people have said over and over
again, is that the world may stumble into
War. T do not believe that any body
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of men would sit down and calmly decide
to launch a hydrogen bomb attack on
another part of the world. I do not
believe that men of that type exist. I
cannot see any interest that could be
served in their minds which would justify
such action.

Therefore, this condition of alertness
seems to be aimed at a possibility that
could not arise. There would seem to me
to have been bound to be beforehand a
number of different incidents, a number
of circumstances, which would give rise
to alarm which might justify that step
then being taken, but that step could not
be justified in the absence of any par-
ticular incidents in any part of the world
giving rise to alarm. If those incidents
did occur there is evidence that the great
nations are particularly anxious to contain
them, as happened in North Korea, It
is one of the advantages—terrible though
it is—about conventional warfare and the
use of conventional troops and the
exercise of police action that that fact
itself does gives an opportunity for reflec-
tion. 1t is because this state of prepared-
ness provides no divine interval for
reflection that it is so deadly dangerous.

It happened, also, recently, whether the
alarm was false or true, about Turkey and
Syria. A situation was being created
there, or was thought to be created there,
where the Russians felt they might have
to back up or back down and so,
eventually, the issue went to the United
Nations and it was temporarily—I hope
permanently—resolved. The point I am
making is that where the great nations find
themselves face to face with a situation
in which they are likely to be embroiled
in hydrogen war they draw back. Surely,
that being the case, it is our duty to
provide a cushion of time, an oppor-
tunity, a period, during which passions
can be held in control, reflection take
place, and mankind be able to see clearly
where it is going. The reason why we
say this situation ought to be brought to
an end is because we cannot see how it
can be said to be making a contribution
to peace. It is merely making a con-
tribution to fear and to the contagion of
fear. So we think it ought to end.

Mr. Ronald Bell (Buckinghamshire,
South): Before the right hon. Gentleman
leaves that point, would he tell the Hopse
how he proposes to provide that cushion
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[MR. BELL.]
of time, because we would all like to
know that?

Mr. Bevan: In the first place, 1 have
said that if we do put hydrogen bombs
in those planes it is only on the assump-
tion, I gather—if I am wrong I stand to
be corrected—that a hydrogen bomb
attack might at any time be launched and
they are there to give the massive
reprisal.

Mr. Alan Green (Preston, South): A
weapon of supreme reflection.

Mr. Bevan : | think that that interrup-
tion answers itself.

I said earlier that it seemed to us that
there exists between us and the Soviet
Union now a common interest and that
the common interest is to avoid a con-
flagration. That has been accepted, as
I mentioned, by Marshal Bulganin ; it
was accepted, if 1 may be permitted to
say so, when I spoke with Mr. Khrush-
chev, and it has been accepted by every
high Communist official to whom I have
ever spoken. Whatever they may say
and swear, they themselves also agree that
1t is a common interest to avoid a war.
Right. Let us make of that conclusion
a principle of action.

Having said that, it is not enough to
sit back and let affairs drift, Having
reached that conclusion, it is then neces-
sary to go on and find out what parts
of the world and what situations might
give rise to a conflict and to see whether
we can deal with them. The two parts
of the world where it is universally
admitted such situations might arise are
in Central Europe and in the Middle
East, and on neither of those has the
statement of the Government given any
hope whatsoever. There is a flat rejec-
tion of every tentative overture, either
from this side of the House or from the
representatives of the Soviet Unijon.
[Interruption] An hon. Member oppo-
site sniggers; a year ago, over Suez, we
had exactly the same schoolboyish
irresponsibility, 1 said “tentative over-
tures” ; 1 did not put it any higher than
that. 1 am not saying I am satisfied that
definite and concrete understanding lead-
ing to arrangements can be arrived at
with the Soviet Union. 1 am not saying
that; T am saying we should try to find
out,
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Mr. Osborne rose——

Mr. Bevan: I am sorry, I cannot give
way again. I am speaking for too long
and I have been interrupted three or four
times, and want to conclude.

The right hon. and learned Gentleman
said that the suggestions which had beep
made for disengagement in Centra]
Europe are impracticable. He did not go
on to argue it ; he did not say why. He
asked: would there not be penetration?
But would it not be a part of the dis-
engagement that the area of disengage-
ment would be guaranteed as part of the
whole arrangement? It has been said
that the German people would not accept
this. I do not accept that. When I was
in Bonn and Berlin recently I spoke to
very large numbers of Germans and I
put the proposition forward in the
frankest possible way and had a very
great measure of support, especially in
Berlin. The attitude of the Government
over Berlin is entirely arid, although they
know very well that that is just the area
where trouble might arise at any time.
Why have they not tried it? .

The right hon. and learned Gentleman
keeps on repeating, parrot-like, that, of
course, it must be laid down as a condi-
tion that a united Germany must be free
to join the Western Alliance or any other
alliance, knowing very well that that is
a recipe for the continuation of the divi-
sion of Germany. He knows that very
well, of course.” The Government have
never departed from it. Of course, if one
is asked, in an ideal situation, whether
we would ourselves not want that solu-
tion, the answer is that, of course, we
would. We should prefer to have a united
free Germany.

But that not being a possibility in the
existing situation, why can we not take
advantage of the facts which exist and
try to experiment between ourselves and
the Soviet Union as to whether we can
agree to having an area in Germany
guaranteed by both of us? When I put
it to Germans, “ Do you regard this as
an affront against your sovereignty?”,
they laughed and said, “ We would rather
be limited and alive than free and dead.”
To imagine that their amour propre
would be offended is to imagine complete
nonsense. The right hon. and learned
Gentleman said that we should be
weaker. In what respect should we be
really weaker?
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1 come now to my main point before
I sit down. What is the final objective
of the Government’s foreign policy? What
are they aiming at? Peace?

Mr. Osborne : What is the right hon.
Gentleman’s object, then?

Mr. Bevan : Have hon. Members con-
sidered whether there will be any set of
circumstances in the near or distant future
more likely to lead to peace negotiations
than exists just now? The great Powers
stalemate each other at the moment. They
have the power to destroy each other.
There would be no significant change in
the power relations between the great
Powers. ThefactthattheRussians have the
inter-continental ballistic missile has not
fundamentally changed the strategic
situation. If it has done so fundamentally,
and_the Russians have these malign in-
tentions, why do they not carry them
out? If, as some of our American
friends have said to me, the situation has
been altered fundamentally, then, in that
case, of course, the Russians are once
more waiting for us to catch up—assum-
ing all the while, of course, that they are
as malign as the right hon. and learned
Gentleman has painted them.

We know that the only difference which
has been made to the international stra-
tegic situation is that American cities and
towns will soon be in the front line, where
we have been for the last six years. That
is all. That has not really changed the
strategic situation. I am not saying that
it attracts the United States. 1 do say
that it has not altered the power relations.

If, therefore, the power relations have
not been altered, and if they are not
likely to be significantly altered in the
near future, how can the future be more
propitious for discussions than the
present? Does the right hon. and learned
Gentleman still believe that the Russians
can be driven out of Europe by force?
Do the Government really believe that
any marginal superiority which we might
have would be sufficient to cause these
gentlemen, who are so belligerent, to
surrender? Only marginal differences can
now arise. There can be no fundamental
change in the relations. The only differ-
énce may be that we shall be able to
Slaughter each other in a week instead
of in a fortnight. No important addition
0 our armament can make any real
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change to the international situation.
“You cannot be deader than dead.”

Mr. Philip Bell (Bolton, East) : Dis-
honoured.

. Mr. Bevan: All those terms are ceas-
Ing to be meaningful in this relationship
—{HoN. MEMBERs: “ No.”}—because
honour implies a relation between a man
and his social code, but if society is itself
destroyed, nothing either honourable or
dishonourable will be left. It seems to
me that what we must do is to try to see
whether some arrangements can be made,

The British nation, I am quite certain,
has been listening to this discussion this
morning, as have people in other parts
of the world, with very great interest. |
wish to make it quite clear that we are
not in favour of disbanding the N.A.T.O.
Alliance. We never have been. What
we are saying is that we do not consider
that Her Majesty’s Government are exert-
ing the right influence within that
alliance. ~We believe that there are
people all over the world, and particu-
larly in the United States, who would
prefer that Great Britain should take a
stronger and more independent line in
foreign affairs. We believe—at least, 1
believe, and I think that I can speak for
my hon. Friends in this—that American
official opinion lags far behind the readi-
ness of the American people themselves.
We believe that Her Majesty’s Govern-
ment could put new heart into the whole
world by taking a more independent lead.

We are profoundly depressed when
representative after representative of the
Government gets up and repeats over
and over again this liturgy of hate, in-
jecting into the international situation no
element of buoyancy or optimism at all,
having no advice to give to the nation
except to pile one more tier of ridiculous
armaments on the useless pile already
created.

12.18 p.m. )

Mr. L J. Pitman (Bath): 1 believe that
the speech of the right hon. Member for
Ebbw Vale (Mr. Bevan) would have made
a far greater contribution had he made
any positive proposal as to the direction
in which he wishes this Government to
lead. Also, it would have been very
much more effective if he had taken note
of the degree of insecurity which exists
in the world today.
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[MR. PITMAN.] i 3

There is no mortal point in making the
retaliation power less because of the
great degree of insecurity in which we in
this country, and the whole vyor]:d, live
rather we ought to make it more;
because that is really our present situa-
tion. We have a situation of complete
insecurity for every nation, including
America and including Russia. In the
old days the supposition was Lhat. a
nation could achieve security by being
able to repel invasion. That is no longer
possible. We are incapable of repelling
the unrepellable, and it is clear that all
the nations of the world are sitting, not
on their own powder barrels, but on those
of the other fellow.

I would say that what has been the
cause of the unprecedented visit to
Europe of Mr. Eisenhower, the President
of the United States, is a recognition of
the fact that the Russian fuse, by which
the Russians can touch off the unrepell-
able weapons, is both short and reliable,
whereas the fuse on the other side is
not sufficiently reliable, and is definitely
likely to take a greater time before it
can be fired.

In fact, everything that the right hon.
Gentleman has just been saying is clearly
devoted to making the fuse on our side
both less reliable and take very much
longer to act. The democratic processes
which he proposes are bound to be poten-
tially uncertain and to take a very long
time. We must recognise that, on the
other side, the very fact that there is a
completely authoritarian society does en-
able their fuse—or, if one likes, the elec-
tric button—to be pressed without the
slightest delay, in complete ruthlessness
and complete authoritarianism and, if the
right hon. Gentleman likes, with the
irretrievability and lack of reflection
about which he made so much point.

If we are to have any chance, sitting
on this powder barrel which has such
a short fuse leading to Moscow, we must
see that there is an equally reliable and
an equally short fuse. In other words,
Mr. Eisenhower and we must, as a con-
dition of retaliation, compete also in an
equal ruthlessness and an equal authori-
tarianism for the pressing of the return
button.

It is in that situation that we do want
a positive policy, and I would say that it
is perfectly clear that the policy of the
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right hon. Gentleman, which he has just
propounded, for making that fuse take
longer to act and to be less reliable is
clearly no positive contribution. In other
words, he is saying, in effect, “ We are
in the mud—badly in the mud. Come
into my bit of mud.” And, if I might
say so, his bit of mud is even worse than
the other.

What we want is, in accepting the facts
as they are, a leadership towards a posi-
tive and new policy. Fortunately, the
Government have disclosed a glimpse of
that policy and a lead if only in abstract ;
I want it to come from that stage of
abstraction into the stage of practice.
Perhaps I may be allowed to read a few
of the Government’s official pronounce-
ments in assembling the evidence of the
existence of just such a brand-new policy.
On 12th October, 1950, in Copenhagen,
my right hon. Friend the Member for
Woodford (Sir W. Churchill) said:

“The creation of an authoritative all-
powerful world order is the ultimate end
towards which we must strive. Unless some
effective world super-government can be set
up and brought quickly into action, the pros-
pects for peace and human progress are dark
and doubtful.”

The present Prime Minister,
Minister of Defence, said:

“ On the whole question of disarmament our
purpose is simple, and our record is clear.
Genuine disarmament must be based on two
simple but vital principles. It must be com-
prehensive and it must provide a proper system
of control. . The control must provide
effective international, or if we like supra-
national, authority invested with real power.
Hon. Members may say that this is elevating
the United Nations, or whatever may be the
authority, into something like world govern-
ment. Be it so, it is none the worse for that.
In the long run this is the only way out for
mankind.”—{OFFICIAL REPORT, 2nd March,
19555 Vol. 537, c. 2181.]

Speaking on 3rd March, 1956, my right
hon. and learned Friend the Foreign
Secretary said:

“ Man has a higher destiny that to kill and
to be killed. The cardinal point in British
foreign policy is the belief that peace will not
be permanently assured until there has been
created a world instrument endowed with the
necessary authority to maintain the rule of
law. Our hope is that the United Nations
should develop into such an instrument.”

More recently, on 10th October, 1957,
my right hon. Friend the Minister of
Defence said:

*“ Furthermore, any agreement on disarma-
ment must include effective international in-
spection and control to make sure that the
agreement is really being observed. If once
the Great Powers could agree to disarm and
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to set up a system of international control,
we should have gone a good way along the
road, which I hope will lead us eventually to
the establishment of a world authority with
a world police force. You may think that is
starry-eyed idealism. All I would say to you
is that as Minister of Defence, with my feet
fairly well on the ground, I believe that, in
the long run, nothing short of that will really
work. T think that you will agree with me
that in this age of inter-continental rockets,
nuclear - submarines and man-made moons,
defence based upon national sovereignties and
national frontiers alome does not any longer
make very much sense. In disarmament we
must I think set our sights high. We must
aim at nothing less than total peace. For
only in that way shall we ultimately remove
the danger of total war.”

Speaking as Minister in another place
on 7th November, 1957, the Earl of
Gosford said:

*“The noble Lord, Lord Silkin, as did several

other noble Lords, mentioned world govern-
ment. Her Majesty’s Government are fully
in agreement with world government. We
agree that this must be the goal, and that every
step that is humanly possible must be taken
to reach that goal”—[OFFICIAL REPORT,
House of Lords, Tth November, 1957; Vol.
206, c. 192.]
. Again, on 24th September, 1957, speak-
ing in the General Assembly of the
United Nations, the Foreign Secretary
said:

“ Britain believes that a world instrument
endowed with the mecessary authority, as Sir
Winston Churchill had said, was necessary for
permanent peace in the world . . . We as a
country have a greater vested interest in peace
than almost any other country in the world.”

Mr. Diefenbaker, Mr. Dulles, the Pope
—they and many other great authorities
of this world—are quite convinced that
that is the ultimate aim, and the only
way in which a new, positive policy can
be achieved.

I have assembled only part of the
evidence, but why is it that, with all that
massive evidence of impressive states-
manship .and experience clearly ex-
pounded in these intentions and aims of
the Government, we, the British Govern-
ment and the other Governments, do not
advance towards any such policy? Why
do we not explore that line while,
at the same time, inevitably and as I
think rightly, looking to the length of our
fuses, the reliability of our fuses, the
question of whether we can achieve an
organisation for an equal ruthlessness
and an equal authoritarianism with those
Wwho in that way threaten us?

The reality of the threat and the power
to carry it out without reflection consti-
tutes the gravamen of my charge against
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the policy which the right hon. Gentle-
man has put forward. If one goes, as the
Chicago police go, to see a Chicago
gangster, and says, “I have left my
machine guns behind, but I can get them
In a couple of hours after I have got a
resolution from the City Council,” one
will never keep down gangsterism in
Chicago—or anywhere else. I would say
that the nation as a whole knows quite
well that we will never keep down
Russian gangsterism by any system which
creates unreliability and slowness in the
fuse with which we can retaliate. There
must be seen to be real effectiveness in
the powder barrel which we and the right
hon. Gentleman himself have deliberately
put as a retaliatory instrument to give
the protection we need.

‘Why, then, is it that Governments not-
withstanding their belief in such a new
policy should have made no advance
towards it? I think the answer is that
while Governments are playing, as they
do, a balance of power game, it is quite
impossible for Ministers at the same time
to play also another game. They are
playing the chess game of the balance of
power, and if anybody comes along with
any proposal of any kind, they have to
examine it to see how it affects the
balance of power game which they are
playing. They must consider whether it
is dangerous to them or not. Unless it
helps their side of the balance they can-
not afford the time to take it up: if it
does then the other side is bound to seek
to defeat it. I think it is only that that
stops a practical step.

I urge the Government, having made
all these individual pronouncements, to
consider if they could not now make a
formal and solemn pronouncement that it
is the aim of Her Majesty’s Government
to work in this direction, and that they
expect and invite other Governments to
sit down with them and work out how
this aim may be achieved. To do this will
at the outset not commit them. May I
also appeal to the right hon. Member for
Ebbw Vale and the party opposite to
join in such a declaration of intention,
which ought to be in full accord with
their principles, their traditions and their
ideals?

Mr. Bevan : We are, in fact, in favour
of world government, but we are working
for it, and not against it.

N 4



767 Foreign Affairs

Mr. Pitman : If we are all in favour of
world government, then let us consider
the first few practical steps which may be
taken and taken simultaneously, in that
direction. '

We ought first to have that solemn
declaration of our aims, and I think we
ought next to think about a permanent
United Nations force, if need be on a
very small scale ; for instance, in accord-
ance with the proposals for such a per-
manent police force adumbrated by
Federal Union, in a recent booklet about
which the Foreign Secretary made some
most encouraging remarks. Then, I think
we might also consider the question
whether the act of government by a new
wing of the United Nations might not
start in Antarctica.

I know there are difficulties, but let
us all try to find out ways in which such
functions of non-national Government
may start anywhere, because to get it
started even in a small and possibly ir-
relevant field allows those concerned to
see the personnel and who the chaps are
who will be governing. It is rather like
joint stock banking. When banking first
came about, the concept was clearly
just as much idealistic nonsense as this
might also appear. The idea that any of
you gentlemen would part with your
money and deposit it with me, so that
I should lend it out to other people whom
you did not know anything about, was
clearly impracticable and unacceptable.
It was only when you met Mr. Smith,
whom you knew, and when you saw the
building in which the security arrange-
ments were made for the safe keeping of
the money and knew the chief cashier—it
was only under these conditions that you
could consider the adoption, experi-
mentally, mind you, of the idea, which is
now accepted as a commonplace and a
most beneficial commonplace.

Let us get something started in that
way of non-national government even if
it is on the question of Antarctica. We
can see the people and will see what
checks and constitutions there are. If we
do not like them there will be no need
to embark on the idea.

Again, a Common Market in Europe
and elsewhere may be a means of
developing some world authority ; if only

In part, on which can be built the next
step forward. Again, quite possibly, a
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new move by the United Nations might
seek fo negotiate the phased transfer of
armaments of different countries to the
central authority of a new wing of the
United Nations. After all, disarmament
is really no good unless arms can be trans.
ferred to a new institution, instead of just
sitting pretty in the temporary economy
of less armaments while reserving the
right to resume the full range of arma-
ments. Yet again, the “ disengaged area
that we are talking about could be
organised under some new permanent
United Nations force, and we could get
a beginning of the new policy in that
way.

Anyhow, I would say that once such a
new policy has been propounded as the
solemn aim of the Government, we could
set in train a number of efforts. Some
of them might fail, but others might work.
If the bird gets up, I would fire the first
barrel with the solemn declaration, and
I would have lots of pellets in the second
barrel, and some might easily hit it.

Let us at any rate announce our aims,
because there really are past instances
where the policy of a new approach has
worked. It is the setting up of a new
institution which will be needed as a step
forward towards such a new policy. When
England and Scotland gave up their
bloody wars, it was because a new institu-
tion, the British Government, with a
British Navy and British Army, had taken
the place of the existing English and
Scottish Governments and armies. In
feudal times, the barons achieved their
security, not by keeping the boiling oil
hot in their castles and maintaining their
standing armies paid every Friday, but
by contributing to a central new authority,
the Crown, which gave them their secur-
ity. In renouncing their rights of self-
defence and their sovereignty, they re-
ceived their security, and got far more
than they renounced.

Mr. Ede (South Shields): Is that the
new history of the Wars of the Roses?

Mr. Pitman : It started before the Wars
of the Roses, and that is one of the points
we have to bear in mind. that such new
policies evolve. After all, there are also
two other ways in which we can have
world government, as my right hon.
Friend the Member for Kelvingrove (Mr.
Walter Elliot) has said on another occa-
sion. We could well get world govern-
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ment if there were to be a major war
between one or other of these nations,
and one comes out on top—as sole
dominator of all that remains.

Mr. Stan Awbery (Bristol, Central): Is
the hon. Gentleman aware that in the
United Nations organisation we already
have an organisation in existence to cover
all the problems which he has raised, but
that it is dying because our Government
and some of the others refuse to use it?

Mr. Pitman : 1 do not agree about the
second half of that intervention, but I
thank him very much for the first half.
I have been talking about a permanent
United Nations force, and I agree that any
such movement should start inevitably
and rightly round the existing United
Nations, but this is an advisory body
at present, and it needs vitalisation before
it can take on what is a governmental
job, not for a committee of advice. The
point is that if it were to be by world
domination, whether after a nuclear war
or as the second possibility by un-
preparedness or lack of courage, that way
lies terrible tyranny.

Returning now to my main point, 1
think there should be a new central insti-
tution set up and made to function, whose
sole duty should be to stop government-
organised brawling. Today, if any of us
brawl in the streets, even with you, Mr.
Speaker, we should be both locked up,
and I think that even you would be
locked up for brawling. What we want
Is - new institution whose sole function
—because each Government will wish to
retain, as the residual, a continuing and
complete - Government—should be the
right and the duty, with the power, to
Stop all governmental brawling in any
place whatever.

12.38 p.m.

Mr. E. Shinwell (Easington): My right
hon. Friend the Member for Ebbw Vale

T. Bevan), in the course of his eloquent
speech, expressed opinions which are, in
general, shared by those who sit on these

nches. But some of the phrases he used
—scintillating, pregnant phrases—seem
to require some elucidation, more par-
ticularly because it appeared to me that
they had a pronounced bearing on what
.regard as the focal point for our atten-
tion in this debate.

Towards the end of his speech, and 1
took down his words, my right hon.
Friend said that a state of preparedness
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is dangerous. Those are the words he
used, following upon a reference to the
presence of American bombers operating
in the air. I am bound to say that words
of that description evoke for me, at any
rate, painful memories.

Mr. Bevan: If my right hon. Friend
will look as HANSARD tomorrow, I think
he will find that I used no such phrase.
I said preparedness one step short of
actual war.

Mr. Shinwell: I am extremely sorry,
but the words I have mentioned were
taken down immediately my right hon.
Friend uttered them. At any rate, if he
disputes the accuracy of what 1 took
down, that was the implication. [Interrup-
tion.] It is remarkable that other hon.
Members can rise to their feet and seek
to address the House without any un-
seemly interruption, but that if I venture
to express an opinion, which I hold quite
honestly and sincerely, even if other hon.
Members disagree with it, they must in-
dulge in interruptions which are neither
relevant nor have any real purpose. I
beg of them to allow me to state my
point of view, even if they fundamentally
disagree with it.

References to states of preparedness
and the like and the danger of piling
up arms—that, after all, was the point
that was made in the course of my right
hon. Friend’s speech—remind me of what
was said before the First World War and
also before the Second World War. Then,
we had an orgy of wishful thinking. Over
and over again, in this assembly and else-
where, right hon. Gentlemen and hon.
Members declared that war was not in--
evitable and many sought to prevent any
preparation for an emergency. Un-
fortunately, because of wishful thinking
and appeals for disarmament—or, at
least, a reduction in arms—war broke out
and found us on both occasions in a
complete and unhappy state of unpre-
paredness.

This, of course, relates to what has
been happening in Paris during the
N.A.T.O. conversations. I say at once
that to my mind the most disappointing
feature which emerges from the Paris
conversations is that they have exposed
the weakness of the North Atlantic Treaty
Organisation, particularly—and this is its
main function—in the military sphere.
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My right hon. Friend also said—I
hope that he will not take exception to
this quotation, because this was loudly
applauded on both sides of the House—
that we are not in favour of abandoning
N.AT.O. I agree with that whole-
heartedly. But will anyone tell me what
is the purpose of the North Atlantic
Treaty Organisation in the sphere of de-
fence? Although its functions and pur-
pose may be extended in course of time—
that, I think, is the desire 'of all of us—
will anyone tell me what is the purpose
of the North Atlantic Treaty Organisa-
tion in the military sphere unless it is
furnished with the instruments which will
enable it to perform its function in the
event of an emergency?

I am as pacifically minded as any hon.
Member and, like any other hon. Mem-
ber, desire peace, but I cannot under-
stand why we should agree to retain the
North Atlantic Treaty Organisation un-
less we inject into it the ingredients—the
essential ingredients—which would en-
able it to carry out its purpose if circum-
stances compel the organisation to act.

The North Atlantic Treaty Organisa-
tion is not an aggressive organisation.
It is defensive in character. That has
been its purpose from the outset. But I
have regarded it for many years as a weak
and ineffective organisation. If anything
has demonstrated what I have said in
the past about N.A.T.O. it has been illus-
trated by the action of some of the
countries associated with that body.

Consider, for example, the attitude of
Norway and Denmark, who are unwilling
to accept missile bases or any of those
dreadful instruments of war. But in the
conventional sphere, deplorable as it may
seem—I state the facts—in the past
neither Norway nor Denmark has made
a useful contribution. That has been one
of the weaknesses of N.A.T.O.

What is even worse, the French have
not declared their intention, except in
principle, whatever that may mean. It
may mean something or nothing. There
has to be a shot in the arm of a very
painful nature before they will accept, in
practice, what they have accepted in
principle.  Even the French have not
expressed their willingness to accept
either the bases or the missiles—at least,
at the moment.

The fact of the matter is that the weak-
ness of N.AT.O. is the unwillingness of
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the 14 or 15 N.A.T.O. countries, with
the exception of ourselves for the most
part and now, I understand, Turkey, to
respond to-the principles that were estab-
lished at the formation of N.A.T.O. and
make a useful contribution with their
resources. It is that which has placed
this country of ours almost exclusively
and, as I think, unhappily, under the
control of the United States.

If we have to renounce our sovereignty
or any part of it, it is not because we
wish to do so, although I recognise that
in co-operation, in a combination of
countries on the basis of collective prin-
ciples, some renunciation of sovereignty
is bound to occur. But we are now
placed in the unfortunate position that
we have hardly any say whatever in these
fundamental matters. It is due to the
weakness of N.A.T.O., to which atten-
tion has been directed over and over
again, but hardly any notice has been
taken of it.

I want here to say—I must repeat it
with emphasis—that either we have a
North Atlantic Treaty Organisation
primarily intended to defend the
countries concerned against aggression,
capable of performing its function, or
we might as well abandon it altogether.
It must be either one or the other. Like
my right hon. Friend the Member for
Ebbw Vale, I do not wish to abandon it,
but for what purpose is it to be retained?
As an ornament? As a plaything? As a
symbol? As a convenience? As a sub-
ject for argument and disputation in this
House and elsewhere, or to enable
Foreign Secretaries and Ministers of
Defence, and now Prime Ministers, to
assemble in Paris, Geneva, or elsewhere,
for the purpose of talking? Is that its
purpose? As I say, it must be either
one thing or the other.

That brings me to the subject of the
nature of our defence. One of the un-
fortunate factors in the situation—it has
been developing for some time—is that
apart from the nuclear weapons, these
dreadful weapons of destruction, for
some considerable time no serious effort
has been made in N.A.T.O. to build up
conventional forces. That has been one
of the troubles.

_ If there had been satisfactory and effec-
tive conventional forces in Europe at the
disposal of the North Atlantic Treaty
Organisation we in this country might
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not have been placed in the unfortunate
position of having to transfer our
sovereignty, or, at any rate, a large part
of it, to the United States,

Sir Robert Boothby (Aberdeenshire,
East): Surely N.A.T.O. is really an area
which has been designated by the United
States as an area which they will help to
defend even with the ultimate weapon.
That in itself gives it enormous
significance. 7

Mr. Shinwell : I have no desire to sug-
gest that the United States, in this context,
are not anxious to place their resources
at the disposal of the West for the pur-

s of defence, but I am under no
illusion about their attitude either,
because the United States expects to use
Europe as one means of defending them-
selves. I take no exception to that. It
is natural. It is a kind of enlightened
selfishness. But that is what it is. We
have to recognise it.

What follows from that? If United
States’ defence depends upon us and upon
the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation
countries, as we and they depend on the
United States, there should be effective
co-operation.

Mr. K. Zilliacus (Manchester, Gorton):
Is it not the United States who define
what they mean by defence, and does not
defence under N.A.T.O. today mean Mr.
Dulles’ strategy of massive retaliation and
Mr. Dulles’ tactics of brinkmanship and
his policy of anti-Communist liberation.

Mr. Shinwell : It may be that that is in
the mind of Mr. Dulles, but I am not con-
cerned with what is in the mind of Mr.
Dulles. I am concerned with what is in
my own mind.

1 wish it were possible to say from
these benches, “Let us abandon our
defence. It is a costly business, a stupid
business, a crazy business.” Of course it
is. But I do not feel that that would
be honest to say so. Therefore, I want
the best means of defence against
aggression.

I come to another reference made by
my right hon. Friend. I am not disputing
with my right hon, Friend, because I agree
with so much of what he says. I am
trying to elucidate some of the points.
Referring to the hydrogen bomb being in
the air, to being armed to the teeth, so
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to speak—not a very happy metaphor,
but hon. Members will understand what
1s meant—my right hon. Friend asked,
8 there any reason for this
emergency?”

It never seems to occur to some people
that Russia is ready for an emergency.
There is not a one-way traffic, although
it is almost that so far as Russia is con-
cerned. Russia is armed to the teeth.
Russia has now got, so she says—there
is a good deal of bragging and boasting
about it and perhaps a good deal of pro-
paganda, but we take her at her own
word—the inter-continental ballistic mis-
sile. The Russians have a great deal
more than that. They have sufficient
rockets to destroy Turkey. They could
destroy us. They could destroy the Scan-
dinavian countries. They have missiles
to reach throughout the whole world.

There is the emergency. What have
we to offer? The North Atlantic Treaty
Organisation, with most of the countries
contracting out, and we now, in our un-
fortunate position, pretty much in the
hands of the United States.

1 refer to the question of political con-
trol. I say to the Prime Minister that
he must, in the interests of this country
and also in the interests of the principle
of interdependence that he has enunci-
ated, resist any attempt by the United
States, apart from providing weapons she
has at her own disposal in her own de-
fence and in the defence of the West, to
take from us, a free and independent
country—but recognising the principle of
interdependence in these affairs—the
right to decide for ourselves, if the cir-
cumstances are favourable—I make that
qualification—whether arms of this
character should be used. He must
resist any attempt of that kind.

I recognise that in an emergency, for
example, if Russia were to attack, there
would not be time to call a committee
meeting and to pass resolutions. There
are some people who think that that
would be possible. I do not think it
would. However, prior to any attempt
of that kind if such were contemplated—
indeed, now, at present—we should insist
that the United States should provide us
with all the information we require in re-
lation to these matters, not merely tech-
nical information but information of
their political intentions and their mili-
tary intentions, so that we may be assured
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that we shall not be caught napping and
the people of this country, on the verge
of destruction, do know what it is all
about.

I am expressing myself in plain, per-
haps clumsy, terms. 1 do not possess
those scintillating phrases which are at
the disposal of some of my colleagues.
1 have to make the best of my im-
poverished language. Nevertheless, 1
hope that the point is taken.

My disappointment with the Govern-
ment is that they have been content to
accept this North ~Atlantic Treaty
Organisation declaration only in prin-
ciple. T would much rather see the
Scandinavian countries contracting out
entirely. 1 would much rather hear
France say, “ We are occupied in Algeria
and eclsewhere and have no time for
this.”

Mr. Zilliacus : And Turkey?

Mr. Shinwell : I would say that all con-
tributions are gratefully received. If
Turkey wants to do so and is ready to
defend herself and to help to defend us
too, all the better. Somehow or another.
I like to be defended.

I have an idea—perhaps it is no more
than a suspicion—that, if the people of
this country, to whom reference has been
made today, who are straining at the
leash, who are galvanised because of their
emotions, were asked whether they want
some defence and to have missiles and
bases and the rest, I know what their
answer would be. Let hon. Members
try it in their constituencies. Let them
ask them. Not the half dozen. the usual
attendance at a constituency political
meeting.  Try it before a very large
audience. Ask them. Say to them, *“ We
do not like bombers, we do not like
missiles, we do not like bases, we do
not like to spend money on defence, all
of which is wasteful, crazy, fantastic. But
would you like to be without defence? ”
Let a Member say, “I should prefer to
see all the machinery and paraphernalia
of defence in the hands of the Russians,
but discard it in this country.” Hon.
Members will get their answer.

Mr. George Wigg (Dudley): If my right
hon. Friend poses the problem of hon.
Members on both sides of the House as
to whether, in their constituencies, they
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would prefer to say that we should have
no bombers and no thermo-nuclear
weapons, would he go further and search
his own conscience and recognise that
the Government’s fundamental weakness
is that they say, for political reasons,
that we will not have conventional
forces? Will my right hon. Friend re-
consider his own view of conscription?

Mr. Shinwell : 1 hope that no one sug-
gests for a moment that I do not think
that the Government are at fault occa-
sionally. I have said over and over again
that defence is not really a party matter.
We have either to defend the country
or we have not. I know that some of my
hon. Friends believe in disbanding our
defences and demand unilateral disarma-
ment. I understand the emotion, but not
the logic of that. Even if our defences
are ineffective, as I think they are, we
have to have some means of defence.

I arrive at my final point—which con-
cerns the matter referred to in paragraphs
16 and 17 of the communiqué about
suggested conversations with the Russians.
I think that the Government have been
very half-hearted in this. I do not know
what is their real purpose. I agree with
my right hon. Friend the Member for
Ebbw Vale. 1 wish that the Foreign
Secretary had not begun his speech this
morning in such a fashion. Many of us
dislike what happens in Russia and do
not care much for Bulganin, Khrushchev,
and al] the rest. I do not meet them as
often as some of my colleagues. Perhaps
they are more honourable gentleman than
I believe them to be and perhaps some
of my colleagues, like my hon. Friend
the Member for Nelson and Colne (Mr.
S. Silverman), understand them better
than T do.

But although we may dislike them
personally and dislike what happens in
the Soviet Union, nevertheless I do not
think that it is wise to enter into negotia-
tions with a.blunderbuss in our hands. It
is no use indulging in harsh language.
I would not mind entering into negotia-
tions with the Russians if we were strong
in defence, because we might have a much
better chance of success.

I hope that the Prime Minister, irre-
spective of the United States, Mr. Dulles,
President Eisenhower. and the others,
will have the courage—and I do not dis-
pute his courage, even although I am

|
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not always happy about his intentions—
to use every possible opportunity that
presents itself in the near future to resume
conversations with the Russians—to call
their bluff, perhaps. Let us try to under-
stand each other and make ‘an end of
this crazy situation in which we find
ourselves.

Therefore, 1 offer two suggestions: let
us build up N.A.T.O. with all the power
at our command, and, almost simul-
taneously, if we can, try to engage the
Russians in further conversations in the
hope that we shall find a solution.

1.3 p.m.

Mr. Walter Elliot (Glasgow, Kelvin-
grove): 1 think few more modest state-
ments have ever been made in this
House than the statement just made by
the right hon. Member for Easington
(Mr. Shinwell) that he is not a master of
scintillating phrases and cutting remarks.
Frankly, we have all listened with the
utmost interest and the utmost delight to
a polished and masterly piece of Parlia-
mentary discussion, all the more so
because from time to time he disagrees
with us on this side and from time to
time disagrees with those on his own side.

This great discussion in which we are
now engaged cuts across party and
national lines altogether. Reference has
been made to the United States and Mr.
Dulles. After all, the greatest impact in
recent months on political thinking has
been brought about by the political
addresses of Professor Kennan in the
Reith Lectures on the B.B.C. A deep
division of opinion clearly exists in the
United States in this matter. The fact is
that the free nations of the world are now
literally engaged in an agonising re-
appraisal, not in one man’s mind, but in
millions of minds, because we are faced
with a situation, the gravity of which no
one would wish to underestimate. It is
very nearly the survival of life on this
planet. If we take the wrong turning we
may find a chain reaction has been set
off which it is impossible for any of us
to arrest.

The book “On the Beach” by Nevil
Shute describes the end of the few sur-
vivors of humanity in Australia after an
atomic war had been touched off in the
northern hemisphere. On the one side
there is that novel and on the other side
George Orwell’s powerful book “ 1984.”
We have these two—this Scylla and
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Charybdis—and we have to navigate
betwpcn them. It is something which
requires the close and careful attention
of every Member of Parliament in any
legislature, and still more of the ordinary
rank and file individual. That is where
the particular benefit of these debates in
which we are now engaged lies.

The N.A.T.O. organisation ran far
beyond the knowledge and support of the
peoples on whose behalf it was con-
tracted. We are only now beginning to
work up to the conception of what we
have all engaged ourselves to and the con-
ditions under which these engagements
can or should be fulfilled. It is a very
good thing that these matters should be
worked out, discussed, talked over and
thought over, because nothing could be
more dangerous for the peoples of the
free world than to find suddenly that
they have been committed to responsi-
bilities which they did not wish to im-
plement. That is the danger in which
we are at present.

The right hon. Gentleman the Member
for Easington very clearly brought out
some of the fallacies which arose in the
speech of the right hon. Gentleman the
Member for Ebbw Vale (Mr. Bevan),
who was in favour of preparedness, but
not great preparedness, and readiness,
but not great readiness, and a proposal
by which, as far as I can see, the ultimate
temptation would be extended to any
hostile nation, particularly a hostile
nation controlled by a powerful central
organisation, such as the Soviet Union,
to launch an attack on bases which were
not ready and on forces which were not
armed—in fact, to repeat the extremely
vivid experience, which is at any rate in
the recollection of everyone in the United
States, of Pearl Harbour. Would it not
have been better in the case of Pearl
Harbour if the aeroplanes had been in
the air, if the fleets had been at sea and
if live ammunition had been in the
ammunition hoists and even in the guns?
What advantage is to be gained by say-
ing to our potential enemies, * If you hit
our bases and destroy our runways the
danger to you is gone. The bombers are
not in the air, the bombs are not loaded.
and there is no way in which they can
be subsequently got back into the air
You are safe.”

Take the homely experience of any
one of us going into the garden to smoke
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[MR. ELLIOT.] :
out a wasps’ nest. We do that at night
when the wasps are at home and can be
suffocated without the slightest danger to
the person attacking them. We think
very differently of going near them in
the middle of the day when these for-
midable insects are abroad and can re-
taliate. When they have abandoned their
deterrent their powers of defence dis-
appear rapidly ; they are destroyed with-
out the slightest chance of retaliation.
On this question of deterrent, we are at
a false issue, as the right hon. Member
for Easington has said. If anyone has
produced that state it is certainly the
Soviet Union by the production of the
inter-continental ballistic missile and the
boasts that they have made about the
range and power of this missile which
they say they now possess in sufficient
quantities to annihilate all their enemies.

Mr. Emrys Hughes: What about the
American boasts of the weapons which
they have not got?

Mr. Elliot: Only the hon. Member
hopes to deter by boasts of that kind.
He wishes all the world to be deterred by
the weapons we have not got. That is
the purpose of the policy and advice
which he has so frequently enjoined upon
the House ; but, on the whole, the House
and the country do not accept that view.

Nobody is deterred by imaginary
weapons. There is no doubt at all that
the Soviet weapon exists. Twice a day
we hear of the Sputnik going over and
we listen to the boasts of Khrushchev
about what that device could do if it
were fitted with an atomic war-head in-
stead of the body of a dog which has now
been revolving a thousand times round
the planet.

Mr. Zilliacus : Is it not a fact that the
Soviet Government have been saying all
the time, just as we do, that they have
to build these weapons in defence
against attack? What reason have we
for believing that they intend aggression?
Is it not a fact that this has been denied
emphatically by Mr. Kennan and other
good authorities? Why not test the
matter by going into peace negotiations
on reasonable terms?

Mr. Elliot : Does anybody here believe
that the Soviet Union maintains 500 sub-
marines and builds two more every ten
days merely to defend itself against
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attack? In this war between the elephant
and the whale, how is the whale to come
ashore and cross a thousand miles of
desert and tundra? But when the ele-
phant takes to the sea and swims around
turning its trunk into a shnorkel, and
carries atomic bombs all over the place,
there is surely an immediate threat. It
is done for the purpose of aggression and
for no other purpose.

No one has ever suggested that the
Russians should take out 500 submarines
and sink them as a preliminary to nego-
tiations for disarmament. But what are
the submarines for, and all these continual
launchings? What is this great fleet for?
Certainly not to defend the great land
mass of Russia against some naval
assault mounted from the oceans of the
Atlantic and the Pacific. If anyone is
looking for aggressive intention the sub-
marine fleet of the Soviet Union is the
clearest proof ever created. Those who
do not believe that will never believe
anything.

Mr. S. Silverman: May 1 put a point
to the right hon. Gentleman in quite
broad terms? I know he will understand
that it is not put for the purpose of
prejudicing the matter either way. If
there are two great nations, each of which
fears attack from the other, and one of
which has the possibility of delivering its
attack on the territory of the other, is it
necessarily aggressive on the part of the
other one to equip itself with weapons
which will enable it also to strike, not on
the territory of the allies of the other
nation, but on the territory of the other
nation itself?

Mr. Elliot : The difficulty of delivering
several speeches at one time is one which
we have all experienced in the House.
The hon. Member would not expect me
to reply to one of his powerful pieces of
dialectic by an answer off the cuff. But.
in short, this is not a question of one
nation having the monopoly of power of
attack over others. Both great blocs have
great power of air attack, and I was
merely saying that the question of sea
attack is one which specifically and par-
ticularly affects this country and does not
affect the Soviet Union in any way at all.
The Soviet Union has nothing to fear
from sea attack, but we have everything.

Like the right hon. Member for Easing-
ton, I find it difficult to deliver a speec
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in the House because so many people
wish to accompany it, but I will do my
best to be as brief as I can and come to
my main point. The element of public
opinion is vitally essential to the strength
of the N.A.T.O. Alliance. In that con-
nection I would call the attention of the
House and of the Government to the
existence of the Assembly of the N.A.T.O.
Parliamentarians which came into being
quite spontaneously and is attracting
more and more attention. It may well
be one of the ways in which we can
secure the understanding and the support
of the peoples which, to some ¢xtent, the
alliance at present lacks. It is also true
that it is a way of getting in touch with
the legislature of the United States, with
the Senate and with the House of
Representatives.

One thing of which one can be quite
sure when one meets a Minister from the
United States is that he is somebody who
is forbidden by law to be the elected
representative of the people. This is a
position so paradoxical to us that we find
it difficult to understand. It is a diffi-
culty that the opinion of the elected
representatives of the American people
cannot be heard through the mouth of
Ministers, because Ministers are speci-
fically debarred from being elected Mem-
bers of either the Senate or the House of
Representatives. Therefore, they represent
no more than a reflection of the views of
the President.

The difficulties which we face are all
the greater because of another factor
which is not appreciated by the country.
I doubt even whether it is fully appre-
ciated by this House. It is that this
question of atoms for war is also a ques-
tion of atoms for peace, and that atoms
for peace are much more potentially
dangerous than atoms for war. There is
at present a building up of the possibility
of using nuclear power for peaceful pur-
poses. But this means the possession of
fissile material by all the new States to
which the reactors are entrusted.

The United States produce the most
stringent laws against secrets or materials
being entrusted to other countries for war-
like purposes. Yet they are quite willing
and indeed eager to entrust them to other
countries for so-called peaceful use, with
only a promise exacted that these fissile
materials will not be used for warlike
aims, How are we to control these
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powers when they have got into the
hands of a number of what are called
underdeveloped countries — countries
with no long education in statesmanship
and responsibility? These are the people
to whom, by hypothesis, these tre-
mendous powers are now to be entrusted.

This means that the need to discuss
these matters with the heads not only
of our own Western States but
with the heads of the Soviet group
is imperative. =~ Within ten years
there will be in the world at least
1,000 kilogrammes of plutonium outside
the control of the present Powers. This
is the raw material not only for the ex-
plosion, which is serious enough, but for
the release of the radioactive cloud, which
is the really dangerous factor in the
present situation.

An explosion, however vast, is limited,
and it is limited in time. A radioactive
cloud is almost unlimited both in space
and in time. That is to say, it will go on
in some cases until life on the planet has
been extinguished. Certainly the danger
of that cloud being accidentally or inten-
tionally released by some of the Powers
to whom these enormous weapons of
peace are being handed is not one to be
minimised. I believe, therefore, that a
much stricter control must be exercised
and a much greater sense of responsibility
must be felt on both sides of the Iron
Curtain.

There is much to be said for the several
Foreign Ministers meeting together. The
difference between the Paris Conference
and ordinary conferences is that an inter-
national conference generally consists of
a preliminary conference and then a final
conference, the preliminary conference
being at a lower level than the final,
summit meeting. The Paris Conference
has begun at the same summit level, but
is apparently to continue as an executive
conference with the Foreign Ministers.
That may not be at all a bad course, but
it means that there is still an important
executive act to take place, a new
conference of Foreign Ministers at which
we hope the Soviet Foreign Minister will
be present.

There is a great deal to be said to
them on this point of the danger of the
release of these powerful weapons by
some intent or accident in the time of
near war. But there is the equally great
danger of release by accident or ill-will
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on the part of those to whom these
powers have been entrusted in time of
peace. We have only ten years, because
by the time one thousand kilogrammes
of plutonium are loose in the world it
will be difficult, almost impossible, to
bring that back under control.

Therefore, everything possible should
be done also to turn attention to this
problem and to discover how far these
enormous powers can be entrusted to the
smaller countries. Mention has been
made of Mr. Kennan’s five radio
addresses. It has been said that we
should adopt his forward-looking atti-
tude on the difference between our views
and the Soviet views in relation to Ger-
many. But will any hon. or right hon.
Gentleman opposite adopt the whole of
Mr. Kennan’s views? Will they adopt
his views on the under-developed
countries, for instance? Will they adopt
his views on the Middle East?

What are Mr. Kennan’s views on the
Middle East? Let the Suez Canal be
blocked, let the pipelines be blown up.
Do without them and adopt a lower
standard of living in the West. Is that
the view of hon. Gentlemen opposite?
What are his views on N.A.T.0.? Do
not have discussions between 14 and 15
nations but leave it to the United States,
with the assistance of Great Britain. 1
think that people may agree with certain
aspects of Mr. Keenan’s views, but it
would be difficult to find anyone in any
part of the House who would accept
them all.

It is only a further example of what 1
have said, that at the moment re-thinking
is going on. Therefore I deprecate the
vehement tone in which the debate began.
and the decision to take a Division at the
end of it. It was right for this debate
to take place upon a Motion for the
Adjournment of the House, because we
should go away and think about it.
These things cannot be decided on a
Friday afternoon before the Christmas
Recess. They will require the concen-
trated attention of Parliament and confer-
ences over many months, indeed years.
Meanwhile, I am sure that we must keep
our organisation strong, that we must be
willing to shoulder our responsibilities,
to take upon ourselves the dust and heat
of the day. We must not believe that
there is any method in which we can
conjure a way out of our difficulties, either
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by folding our arms or lying on our backs
and kicking our feet in the air. Above
all things we cannot start with the idea
that by abandoning N.A.T.O., or by
taking steps gravely to weaken it, by
giving ground, we are advancing the
cause of peace. We are not, we are bring-
ing war nearer.

We have heard all these arguments for
giving ground before. I make no apology
for having tried, time and again, to reach
an accommodation with the German
Government when I was in the Cabinet,
when the late Neville Chamberlain was in
power. All these things were tried then,
and tried in the face of dog’s abuse from
hon. and right hon. Gentlemen opposite,
some of whom were only too willing to
write articles in the Press saying that
there would be no war and thereafter
denouncing as guilty men any who had
listened to their advice. We did all this.
Yet there was no success. Therefore, let
us remain ready and resolute, and willing
to negotiate. Along that line we may
come to some solution. There is no other
way in which it can be done.

1.24 p.m.

Mr. John Hynd (Sheffield, Attercliffe):
With much of what the right hon. Mem-
ber for Kelvingrove (Mr. Walter Elliot)
said at the beginning and end of his
speech many of us can agree. Certainly,
among men and women in all parties
whose main purpose is the establishment
of world peace there can be room for
serious and sensible discussion of the
tactical methods of dealing with the
present situation. It cannot be over-
looked, however, that in each party there
is a fundamental difference of conception
of world affairs and political matters
generally, which is much to the fore in
this debate and in the present situation.
Indeed, it was clearly expressed by the
Foreign Secretary at the beginning of his
address to the House.

It was the same conception which many
of us on this side of the House opposed
at the end of the last war. namely, the
other side’s policy of unconditional sur-
render, which seems to be the basis of
their foreign policy in every critical
situation where they have a difference
with some other Power. This seems to
be what comes out of the Foreign Secre-
tary’s report today on the N.A.T.O.
Conference.
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It is the same conception as we had
when the right hon. Gentleman the
Member for Woodford (Sir W. Churchill),
attacked the Labour Government in 1946,
because that Government had decided to
give India freedom. It was the same con-
ception we saw only last year in dealing
with the Suez problem. The party oppo-
site, with a certain number of exceptions,
seems to overlook the fact that we cannot
expect to be able to maintain the policy
of unconditional surrender in the circum-
stances of today. The Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics is today too strong to
consider accepting a policy of uncondi-
tional surrender. What is possibly even
more important is that the world outside
Soviet Russia, and outside the N.A.T.O.
Alliance, is against the British Govern-
ment’s attitude in this respect.

Therefore, whilst agreeing with the
right hon. and learned Gentleman that
we must recognise that the ultimate politi-
cal purpose of the Communist world is
the establishment of Communism
throughout the universe—just as I hope
it is the purpose of democratic Socialists
in this and other countries to see the
achievement of democratic Socialism
throughout the world, and presumably
the same is true of other parties; recog-
nising that this is their purpose; recog-
nising that they are, and have been in
an aggressive mood for many years, there
is no real argument across the House as
to whether or not we should maintain
our strength and our alliances in order
to be able to meet any possible threat.

Having said that, one comes to the
question of whether or not we adopt the
attitude expressed by Mr. Dulles, by the
Foreign Secretary and by Her Majesty’s
Government generally in the last few
months, of refusing to recognise any
possibility of accommodation with the
Russians in the new circumstances; or
whether we take the line pressed by the
Opposition, by many of the neutral coun-
tries throughout the world, and by large
elements in the N.A.T.O. countries them-
selves, of trying to find every opportunity
of getting accommodation with Russia.

Incidentally, in the matter of maintain-
ing our sovereignty, I am not one of those
who is very much excited about the ques-
tion of giving up too much sovereignty
to the Americans. I am not sure that 1
would be much happier in leaving a deci-
slon on peace or war to a Government
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which is still the Suez Government than
I would be in leaving it to the Americans.
After all, since 1945 the American
Government have shown a much less
militarily aggressive attitude in dealing
with international affairs than have the
present British Government. The Ameri-
can Government have shown a much
more generous attitude towards the
under-developed countries and, indeed,
in the beginning when they had the
opportunity, they showed a more
generous attitude towards some of the
Communist countries than Her Majesty’s
Government have ever shown.

Therefore, I am not too excited about
the question of sovereignty. I recognise
that if we are to have an effective alliance
there must be a modification of
sovereignty ; and that applies to both
parties. But that is not what we are
concerned about at present. There is
agreement, by and large, that we should
maintain the N.A.T.O. Alliance and
strengthen it. I do not go along with
my right hon. Friend the Member for
Easington (Mr. Shinwell), who suggested
that, having gone that far, unless we are
prepared to provide the N.A.T.O. Alli-
ance with the ultimate weapons and have
them hovering in planes over the brink
all the time, we might as well disband
the whole show. On that argument, we
should long since have abandoned the
British Commonwealth. We have never
adopted such an attitude, and the British
Commonwealth has never been such a
closely-knit organisation with central
supreme command, hydrogen bombs, and
the rest. The N.A.T.O. Commonwealth
can also be an effective force for peace,
even if it is imperfect in some respects.

What we have to do, having accepted
this, is to recognise that we need our
alliances and to recognise the possibilities
of threats. I agree with what was said
by my right hon. Friend the Member for
Ebbw Vale (Mr. Bevan), that what we
have to fear is not a calculated decision
on the part of the Soviet Union to launch
a hydrogen bomb war, but the risk of a
situation arising where we should all find
ourselves dragged into a world war. That
situation might arise in the Middle East.
in Germany, or somewhere else.

Having then accepted the necessity for
maintaining our readiness and the
strength of N.A.T.O., where do we go
from there? The burden of the speech
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of my right hon. Friend the Member for
Ebbw Vale—which, I believe, has the
unanimous support of my hon. Friends,
and I am sure it would have the support
of a large number of hon. Members
opposite if they were free to express
themselves—is simply that in this situa-
tion, Russia, which, like ourselves, has an
economy to consider and cannot afford
indefinitely to go on piling up these tre-
mendously costly weapons, which
recognises, as we do, the awful dangers
of an accident occurring—that has been
made clear in some of the pronounce-
ments and letters from Mr. Bulganin in
the last few days—must, like ourselves,
be concerned about the situation. Thus,
there may be—I put it no higher than
this—a possibility now—there certainly
appears to be a better possibility now
than ever before, and as good a possi-
bility as is ever likely to arise again, as
has already been said—of getting
together with Russia to ascertain whether
th‘erga 1s a way in which we can relax the
tension and give ourselves a breathing
space, or a time gap, in which to try to
minimise the dangers of such an accident.

What is the new approach to be? The
only one that has come forward is the
one which has been referred to by Mr.
Kennan in his lectures and by the Leader
of the Opposition in Berlin. ~ It was pro-
posed in somewhat similar terms by Sir
Anthony Eden, at the Berlin Conference.
It is the establishment of some kind of
buffer zone, under control, in which there
can be some room for manoeuvre and
where armies can be removed somewhat
from each other. It is the idea of a
neutral zone in the centre of Europe.

I confess that from the beginning this

idea has never attracted me particularly,
for reasons which have been given over
and over again. They were given by Mr
Attlee, as he then was, and they were
referred to by the Foreign Secretary
today, namely, the problem: who ensures
that this zone, and particularly Germany,
shall remain neutral? Who ensures that
this zone, and particularly Germany,
remains disarmed? That is a very effec-
tive argument, although it may not be
a conclusive one. I know that Western
Germany is a sovereign Power, and a
united Germany would presumably be a
sovereign Power. There is no question
of our imposing any such solution upon
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Germany, or upon any other country for
that matter.

My own preference, when this matter
was under discussion, was rather to sug-
gest that there should, perhaps, be a
group of nations in the centre of Europe
who would be invited to consider whether
they would voluntarily join such a
neutral group and accept certain guaran-
tees from the four great Powers.
Western Germany, Eastern Germany,
Yugoslavia, Sweden, Switzerland, Austria
and others could associate themselves
with it if they so desired. I do not think
that we could go a great deal further
than that. Unfortunately, that idea has
not gained wide adherence. The other
idea has received more support.

Events have moved on. The situation
is now much more urgent and dramatic
than it appeared to be some months ago.
Therefore, I would be prepared to accept
that we should make such a proposition
as I have mentioned to countries who
would be entitled voluntarily to accept
it or reject it. This applies particularly
to Western Germany. After all, Western
Germany was created on our initiative.
Western Germany exists because of a
similar situation on a narrower front than
we are discussing today, a situation in
which it was found impossible to get
agreement between the Western Powers
and Russia to unify Germany as a single
economic unit, as was provided for in
the Potsdam Agreement, and have it ad-
ministered by a central German authority.
We were faced with that quandary then
on a narrower front, just as we are faced
with it on a wider front today.

We cannot get agreement between the
Western Powers and Russia. We cannot
get the central authority of the United
Nations to function over the whole area.
We have been driven back into our
democratic organisation, N.A.T.O., and
the Communists have remained on their
side. It was because in 1945-48, we had
no alternative but to remain frozen in
the four zones in Germany, and because
any general currency reform had ~been
refused, and because any central
economy was impossible without agree-
ment with the Russians, that we decided
to unify Germany over as wide a front
as possible and over as many of the
Occupying Powers as would agree.

We did that, and we did it on our
own initiative. =We asked the West
German people to accept this situation
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and to see about creating a Parliament
and a Government to do it. They did
it. We then asked them to join with us
in seeking to defend the Western demo-
cratic world. They accepted that respon-
sibility. = Whatever one may say about
certain manifestations in this or that cor- .
ner of Western Germany today, meetings
of little suspected groups, declarations by
individuals and the rest, the fact remains
that Western Germany has voluntarily
allied herself with the Western democra-
tic Powers and has loyally carried out all
her obligations so far as lay within her

power. In so far as she has fallen short,

it has been because of the reluctance of
the German people to return to mili-
tarism. That is the one thing on which
she has not yet fulfilled her obligation,
and it is one which we must in some
respects welcome although we may, at
the same time, deplore it on the grounds
of general defence strategy.

I want that to be said, because if we
are to press forward with the idea of a
neutralised zone in which Western Ger-
many will be invited to play her part,
we must do it, first, in consultation with
Western Germany herself. If there is
something that would be fatal to our re-
lations with the Germany of today and
the Germany of the future, which would
be fatal to the confidence of Germany in
Western democracy, it would be for us to
give the appearance that we are trying
to sell out an ally whom we created and
invited into the alliance and who has
stuck loyally to that alliance throughout.
We cannot afford to do that, and it would
be tactically wrong to do it.

In my view, in Western Germany to-
day, on the evidence of recent elections
there, nearly 50 per cent. of the popula-
tion are attracted to the idea of having
a relaxation of the tension in Central
Europe, of having a new situation in
which the prospects of the unification of
Germany, even within a neutralised
group, would become possible. These
people recognise, as I think we must do,
that if the present situation goes on in-
definitely, the present two Germanies will
become stabilised and frozen in their
present position. However, if we can get
even a temporary situation of a
neutralised area composed of voluntary
partners—and - effectively being guaran-
teed by the great Powers—against any
aggression or infiltration, that kind of
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situation would not remain as a per-
manent, frozen stiuation, because history
itself is dynamic. Things just do mnot
remain like that for ever. The fact that
Germany became one would, in the long
run, mean that Germany would develop
its own identity again, and either demo-
cracy or the alternative would spread
throughout the whole area. My own
guess is that it would be democracy.

Similarly, in so far as a relaxation of
tension and the separation of great armies
was made possible by this arrangement,
clearly there would be a greater possi-
bility in the near or distant future of
that area becoming extended and the re-
laxation of tension developing to the
point where, through the United Nations
or a similar world authority, the nations
would be able to agree more and more
on a basis of world peace.

We do not need to assume that if this
proposition were put to Western Germany
it would be rejected outright. It may be
said that Dr. Adenauer and one or two
of his colleagues might like to reject it,
but, if that were so, they would still
have to have regard to public opinion
in Western Germany and, once the Ger-
man Government and people had
accepted it, we would be entitled to go
forward with them and put it on the
table in our discussions with the
Russians.

As my right hon. Friend the Member
for Ebbw Vale said, and as I said earlier,
I do not want a neutralised Germany
in the centre of Europe. I do not want
a vacuum in the centre of Europe, but
a vacuum of this kind, a neutralised area
in which Germany was voluntarily play-
ing her part, would be better than a
continuation of the present situation, a
situation which has been surrounded by
the vituperation of the Russians, what
we have heard from the Foreign Secretary
today, and what we hear too often from
Mr. Dulles and some others on our own
side.

This is not my preference, but I am
prepared to accept it as being at least
something within the bounds of possi-
bility which might provide time gap, or
a physical gap which would give us a
chance of a new approach and upon
which we could subsequently build. If
it were rejected in the first place by
Germany, we should have to try some-
thing else, because we could not force
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this proposition on Germany, nor have
we the right to try. If it were accepted
by Germany and rejected by Russia, we
should know where we were. Unless
the Russians put forward alternative sug-
gestions, if it were simply “ No ”, like the
aftermath of the Geneva and Berlin Con-
ferences, again we should know precisely
where we were.

At least we should have tried and we
should have made Russia declare before
the whole world that her present propa-
ganda, about banning the bomb and a
new initiative for peace, was nothing but
propaganda. Everybody will agree that
one of the most important things that
we have to seek to do is to impress upon
world opinion where the truth is, that
at least we are trying. If Russia is not
trying, the only way we can demonstrate
that to public opinion is by giving the
Russians an opportunity of declaring
themselves. 1 therefore support the pro-
posal put by my right hon. Friend. It
is the only practical initiative suggested
so far. T recognise that it has many
weaknesses, but it is a new step, which
is the main thing we want.

Our aim is not simply the building up
of a Western defence community. Tt is
not simply getting a neutralised belt in
Europe. It is not simply getting agree-
ment with Russia over a certain limited
time. What we are aiming at is the
creation of a situation in which we can
hope to get a central world authority
to function. The United Nations has
not functioned satisfactorily up to now.
It may continue to function unsatisfac-
torily, but it is our responsibility, as
members of that organisation, to see that
it does function. if we can make it do
$0.

Even the United Nations itself is only
a step to what we are seeking, because
what we" all want, and what can be
the only solution to this situation which
arises in our history from time to time.,
is the ultimate establishment of a world
authority in which there will be world
law and a world police force to administer
that law.

1.45 p.m.

Mr. Martin Maddan (Hitchin) : T echo
the last words of the hon. Member for
Attercliffe (Mr. J. Hynd) and agree with
him that ‘the ultimate objective of the
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foreign policies of every nation must be
world government because this is the
only way to guarantee the peace of its
people. I also echo the sentiment of
the hon. Member for Bath (Mr.
Pitman) that unless this objective is held
clearly before us, and worked for, our
foreign policy can be nothing but a series
of expedients.

I want to address myself to N.A.T.O.
and our defences in N.A.T.O. against
Russia and the proposition put by the
right hon. Member for Ebbw Vale (Mr.
Bevan) and echoed by the hon. Member
for Attercliffe. I do not see how it
contributes to realistic thinking. It con-
fuses time and space, and I do not see
that neutral zones running up and down
the middle of Europe, or anywhere else.
will be very relevant when we have inter-
mediate range ballistic missiles and inter-
continental ballistic missiles hovering
over the horizon.

Mr. J. Hynd : Does not the hon. Mem-
ber agree that Berlin itself is at present
a neutralised zone under four-Power con-
trol and guarantee, and that that is a
very important factor in maintaining
peace in Europe?

Mr. Maddan: 1 certainly agree that
Berlin is under four-Power control, but
1 do not know whether that situation is
a great contribution to peace. There was
a time when that situation was just about
to touch off war, which was prevented
by the Berlin airlift more than by any
other measure.

The situation with which we are faced
is that at any time any Power with
ballistic missiles can loose them to hit
other Powers and the only hope of the
Powers attacked—or hope of warding off
an attack by the deterrent—is to be
instantly ready. To be instantly ready
means a centralised, highly efficient com-
mand and in N.A.T.O. we do not have
that centralised and highly efficient com-
mand: I am talking not about the
supreme allied commanders. but about
the political set-up which backs the
organisation.

We have been having discussions tn
this country—and they have been re-
flected in the debate—about who should
press the buttons in the new push-button
war. Because they have to be pressed
so quickly, there is no question of re?l
consultation. That the aircraft are in
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the air and are ready is most admirable.
1 am far happier to have them there
than I should be if they were not there.
1 am worried about the political control
over the use of those aircraft. I am
not worried that it will immediately be
abused. I am worried that the political
structure of N.A.T.O. has fallen far
behind technical progress in armaments.

1 am disappointed that at the Confer-
ence of N.A.T.O. we did not have some
indication that the machinery of N.A.T.O.
was to be overhauled in a way which
would make it possible for the member
nations—and the people more particu-
larly—to have a voice in the use of these
deterrent weapons, rather than leaving it
in the hands of the largest Power, which,
as a matter of practical politics, is the
only way in which it can be handled
at present.

I have heard ‘it seriously suggested
that we should be better off if we became
the forty-ninth member State of the
United States, because we should then at
least elect two Senators and a number of
Congressmen to the legislative authority
of the United States, and in that way we
should have some direct say in the choice
of the people who would make these
decisions. In this middle part of the
twentieth century there must be a most
fundamental change in the way in which
nations in general, and alliances in par-
ticular, conduct themselves.

My right hon. Friend the Member for
Kelvingrove (Mr. Walter Elliot) referred
to the N.A.T.O. Parliamentarians’ Con-
ference. This new child of N.A.T.O.
is growing up slowly and cautiously—
perhaps wisely so. I am disappointed
that at the Summit Conference no par-
ticular reference was made to the need
for making something more of what is
already in existence in the shape of the
N.A.T.O. Parliamentarians’ Conference.

One of the resolutions passed by the
Conference—it was associated with the
name of Senator Kefauver—suggested,
among other things, that a sort of inter-
national commission should be set up
1o investigate ways in which the countries
of N.A.T.O. could work together more
effectively and—this came out in the dis-
Cussions which took place upon the
resolution—could give their people some
Voice in the destinies of N.A.T.O.

I had hoped that this suggestion,
tossed into the general bran tub at
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Christmas time, might have come out at
the Summit Conference and been acted
upon, but I am afraid that it did not.
The reason why I wished to catch your
eye, Mr. Deputy-Speaker, was to express
the hope that at the further conferences
at Ministerial level, which we are
promised for early next year, these sug-
gestions will be most seriously considered.

We are rightly talking about inter-
dependence as being the only viable way
for nations to exist today. If that is the
only way, we must develop or start
thlpkmg about the sort of institutions
which can give reality to the word * inter-
dependence,” rather than merely making
interdependence  a camouflage for

dependence.
Mr. Paul Williams (Sunderland,
South): My hon. Friend appears to

understand some of the words in the
N.A.T.O. declaration. Can he tell me
why interdependence is so essential in
Europe, and sovereignty and indepen-
dence is vital in the Middle East?

Mr. Maddan : 1 would not attempt to
explain the communiqué. I should only
disagree with my hon. Friend if I made
the attempt, because I do not believe that
sovereignty and independence make any
real sense anywhere in the world today.

Mr. Williams: They have worked
fairly well in the Commonwealth.

Mr. Maddan : I do not know that they
have worked well in the Commonwealth.
If sovereignty and independence really
had worked, and if it had, in fact, existed,
it is probable that neither ourselves nor
the Commonwealth would have become
involved in war in Europe in 1914 and
in 1939.

Mr. Anthony Fell (Yarmouth): As my
hon. Friend seems to have such a grip
of this new theory of interdependence,
world government and  common
sovereignty, will he go a little further
and tell us exactly how the dangers with
which the world is presently faced could
be overcome by getting rid of
independence?

Mr. Maddan : I am grateful to my hon.
Friend. I will try to develop my argu-
ment, and I hope not to be very long,
because I know that many other hon.
Members wish to speak—and it is also
getting very late for lunch.
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Mr. Harold Davies (Leek): Absolutely
typical!

Mr. Maddan: What I want to em-
phasise is that the idea that any nation,
today, can be sovereign and independent
and remain untouched by other nations
is so out-of-date and so out of line with
the facts that it is very dangerous to
propagate it.

My hon. Friend asked me to define
what “ interdependence ” means. What
it means in the minds of the N.A.T.O.
Governments I do not know, but I will
certainly tell him what it means to me,
and what I think it ought to mean gener-
ally. In the world situation today, as
the right hon. Member for Easington
(Mr. Shinwell) and others pointed out,
the free democratic nations of the world
are facing threats, and the whole idea of
N.A.T.O.—which we all agree to support
—is to meet the threat of war and
attack ; otherwise, it has no purpose.

If we are to meet threats of attack
in the mid-twentieth century, with the
push-button war, and when missiles
would take 15 or 20 minutes, or even
less, to arrive, there will be no time
for all the Foreign Secretaries to fly to
and fro from capital to capital, which
used to take place and even then did
not succeed. Therefore, there must be
a central authority which can give the
word, and give it quickly, when action
has to be taken. If that authority is to
take the form of the head of any nation,
it follows that all the other nations can
only tag along behind and accept what
he does without their having had any
say in the matter. I say that this idea
is out of date and that the time has come
to develop institutions which will give
every elector in the alliance a say in the
choice of the people who run it and the
policies adopted by it. .

Mr. Fell: Surely my hon. Friend
realises that his theory, which has been
propounded for thirty years or more by
friends of his, would take at least ten
years to bring into operation. Why
shoulq my hon. Friend make this speech
at this time? I thought that we had
had a Summit Conference because things
were terribly urgent.

Mr. Maddan : They are indeed terri
: rribl
urgent. They have been urgent for ter}l,
years, and will go on being urgent until
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radical steps are taken to cure the situa.
tion.

e am much helped by my hon. Friends
in making my point. I do not intend to
g0 on at any great length. I know that
the views that I have been propounding
are sometimes said to be impracticable,
Tl}ey have been called impracticable for
thirty years or more, but they have been
steadily gaining ground all that time, so
much so that their terminology is now
being accepted by the Governments of
the West. I hope that the substance will
also be accepted shortly.

If these ideas are thought to be im-
practicable, I would ask my hon. Friends
to reflect upon what the present situation
must be. If what I say is impracticable,
the situation that exists today is both
insane and suicidal, in regard to the sel-
fishness and out-of-date-ness with which
nations imagine that they can conduct
their foreign affairs and Governments
imagine that they can somehow secure
the protection of their peoples.

1.58 p.m.

Mr. Denis Healey (Leeds, East): We
can all be grateful to the hon. Member
for Hitchin (Mr. Maddan) for providing
us with the first break in the blank wall
of complacency which the Government
benches have so far displayed in this
debate. There has been a tendency on
the Government side to suggest that the
Government party is the only one in this
House which is interested in the unity
and success of the N.A.T.O. effort, and
that the Opposition are either opposed to
N.A.T.O. in principle or are at least re-
commending policies which are likely to
undermine it in practice.

I believe that' precisely the opposite is
the case. I believe that the rigid,
Philistine complacency shown by the
Foreign Secretary today is the one thing
which will not only ruin N.A.T.O.’s in-
fluence in other parts of the world but
will rot the very core of N.A.T.O.’s unity
in Europe. I do not believe that we
could have a better proof of this than
what happened this week at the N.A.T.O.
Council meeting in Paris.

The fact is that the N.A.T.O. Council
meeting which has just ended was 2
political “ Flopnik.” It was a diplomatic
counterpart of the American failure to
launch the Vanguard weapon at Cape
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Canaveral the other day, a failute made
much more damaging to the West by the
exaggerated hopes and publicity which
preceded the meeting.

What were the facts? We were told
before the meeting that its main purpose
was to recapture from the Soviet Union
the initiative in world affairs for the West
and that this capture of initiative was to
take place under the leadership of Britain
and the United States as agreed by the
Prime Ministers in Washington a few
weeks ago. But what, in fact, happened
at the meeting? Not only did N.A.T.O.
fail to recapture the initiative from the
Russians, but the fact is that the Russians
had the initiative even inside the N.A.T.O.
Council meeting itself.

The only important or interesting thing
that happened at the meeting at all was
the confused reaction of the various mem-
ber Governments to the Bulganin letters
of last week. Moreover, the other
remarkable thing about the meeting was
that it was marked by the first public
rejection of Anglo-American leadership
by the smaller European members of
N.A.T.O.

I believe that unless Her Majesty’s
Government take this warning seriously
and reflect on the causes for the fiasco at
the Council meeting, persistence in their
present policies is likely not only to wreck
N.AT.O., but vastly to increase the
dangers of world war for humanity as a
whole.

The only American proposal which was
accepted at the Council meeting was the
proposal in principle to establish inter-
mediate-range missile bases in Europe.
In practice, three countries said that they
would not accept those-bases. The value
of the agreement in principle on this
issue was, I think, well stated by Mr.
John Foster Dulles at a Press confer-
ence which he gave just before leaving
for Paris. He said:

“I am not attracted by agreements in prin-
ciple. They usually mean that the Governments
concerned are reserving the right to frustrate
them in practice.”

Those are wise words, and they rob
the American and British Governments of
any satisfaction which they may pretend
to feel at the results of the Council meet-
ing last week. -

Why is N.A.T.O. disintegrating? Why
do the Russians so clearly have the
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initiative not only in Africa and Asia,
but now also in Europe?  Surely the
reason is that N.A.T.O. is still frozen
rigid in postures which are many years
out of date. It has completely failed to
adapt its collective policies to the tre-
mendous revolutions which have taken
place in world affairs since it was
founded, to the fact that the hydrogen
bomb has been invented, that the Rus-
sians have it as well as the Americans,
that Stalin has died, that there are signi-
ficant changes in the nature of the Soviet
system and, more important still, that
there is a decay of Soviet control over
foreign Communist parties, above all in
Eastern Europe and China.

There has been no adaptation whatso-
ever of N.A.T.O. policy to these changes,
although many of them are already years
old. The result is that N.A.T.O. in its
present posture has become hopelessly
remote from the instinctive feelings of the
people it purports to represent and, more
important still, from the policies of the
Governments which are its members.

We had a very interesting recitation of
the usual incantations about the wicked-
ness of the Soviet Union from the Foreign
Secretary today. But if the right hon.
and learned Gentleman really believed
that the Western world was in such mortal
danger of violent attack then he should
have resigned from the Government long
ago, because what have the Government
been doing? In the military field they
have slashed British defence expenditure
and adopted a completely revolutionary
policy incompatible with that of N.A.T.O.
as a whole. Does that suggest that the
British Government really believe what
they say when they talk in Paris about
the reality and immediacy of the Soviet
military threat?

Her Majesty’s Government preceded
this very Council meeting by adding insult
to injury with its French ally in the Suez
adventure by quite unnecessarily joining
the Americans in sending arms to Tunisia.
Take the way in which the Government
have been handling negotiations with
Germany on support costs. An official
publication of the British Embassy in
Bonn made a typical Foster Dulles threat
of an agonising reappraisal unless we got
the money we wanted, saying that we
would consider turning to a peripheral
strategy and withdrawing all our remain-
ing troops. This is a British threat which
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means the immediate disintegration of
N.A.T.O. as a military alliance.

If the Government really believe the
sort of things they have been saying
today, why do they act differently? The
Foreign Secretary said very rightly that
we want deeds not words. If we look
at the deeds of the British Government
we find that their real beliefs about the
current situation are totally different
from those they recite at the regular ritual
meetings in Paris of the N.A.T.O.
Council.

I believe that persistence in this course
is not only going to mean the disintegra-
tion of the N.A.T.O. Alliance, but, much
more serious, that the path to which the
Government have now committed them-
selves is vastly going to increase the
danger of a completely unnecessary
world war.

There was something to be said for
basing Western European security on
an American threat of massive retalia-
tion at a time when only America had
the power to inflict massive retaliation
on anybody. There is little to be said
for it today, and yet, because N.A.T.O.
is still tied to this doctrine, each of the
members of the alliance is opting either
for neutralism or for the right to start an
atomic war on its own account.

A terrible thing which happened at the
N.A.T.O. Conference this week was that
N.A.T.O. decided in principle to distri-
bute the weapons of atomic war, not
only tactical but strategic weapons, with-
out first deciding what military strategy
these weapons were to serve and without
first reaching agreement as to how they
were to be collectively controlled inside
the alliance.

There was something to be said for
a policy of massive retaliation when it
was thought, perhaps righly, that the only
danger of world war lay in a calculated
act of aggression by the Soviet Union.
But we have learned in the last twelve
months that the real danger of war comes
from a local conflict which originates
not in an act of Soviet policy, but through
the irrational irresponsibility of small
Powers, such as the Suez adventure last
year, or through a spontaneous eruption
of ordinary men and women against in-
tolerable political conditions  as in
Hungary last year.
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_ The North Atlantic Treaty Organisa-
tion is now trying to commit itself to
place not only tactical but also strategic
nuclear weapons in the hands of Western
Germany at the very moment when we
have discovered that there may well be a
war which nothing can prevent develop-
ing in Eastern Germany because of the
decay of Soviet power and the protest of
ordinary men and women against the
consequences of the present division of
Europe.

I am very much encouraged by the
fact that the West Germans themselves
are extremely reluctant to take the enor-
mous risks of accepting these weapons
in a situation which is so unstable as it
has been proved to be in the last twelve
months. What everybody was asking in
Paris, and what the Norwegian and
Danish Governments asked publicly of
their allies, was that before we allow
N.A.T.O. to disintegrate into this sort of
thermo-nuclear anarchy, which will enor-
mously multiply the existing dangers of
war, it should seek, by negotiation with
the Soviet Union, a more stable and
secure European settlement which would
make this process unnecessary.

In his speech today the Foreign Secre-
tary did an extraordinary thing. He
gave a reasoned argument against the
proposals which the previous Conserva-
tive Prime Minister put forward for a
militarily neutral zone, a zone of reduced
and controlled armaments, in Central
Europe. 1 fully agree with the right hon.
and learned Gentleman that that scheme
was put forward on the condition that,
prior to it coming into operation, Ger-
many would be united by free elections.
But this political condition does not
affect the argument of the Foreign Secre-
tary, which was based on the physical
impossibility under any circumstances of
maintaining control over a Germany
which is not in the Western Alliance.
Surely, the fact of the situation is that
with the decay of Communist and
Russian power in Eastern Europe the
risks to the West of disengagement are
infinitely less today than when a Con-
servative Prime Minister put forward the
proposal in 1955. But with the imminent
distribution of tactical and strategic
nuclear weapons, the risks of maintain-
ing our present course are infinitely
greater than in 1955.
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In spite of this tremendous change in
the balance of factors which must deter-
mine our European policy, the Foreign
Secretary and the Government have actu-
ally gone back on the course they were
ready to recommend two years ago and
remain fixed like wooden Indians in the
posture of 1949, when today is 1957.
In my view the only good result of the
N.A.T.O. Council meeting this week is
that, for the first time, some members of
the alliance publicly revolted against this
sort of Philistine rigidity, against the
sterility of the Anglo-Saxon leadership
inside N.A.T.O. In the communiqué
they stated that they were willing to
promote any negotiations with Russia
likely to lead to disarmament. They
were also

“prepared to examine any proposal, from
whatever source, for general or partial dis-
armament, and any proposal enabling agree-
ment to be reached on the controlled reduction
of armaments of all types.”

It is no secret that the words used to
describe this decision in the communiqué
were imposed on the Anglo-Saxons
against their will by the small Powers,
which made it a condition of agreeing
to the decision in principle on the distri-
bution of nuclear missile bases. But I
wish to ask the Government whether the
agreement in principle to negotiate is to
be frustrated by the British Government
in practice. It is true that on Monday
the Prime Minister said he was ready to
negotiate, but as a move in psychological
warfare not a serious attempt to reach
agreement ; it would be an attempt to
establish a basis on which he could force
the allies to co-operate in a policy which
they did not want to accept. The right
hon. Gentleman said, “ We are willing to
restate our position.” Today we hear the
Foreign Secretary reject discussion of the
one hopeful proposal the Russians have
put forward, the proposal about military
disengagement in Europe, on which there
is a real possibility of reaching agreement.

[ believe that the party opposite is still
suffering from the trauma induced by its
catastrophic experience during the Munich
period in 1938. It was the folly of the
analogy with Munich which led to disaster
at Suez a year ago. Now we have a
Prime Minister and a Foreign Secretary
saying that if we make proposals and the
other side will not accept them any
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attempt to change our proposals should
be branded as appeasement.

The question of world peace and a
European settlement is not a sort of
diplomatic game in which one side or
the other can score points. The insta-
bility of the present European settlement
and the increase in that instability which
is bound to follow the implementation of
the present N.A.T.O. policy is a threat
as much to Russia as to the West, and as
much to India as to Russia or the West ;
because if the present situation leads to
a thermo-nuclear holocaust, nowhere on
this planet will escape. The Indians and
the uncommitted peoples whose support
we must have in this great struggle for
political and other reasons, are watching
our behaviour and deciding that, in fact,
our position is far less reasonable, far
less flexible than that of the Russians.

The continuing of our present policy
means disaster for the West in the cold
war and perhaps catastrophe for the
human race in a hot war. Visibly our
support in Africa and the East is melting
—this is the one area where the competi-
tion between the Soviets and the Western
system is really acute and is likely to
be decisive and it is leading also to the
disintegration of the alliance in Europe.
I wish to say again what was said this
morning by my right hon. Friend the
Member for Ebbw Vale (Mr. Bevan).
We are not trying here to make party
points. The situation is far too serious
for that. If the Government wish to
describe proposals for disengagement as
“the Eden plan” or “the Churchill
plan ” instead of “the Bevan plan” or
“the Gaitskell plan”, no one on this
side of the House will object.

The fact is that when N.A.T.O. was
set up it represented to all of us on this
side of the House and to the freedom-
loving people all over the world a symbol
of buoyancy and hope to set against the
rigid sterility of Stalinist Communism.
As a result of the way in which this
Government and allied Governments have
conducted the affairs of N.A.T.O. in the
last few years, we have come to assume
the posture of bitter, bloody-minded
Pharisees. Nothing could be more dis-
astrous to the hopes of those who really
believe in Western solidarity and in the
Alliance. I believe that in the N.A.T.O.
Council this week this Government had
a wonderful opportunity to meet the
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hopes of the whole of humanity and
reverse the present trend towards
catastrophe. Nothing can be hoped from
the United States at this time because of
the sickness of the President and because
of the constitutional inadequacies of the
American system. Everything could be
hoped from Britain; but Britain threw
away the chance. If we vote today
against the Government, it will be
because we believe it is in the interests
of the British people, the whole Western
Alliance and the whole of the human
race. We believe that if this Govern-
ment will not accept the challenge they
sh.ﬁuld make way for a government that
will.

2.18 p.m.

Viscount  Hinchingbrooke (Dorset,
South) : T can understand the reasons for
the cheers which greeted the speech of
the hon. Member for Leeds, East (Mr.
Healey). I was deeply interested in the
speech and I thought the hon. Gentle-
man gave a pretty exact analysis of the
situation today revealing as usual his
great knowledge : but there was a vein
running through the speech which was
profoundly disagreeble to me, and prob-
ably to my hon. Friends. The hon.
Geptleman seemed to darken counsel
deliberately. It is all very well to criti-
cise and expose policies and to complain
of and castigate the Government, but
hon. Members on this side of the House
have been looking, perhaps in vain,
during this debate for some signs of con-
crete, hopeful proposals emanating from
hon. Members opposite.

The speech of the hon. Gentleman was
not unlike that of his leader the hon.
Mcmber for Ebbw Vale (Mr. Bevan)
who, in a brilliant portrayal of the world
situation, included a damning indictment
of Her Majesty’s Government but yet
somehow failed to contribute light and
unqlerstandmg to the common problems
which face us today.

On behalf of my hon. Friends 1 have
to say that unless we have a reply to
this debate by the Prime Minister and
a greater degree of reassurance as to
the' course of the Government’s foreign
policy than we have had from the Foreign
Seqretgry, we shall be compelled to ab-
stain, if a vote is taken. My hon. Friends
earnestly hope that, even at the last
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minute, hon. and right hon. Gentlemen
opposite will not carry the House into the
Division Lobbies.

I ought to explain—I hope briefly,
so as not to take up too much time—
that T and my hon. Friends have not
dissociated ourselves from the Conserva-
tive Parliamentary Party as a mere pro-
test gesture, a kind of self-inflicted wound
which can be immediately healed in a
period of convalescence and after which
there is a glorious and safe return; we
have dissociated ourselves in a much
more formal way and for much more
fundamental reasons. We have become
convinced that the power of Britain is
being fatally undermined by a false
theory, a theory which has been at work
in this country for a very long time past
and has been given an accelerated pace
In  recent years; the theory that
sovereignty can be submerged into some
predicated system of international justice
or some political organisation—be it the
United Nations, the North Atlantic
g"reaty Organisation, or whatever it may
€.

We are absolutely at variance with what
I may call, for brevity’s sake, the Liberal
concept of the mechanistic Society of
Nations, founded on a spurious morality.
We are against the process of counting
heads. We are against majority decision.
We are against the concept of collective
security. We are against the quixotic
pursuit of ideology. We are against the
deployment of ultimate force for an
ultimate good, however well conceived
that may be. We find that British foreign
policy has been drawn into this Liberal
mechanistic theory increasingly in later
years and that it is destroying the whole
idea upon which this country built up its
great power and influence over so many
hundreds of years past.

Furthermore, we are becoming con-
vinced, with the evidence of the last two
wars and since that American Liberalism.
with its many agents all over the world
and many agents in this country too, is
remorszlessly depriving us, the British, of
our independence, manceuvring against
our Empire and against our positions of
military strength overseas and, at this
very moment in the North Atlantic
Treaty Organisation, is hauling us on
board a Juggernaut in Europe that the
Americans  have created against an
enemy of their choice. We believe that
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it is time that this country woke up to
the full significance of the facts that range
around us, and decided that we are no
longer content to be conscripted for an
ideological cause not our own.

My right hon. Friend the Member for
Woodford (Sir W. Churchill) in one of
his great exclamations in the middle of
the last war, said:

“Let the Mississippi roll on, full flood,
inexorable, to broader lands and better days.”
But the trouble is that the lands are not
broader, they are more constricted: the
days are not better, they are meaner—
meaner in spirit, in patriotism and in
purpose.

That brings me to the point I want to
make about the North Atlantic Treaty
Organisation, and I do so within the con-
text of the concept which I have just
sought to give and to which I shall refer
again before I sit down. My hon. Friends
and I cannot conceive of any future for
Britain today, bound hand and foot as
we are in the enmeshing snare of a
military arrangement of this kind. The
Foreign Secr has just returned to
the debate. I would ask the Government
whether we can have replies to some of
the questions which we have been put-
ting in recent weeks, notably in the debate
on the Address, and which were refused
at the time by the Minister of State when
put by my hon. Friends.

What, for example, is to be hoped as
the result of this arrangement in Paris,
about the future of Fighter Command and
British naval units? Are they to be
merged into the military organisation of
N.A.T.O. and to be manoeuvred about at
will without the Minister of Defence in
this country having the ultimate say as
to their use? Passing from there, I would
ask a few questions about the rocket sites
that it is proposed to establish.

They are, I see, to be sited by the Com-
mander of N.AT.O—or is it
S.HA.P.E.—General Norstad, or who-
ever is to succeed him in two years’ time.
Is that at their discretion? Now that we
have committed ourselves to this
N.AT.O. agreement, do we have any
opportunity of saying, in the next two
years, during the course of time when
these weapons are likely to be delivered,
that, on the whole, we shall not choose to
have them? Can our pledge be recalled
if, as a result of further study, we find
that it is unnecessary to have them?
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Why did the Government, two years
before the rockets can be delivered, put
them into the cockpit of political discus-
sion? What is the gain in having said in
Paris that the weapons are to come? Is
it expected that, in the two years, Russia
will give us some concession and that
thereafterwards we shall not need to have
the rockets? I should also like to know
what concession we are getting from the
United States of America in agreeing to
insta] these bases in this country. Are we
certain that the McMahon Act will be
repealed? Have we drawn a bow at a
venture, the arrow of which may not fly
to its mark, so that when we have started
to site the bases and order the rockets,
the United States Congress will not, in
the end, give us the changes in the
McMahon Act that we want?

I want to know much more about the
high strategy of the situation. When the
hydrogen bomb was manufactured, tested
and exploded, I think it was the Foreign
Secretary or the Prime Minister himself
who said that this was a supreme weapon
which we had deliberately designed and
produced to give us an independent
foreign policy. In other words, the
hydrogen bomb with the aircraft capable
of delivering it was an all-round weapon
of offence and it carried with it an all-
round weapon of diplomacy. We are now
getting rocket bases established in Scot-
land. They point only in one direction ;
they are a weapon of diplomacy in only
one direction. They compromise the
position of the British hydrogen bomb.
My hon. Friends and I will be grateful
if my right hon. Friend the Prime
Minister will explain that position.

There is another aspect of the matter.
Hitherto 1 have always thought that the
principle of an Alliance was that it gave
greater protection to oneself, that it was
a mutual arrangement because the nations
who came in also thought that they were
getting greater protection for themselves.
On this occasion with these rockets, we
are clearly inviting the risk of attack in
some way, and we are giving a one-sided
protection to the United States.

Mr. Harold Davies : Hear, hear.
time that was said.

Viscount Hinchingbrooke : 1 wonder
very much, if we happened to be at war
with some South American State, whether
the United States would allow us to

It is
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[ViscouNT HINCHINGBROOKE.]
establish hydrogen bomb rocket bases
along the coast of Louisiana or, indeed,
on the Panama Canal? I doubt it very
much.

There is one great danger, which per-
haps may be a little imaginative, but,
since it is in fashion in the debate I will
put it. Suppose an American airman
from the great base in Dharan in Arabia
misconstrued his instructions, pressed the
wrong button—say he was mad, over-
drilled or frustrated—and somehow
something  went wrong and there
was a great hydrogen bomb calamity
inside the Soviet Union. How then
could then tell from whence that
missile came? They might suspect that
it came from an American base in this
country, and who knows what reign of
terror might fall on us through no action
at all on our part. I formally request the
Government to postpone consideration of
the establishment of these bases in this
country until public opinion has been
fully enlightened.

Mr. Harold Davies : And tested.

Viscount Hinchingbrooke : I come back
to N.A.T.O. My hon. Friends and I are
convinced that the very opposite must
take place from what in fact is happen-
ing and, so far from sacrificing further
sovereignty into the N.A.T.O. machine,
we believe N.A.T.O. itself must be re-
organised so as to recreate the inde-
pendence of its constituent countries. Why
are we repudiating the great political
theme of the invasion of Europe of 1944?
It was Hitler who dominated Europe
with a powerful force and forced all these
countries into an amalgam. Our libera-
tion message was one of the re-creation
of the independence of those countries
ijq ljurope, and for that many of our men

ied.

What has happened to that concept
now? Why have we deserted it, and for
what terrified reasons do we imagine it
Is necesary to perfect a design which has
never served Britain well in the past on
the Continent of Europe and promotes
no salvation for the countries in Western
Europe? N.A.T.O. ought to be made an
attractive force, not a repellent force. By
an attractive force I mean an organisa-
tion, a political and to some extent
military organisation, which in the end
will invite some of the countries of
Central Europe to come into it.
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‘What hope is there of recovering any
of the satellites of Eastern Europe while
this curtain of fire remains on the ground
and every target is pinpointed as the
rockets are emplaced and as more and
more rough edges are given to N.A.T.0.?
The countries of Eastern Europe under
the heel of the Russian Army have given
signs of trying to fight free for themselves,
Many of them are now looking to see
what sort of political design in Europe
is to be permanently established and
whether they can ever in the end be
associated with it. We may be sure that
as they watch this steady, remorseless
militarisation of the N.A.T.O. machine,
they will feel sadly disillusioned and dis-
appointed. Indeed, a technique of this
kind forces them into the arms of Soviet
Russia and postpones the day of
liberation.

Can we not turn to another idea? If
N.AT.O. is too military, if it is too
threatening and too alarming to those
nations, can we not turn to something
like Western European Union? That was
a brain child of Sir Anthony Eden but
it has never had any sustenance; the
Foreign Office have neglected it. Sir
Anthony did not contrive it for no pur-
pose at all. It was the heir of the E.D.C.
organisation which many people in this
country found fearful and did not want
to see established on the Continent.
W.E.U. has never been erected into any-
thing of any significance, although there
are many indications from Central
Europe that a country such as Austria
might join Western European Union,
whereas they would never do so if
N.A.T.O. persisted on its present course.
We  believe Western European Union
ought to be made the main political force
in Europe and the North Atlantic Treaty
Organisation should stand back, as 1
sought to explain to the House in a speech
in February this year. There must, how-
ever, be some token that this is being
done.

We are prepared to recommend to Her
Majesty’s Government that the United
States should withdraw from Western
Germany into the Low Countries and
France if Russia is willing to thin out
in Eastern Germany. There are many
people who think that it is possible to
divest both West and East Germany of
all forces except the forces of the
countries concerned. I think that would
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be extremely dangerous. It would
recreate a Korean situation where, if
there were no formal force behind the
existing indigenous forces, in the present
atmosphere of anxiety and frustration,
and even hatred, between East and West
Germany, those forces might be pre-
cipitated at each other and another Korean
situation might supervene. Therefore, a
token and limited withdrawal of what
now are not occupying forces but
associated external forces, should take
place.

Secondly, we consider that the British
and the French Ambassadors—most
definitely not Dr. Adenauer’s Ambas-
sador, nor he himself—should start
negotiations with Russia through diplo-
matic channels and not by way of a
summit conference. Mr. Kennan, what-
ever people say and whether they agree
with his thesis or not, seems to make
this telling point that the world is
surfeited with summit conferences, cosmic
settlements and international solutions on
a comprehensive scale which never come
to reality. We must attempt to go back
to the patient ways of the old diplomacy
and see whether it is not possible to
achieve limited solutions. Sir Anthony
Eden after the Berlin conference stressed
the importance of going for small points
of agreement. There is some hope, I
think, of finding that Russia is prepared
to agree to such limited solutions.

One word about the Middle East. We
conceive that Russia has now permanently
arrived in the Middle East and must be
recognised there. We think it absurd
to say that Russia has never before been
heard of in that part of the world. One
has only to look at the Suez Canal Con-
vention of 1888 or the Montreux Con-
vention of 1937 to notice that Russia was
a signatory to both those great treaties
and the period of alarm and dispute that
went before them in each case was not
unlike the situation that obtains today.

I am quite convinced that if again on
a diplomatic network the Foreign Office
would start exploring with Israel and
her neighbours the possibility of a
territorial ~ settlement and, as these
agreements for one design or another
began to emerge, would acquaint our
French partners, America and Russia
with the result, we might build up a
satisfactory situation which could then
be subjected to an internationai con-
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ference of the major Powers for a
decision. To go about it the other way
round, as we have been doing since the
war, having summit conferences. with all
their publicity and propaganda, then
achieving no result at all, merely serves
to heighten world tension and make the
situation more dangerous.

I should like to revert now to the
matter of which I spoke at the beginning
of my speech. Britain has won all her
victories in the past by acting nationally,
alone, or with an alliance obtained in the
crisis of the time. We have won by
always refusing to entangle ourselves
in any permanent alliance, especially one
which was designed for ideological ends.
When we have failed to do that
we have been seriously weakened. The
Crusades were an early example. There
was another example more recently during
the last two years of the First World
War, when, in 1916-18, we were seized
by ideology under the Liberalism of
Lloyd-George. We squeezed the Kaiser
until the pips squeaked. What was the
result? The Treaty of Versailles and
the resurrection of German nationalism.

The same thing happened in the last
year of the last war, which, in my view,
we fought for far too long, for uncon-
ditional surrender. Now we are gripped
by these American Liberal concepts which
come wafting across the Atlantic, and
we are carrying on almost from the day
the war left off in Europe. General
Norstad is a substitute for General Eisen-
hower. N.A.T.O. and its organisations
are very like SHAEF. in 1945. The
Hitler redoubt was conquered, but still
these forces march on towards the East
all the time, finding new enemies, new
ideologies, to pursue. It may be that
the United States, with her immense
power and false Liberal concepts, can
indulge in this sort of thing and survive.
but the British people cannot do so.

Major H. Legge-Bourke (Isle of Ely):
When my noble Friend says that the
powers of the West march on castwards,
eastwards, all the time, has he really
totted up the sum and considered the
enormous increase in the number of
people who have come under the heel of
the Communist tyranny?

Viscount Hinchingbrooke : If my hon.

and gallant Friend is talking about
Europe, whose fault is that? Who wrote
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the Treaty of Teheran in 1943 which
gave the Russians suzerainty over those
lands? And what evidence is there that
the Russians have crossed the line that
was agreed on with military force? None
at all.

A very great miscalculation of Russian
intentions was made in 1946 by my right
hon. Friend the Member for Woodford
in his speeches at Fulton and Zurich. I
have said this in the House many times
before ; it is not new from me. How-
ever that may be, we did have that great
speech of my right hon. Friend in May,
1953, when he sought to pacify the world
and suggested the four-Power conference
which took place in 1954. We had Sir
Anthony Eden’s friendly action and able
diplomacy devoted towards peace at
Geneva in 1955, culminating in the visit
which was paid to this country at his
invitation by Marshal Bulganin and Mr.
Khrushchev in 1956.

What has happened since them? Why
has the Foreign Office allowed tension to
mount? When I was in Russia in August,
I asked Russians whether, from their
point of view, it was our Suez operation
which had made them angry, alarmed
and suspicious, leading to new, acrimoni-
ous polemics. They said it was nothing
of the kind. That was a small event, a
sign of British Imperialism, but not
alarming fundamentally to their position.
From our point of view, what has done
it? Was it Hungary last year? That has
been cited many times as a point of
fundamental disagreement. I am quite
certain that the Russian action in Hun-
gary affronted us enormously, particularly
Liberal opinion in this country, but was
it responsible, was it the reason why we
have had this extraordinary change in
temper, why all the actions of my right
hon. Friend the Member for Woodford
and of Sir Anthony Eden have been set at
nought, why the Foreign Office today is
directly in contact with the State Depart-
ment in producing the fantastic phrases
which appear in the Communiqué today.
No, it cannot be Hungary.

Again, some miscalculation is the cause,
I urge my right hon. and learned Friend
and my right hon. Friend the Prime
Minister to look back to what was done
between 1953 and 1956, now that the
Paris Conference has been concluded, to
consider whether they may not take the

20 DECEMBER 1957

Foreign Affairs 812

lead, whether Britain is not best placed
in the world to take the lead, whether it
is not an almost heaven-sent mission
which falls upon this country, and whether
they cannot return to patient diplomacy,
largely in secret, to bring about an
amelioration of mankind’s predicament
and improve the prospects of peace.

247 p.m.

Mr. Christopher Mayhew (Woolwich,
East): We have heard a most remarkable
speech from the noble Lord the Member
for Dorset, South (Viscount Hinching-
brooke). Though he said many things
with which practically everyone will find
some disagreement, he has, like my hon.
Friend the Member for Leeds, East (Mr.
Healey), who preceded him, given us his
views without any trace of partisanship
at all. He has given us views which are,
in many cases, I think, very widely held
by people in this country now.

It has been very noteworthy to those
who have sat through the entire ‘debate so
far that there has been no support from
the Government back benches for the
speech which the Foreign Secretary
opened the debate. We had the highly
critical speech of the noble Lord to which
we have just listened, and two other
speeches from the back benches, most
admirable in many respects, in favour of
the cause of world government. It has
always struck me as being a worthy but
somewhat academic cause, but if I were
making a choice between giving a speech
in favour of world government or in
support of the Foreign Secretary’s speech
this morning I know that I should have
no difficulty in choosing.

The Government are finding themselves
increasingly isolated from public opinion
in this country. The speech of the
Foreign Secretary and the communiqué
which we have read will do nothing to
restore confidence that the Government
have the moral drive to try to solve the
desperate problems which face Europe
today.

In that part of the communiqué which
dealt with arming, there is much which
is concrete and detailed, but, where the
problems of East-West relations are con-
cerned, everything is perfunctory, without
conviction and vague. Yet this, of course,
is where the real victory must be sought.
I heard the Prime Minister speak on tele-
vision last night, returning, as he said,
with victory from N.A.T.O. But, of
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course, success in further arming, though
perhaps necessary, is not victory. Dis-
arming is the victory for which everyone
looks.

What I quarrel with the Government
about is not so much what they are doing
in the military field as what they are not
doing in the diplomatic field at the
present time; and particularly, I think,
because their attitude towards the
European problem is a defeatist one.
They have not recognised—and here 1
agree very strongly with my hon. Friend
the Member for Leeds, East—and have
not adapted themselves to, the changes
that have taken place since the early days
of N.A.T.O.

I remember very well the atmosphere
prevailing at the time when we formed
N.A.T.O. Then, there was a sense of ar
expanding Communism driving west-
wards under the leadership of a man who
might be considered a power maniac. I
speak quite objectively. What Mr.
Khrushchev said about the later days of
Stalin confirms it. In 1948-49, we saw a
sweep westwards of an imperialist Com-
munism of a political and military kind.
We were right then to form N.A.T.O. I
do not apologise for that; I am proud
of what the Labour Government did in
forming N.A.T.O. at that time.

But even when we founded N.A.T.O.
there was not in our minds the idea that
it should become a permanent, tight,
military alliance. We still had the objec-
tive of one world based on the United
Nations, and based on a properly working
Security Council. We also had the idea
that N.A.T.O. was only part of our policy
—there was also the constructive Marshail
Aid, and other constructive economic and
political schemes for Europe.

Today, the situation has changed a lot.
My hon. Friend the Member for Leeds,
East spelt out the things that have
changed, but one fact that he did not
mention is that, of course, ideologically,
the Russians have lost in Europe. The
Foreign Secretary spoke of the menace
of the westward sweep of Communism.
Of course, in 1948, there was hardly a
country in Western Europe that had not
its group of Communist M.P.s, and a
lively and advancing Communist Party.

ere are they today? The M.P.s have
gone. The parties have collapsed. Even
in France, a party that was recently
nearly 1 million strong now has only
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300,000 members. And if there are few
Communists left in Western Europe, there
are even fewer in Eastern Europe.

The problem is not now so much one
primarily of the military threat from
Communist imperialism in Europe, or an
ideological threat from Communist im-
perialism in Europe; it is essentially a
diplomatic problem of reducing the ten-
sion between the two sides there. That
is, of course, where the Government and
the N.AT.O. Powers are failing. The
Russians are winning this diplomatic
offensive. It is they who put forward
these schemes of disengagement. It is
they who have put forward this word
“co-existence ”, which is, in reality, a
Western democratic conception. Anyone
who has studied Marx and Lenin knows
very well that the conception of co-
existence runs completely counter to the
ideology of dialectical materialism. But
it is the Russians who have put forward
this idea as theirs.

East-West relations are the real prob-
lem, and the Government and the
Western leaders are not leading because
they have not adapted themselves at all
to the new situation. There is the same
great priority given to the military defence
of Western Europe. To that, all is sub-
ordinated, and the political, economic
and diplomatic initiative that should be
taken is, consequently, hamstrung. They
are petrified in the kind of statuesque
attitude adopted in the cold war.

I believe that there were some soldiers
of Napoleon’s army who, in the retreat
from Moscow, were found frozen solid
with their rifles still pointing towards
the enemy. That attitude may have been
suitable at the time of the retreat from
Moscow ; it was not appropriate, two
years later, at the Congress of Vienna.
I want to see the Western statesmen un-
freezing themselves a little from the
familiar postures that were rightly adopted
when the threat was different.

Perhaps I may here take up a point
made earlier by my right hon. Friend
the Member for Ebbw Vale (Mr. Bevan),
when he referred to having planes in the
air with hydrogen bombs in them. I
am not attacking the need for the de-
terrent. Let me make my position clear.
1 am all for the N.A.T.O. concept, for
the political unity of N.A.T.O.; and I
recognise, though I hate it, the need for
a strong deterrent. But what degree of
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[MR. MAYHEW.] :
readiness is really appropriate to the
military threat that faces us?

We have these planes in the air, with the
hydrogen bomb, instead of on the ground,
at 15 minutes’ notice. That means that
the Government think that if those
machines were grounded instead of in
the air the Russians might launch an all-
out nuclear bombardment of Great
Britain within the next 15 minutes—
before ten past three. That is the only
justification for keeping those planes in
the air at the present time.

I ask myself on what basis do they
judge this to be the likelihood of a Soviet
nuclear bombardment of Great Britain?
My judgment is—and I am not naive
in these things; I do not trust the
Russians on these things—that to estimate
that before ten past three this afternoon
the Russians are to launch an all-out
nuclear bombardment on Great Britain
is an hysterical judgment. It is irrational.
It is not borne out by any carefully
calculated considerations——

Mr. Patrick Maitland: Surely the
Soviet Government did threaten these
islands a year ago.

Mr. Mayhew: As I have said, 1 do
not want to be thought to be against
the conception of a deterrent. 1 can
imagine circumstances in which extreme
measures of readiness might be necessary,
but I do think that the present situation
does not justify us going to the extreme
of readiness, as the Government are doing
1s more likely to increase tension and
the chance of a war than actually to act
as an effective deterrent.

The consequence of all this is that
the degree of moral responsibility for the
tension and deadlock in Europe today
has shifted a good deal since those days
when we formed N.A.T.O., nine years
ago. In those days, I think that it was
plain to any clear-headed person that 90
per cent. of the blame for the tension,
and the danger of war in Europe had to
be placed squarely at Stalin’s door, and
not more than 10 per cent. at the door
of President Truman and Mr. Attlee as
he then was. Can we be so confident
today that that is the position? 1 do
not think that many fair-minded people
would put more than 70 per cent. of the
blame at the door of Mr. Khrushchev or
less than 30 per cent. of it at the door
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of the United Kingdom and Americap
Governments as a whole.

That is the disturbing thing, and it is
the thing that puts a greater degree of
moral responsibility on us for improving
the situation. It was once Mr. Molotoy
who said “No ” the whole time. He is
now at Ulan Bator, and Mr. Dulles is
beginning to be promoted into the place
left vacant by Mr. Molotov. I can
imagine that Russian school children
must be learning the English word for
“nyet” in the same way as we learnt
what “nyet” meant in English in the
Molotov era.

It is not good enough, because it is not
necessary. It is not necessary to assume
that negotiations on disengagement and
disarmament will be fruitless. They may
be fruitless. We have to meet the point.
But if they are fruitless we shall at least
have shown where the moral responsi-
bility lies. But they may not be fruitless.
In these letters from Mr. Bulganin there
is always an appeal—usually in the last
paragraph—for free contacts between the
Soviet Union and the countries receiving
the letters. I often ask myself, “Is this
a sincere offer? ”

As it happens, the right hon. Gentleman
the Member for Windsor (Sir C. Mott-
Radclyffe) and I have had considerable
experience in this field over the last three
years as Chairman and Vice-Chairman of
the Soviet Relations Committee, and
during those three years we have been in
touch with the Russians on this question
of free contacts. If someone asks me
whether the “free contact” paragraphs
of Mr. Bulganin’s letter is sincere, the
answer cannot be either “ Yes ” or “ No.”
On the one hand, these people do not
mean contact in the way we understand
it, and, on the other, we have shown, by
continued patient argument, that there is
some measure of agreement in this field
that can be reached.

I cannot believe that if the same
passionate attempts were made now in
the much bigger and much more im-
portant field of disengagement and dis-
armament, something might not be
achieved. There would not be a clear-
cut agreement ; there would not be a real
meeting of minds. But something would
be achieved that was of benefit to both
sides. I am sure that it would be worth
while, and I urge on the Government to
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show some initiative in these diplomatic
matters.

I must not take up the time of other
hon. Members who wish to speak, and 1
must not go into the whole question of
disengagement, but I noticed considerable
references to Mr. George Kennan’s, I
think from the benches opposite as well
as from here, and some of them very
favourable. While listening to the debate,
1 thought, in relation to the Government’s
position, as Tennyson might say, of

“ Kennan to right of them,

Kennan to left of them,”

This conception of mutual disengage-
ment is not just a party one, shared on
this side of the House. I think that
these ideas are widely and increasingly
felt to be worth trying by many people.
Obviously, I cannot go into the details
of the matter, but would like to put this
point to the Foreign Secretary. In his
speech, he complained of the need to
resist the westward increase and
expansion of Communism, but, of course,
one of the things which he turned down
when he refused to concede the idea of
a neutral Germany or a neutral belt
in Europe was the only possible hope of
peaceful liberation from Communism of
the peoples of Eastern Europe. That is
one thing we can do. The advantages of
a neutral Germany and a neutral belt in
Europe should be in all our minds at
present.

Finally, I hope that my speech will
not be taken as being hostile to the
N.A.T.O. concept or to the need for the
political unity of N.A.T.O. 1 strongly
support the need for a greater degree of
political unity, rather than less, all the
more when I see the degree of unity on
the other side, in the Eastern camp. They
all sign together in every detail their
Statements of policy. They all say that
the political and~ idealogical struggle
between East and West is inevitable.
That, surely, must prove to us that this
Is no time for dismantling the political
unity such as exists in N.A.T.O., but it
does mean that we must take positive
action inside N.A.T.O. Her Majesty’s
Government should be concerned about
these things and should present some
Positive ideas on disengagement and dis-
armament to the N.A.T.O. allies, in such
4 way as to make a positive, and not a
purely negative, contribution to the
world situation.
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3.4 p.m.

Mr. Antony Head (Carshalton) : If he
will excuse me, I will not follow the
points made by the hon. Member for
Woolwich, East (Mr. Mayhew), because 1
do not wish to detain the House for
more than a few minutes. I would not
have spoken at all had I not felt very
sincerely that there was a danger that,
in the light of the N.A.T.O. Conference
and, in some respects, of this debate, the
free nations were concentrating on what
to me seemed to be non-essentials rather
than the essentials of our present
dangers.

I should like to explain that very
briefly. I think it would not be unfair to
say that the consequences, as I have heard
them in the House, of the communiqué
of this Conference have been that there
have been great efforts at N.A.T.O. to
take steps to make good what has been
understood to be an undue lead by Russia
in nuclear arms, and, secondly, further
to strengthen the defences of Europe.
It is my belief that the last thing
the Russians want is a nuclear war, and
that the deterrent against the likelihood
of a nuclear war is still held by the United
States and elsewhere and that they will
never use it by policy. Therefore, although
we must keep our defences and our deter-
rent, I do not want us to concentrate on
that unduly.

I believe that the Russians know that
Europe, if they were to attack it, is one
of the most sensitive areas of all and per-
haps the area most likely to lead to
nuclear war. Therefore, 1 believe that
the likelihood of an attack on Europe is
comparatively small. What I feel is that
the danger of the statement of policy, and
the result of the N.A.T.O. communiqué
is that, while we concentrate on N.A.T.O.
nuclear defence and the defence of
Europe itself, there is perhaps very little
coherence of policy and joint policy in
something which has gone on since 1947,
namely, the gradual infiltration and
erosion of South-East Asia and the Middle
East.

These are the areas in which not only
do dangers to the Western world exist, but
if they go too far and if the Middle
East and South-East Asia come largely
under Communist domination, then the
dangers of war are increased. It is my
belief that the economy of the free world
and of this country would be infinitely

(o]
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damaged if, gradually, the young coun-
tries aspiring towards nationality and
independence, from no particular fault
of their own and maybe not through
policy, gradually come under the sway of
Communism through infiltration by
economic aid, by weapons, or by other
means.

All that I should like to ask—and 1
do not address this to the Government
so much as to N.A.T.O. as a whole—is
this. Looking back on the last ten years,
whereas there has been a joint policy in
N.A.T.O., the countries of the West have
been singularly divided in policies both in
the Middle East and in South-East Asia.
I believe that if that rather haphazard,
individual and ad hoc method of dealing
with the situation both in South-East
Asia and the Middle East continues, and
if the next ten years show the same
erosion as we have seen in the past ten
years, we shall be in great danger and
difficulty. I feel strongly that what must
happen if that situation and trend is to
be arrested, is that the free world must
get together, particularly with the
Americans, and have a joint and agreed
policy and tell the world that that is so.

That policy should start, I suggest, by
saying that we do not wish in any way
to stop, stultify or retard the aspirations
towards nationhood of countries in the
Middle East and South-East Asia, but
that we do wish to help them, and that
we are determined to apply a joint policy
to prevent rash, unduly rapid and
unarmed entry into independent nation-
hood resulting in their being dominated.
perhaps involuntarily, by Communism.
It is my belief that if that were said and
if, at last, the countries of the West got
together and evolved a joint policy, some-
thing might be effected to stop this
gradual infiltration and erosion which, in
my opinion, has been the main success
of Communism in the last ten years and
which also guarantees that the nation
which has been so successful in that in-
filtration will not wish for any nuclear
war or to touch Europe.

I believe that the continued effective-
ness of that infiltration will be the vin-
dication and triumph of Communism. |
believe that the West has to be helpful
economically and give aid with arms to
those countries of the Middle East and
South-East Asia, but that unless we join
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together in doing that and do not leaye
it to ad hoc, individual settlements,
which can never be satisfactory, gradually
we shall find South-East Asia and the
Middle East coming under Communist
domination.

I suggest to the House that whep
that happens there will be a strong re.
action, both in terms of economic diffi-
culties to the West and in the desire to
take rather late steps to put the situation
right. That situation could be a very
dangerous one. Therefore, I hope and
believe that, perhaps without the House
being told, this has been discussed at
N.A.T.O. The last ten years have, how-
ever, shown a singularly unco-ordinated
policy by the West in that area, which,
in my opinion, is the most dangerous to
them economically and is the most
dangerous in the sense that, unattended,
it might well be the greatest threat to
peace.

3.10 p.m.

Mr. Desmond Donnelly (Pembroke):
With much of what the right hon. Mem-
ber for Carshalton (Mr. Head) has said,
every hon. Member on this side of the
House would agree. It is essential that
we should take note of the new
nationalism of the uncommitted areas of
the world, and it is vital that there should
be a co-ordinated Western policy towards
them. Almost the key gesture so far as
South-East Asia is concerned, however,
is a more enlightened Western policy
towards China.

It is essential for Her Majesty’s Gov-
ernment to use much more influence than
they have done so far in securing a more
realistic appraisal by the United States
of what has actually happened in China,
because the continued refusal to admit
China to the United Nations is regarded
by the rest of the Asian world as an
affront to all Asia. That is the damaging
effect of the failure of Her Majesty’s
Government to face their responsibilities
in this matter within the Anglo-American
Alliance.

The background to this debate was
touched upon in a remarkable speech
by the noble Lord the Member for
Dorset, South (Viscount Hinchingbrooke),
when he spoke sometimes with the
romanticism of John Buchan and at other
times in the accents of Mr. Michael Foot.
but at all times with interest to the House.
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Amongst the various points raised by the
noble Lord, what he was saying in
essence was that not only must we
negotiate with the Russians, but that we
have the doubly difficult task of
having to negotiate with our American
friends as well. This is because the
Americans have misconstrued the actual
nature of Communism. They continually
approach the Communist problem in an
attitude of political Buchmanism. It is
this political Buchmanism which has led
to the disillusionment which exists among
many people who would like to be
friendly with the United States of
America but who find themselves put
off by the attitude that the Americans
continually adopt.

The United States looked upon the
N.A.T.O. conference as an extension of
American defence. We should have been
looking upon the N.A.T.O. conference as
a meeting of Powers to formulate, first,

a political policy ; secondly, to redeploy.

our defence, and thirdly, to decide upon
the posture, as Mr. George Kennan calls
it, that we should be adopting towards
the rest of the world, especially with our
eyes]dupon the uncommitted areas of the
world.

In the last few days, while the Prime
Minister and the Foreign Secretary has
been away, a very remarkable Gallup poll
has been announced in the News
Chronicle. 1t is something that the
Government would do well to ponder.
In this Gallup poll, 85 per cent. of all
voters—there is very little party difference
in this respect—were in favour of
negotiations with the Russians and only
4 per cent. were against. Fifty-six per
cent. of all voters were in favour of a
withdrawal of troops from West Germany
if the Russians agreed to a withdrawal
from East Germany and only 20 per cent.
were against doing so. Thirty-one per
cent. of all voters were in favour of
missile bases in Britain and 55 par cent.
Were against. Sixty-two per cent. of the
voters thought that peace with Russia
Was possible and only 14 per cent.
thought that it was not.

That is a very significant attitude of
mind on the part of the British people
at this moment. The Foreign Secretary's
statement this morning will have done
nothing but to continue their disillusion-
ment towards the policies of the
Government and the fact that we are
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not taking the positive steps that we
ought to be taking and which people
think we ought to be taking at present.

The right hon. and learned Gentleman
this morning talked about negotiation
from strength. Where does this negotia-
tion from strength end? His speech this
morning was like a man shouting through
a muffled blanket in the middle of a
London fog. That was all the illumina-
tion that it will bring.

The stakes in this situation are very
high indeed. There is a situation in
Eastern Europe which is not likely to
continue for very long. It may go on
in Poland as it is for two years or three
years, but it may go on only for two
weeks or two months—nobody knows.
If there is an uprising in Poland, no-
body knows where it will end and nobody
knows the consequences of what might
happen. It is because of the inflammable
situation which exists at the moment in
Poland that it is essential for an initia-
tive to be taken by people who are aware
of the actual nature of the Communist
problem in Europe. The gravamen of
our charge against Her Majesty’s Govern-
ment is that they have taken no step
along those lines.

Secondly, there was no indication what-
ever in the Foreign Secretary’s speech of
the changes which have been taking place
in the Soviet Union since the death of
Stalin. These are partly political changes.
They are partly social changes arising
from expanding education. A man can-
not be trained to launch the Sputnik, to
speed the jet engine or to split the atom
and permanently be denied control of
his own destiny. They are partly social
changes which are resulting from a desire
to have further contact with people in
the outside world.

Let me interpose for a brief moment
an illustration of precisely what I mean.
1 have spent some weeks recently
travelling in the Soviet Union. On one
occasion, I called upon the chairman of
a Sovnarhoz, which is one of the national
economic planning committees that have
been set up. When I came away, the
young man who acted as my interpreter
in that city, which must be nameless, and
with whom 1 had had many free political
discussions, said to me: “You see that
man to whom we have been talking this
morning? That kind of man will have
to go and a new generation will have
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to come before we get agreement with
you people. That kind of man is our
arch conservative.” Then, after stopping
for a moment, he said, “ He is a complete
Moscow man. I suppose he is the
equivalent of your Selwyn Lloyd.”

It is not without significance that
behind the Iron Curtain today the people
who are being referred to as the Left are
the anti-Moscow men and liberty men and
the people who are the adherents of the
rigid Communist policies are being con-
sidered to be the Right wing. This is a
situation which can be utilised sub-
stantially to our advantage, but it will not
be utilised to our advantage if we, our-
selves, pursue indefinitely a policy of
rigidity.

What we must do, I suggest, is to start
to try to get both the Russians and the
Americans to advance backwards. If we
can get the Russians to advance back-
wards to the Bug in exchange for an
American advance backwards to the
Rhine, that should be worth while.

Whilst some people may ask what is
Her Majesty’s Government’s policy and
others say that it is to preserve peace,
I should say that our policy in Europe is
not only to preserve peace, but to help
to preserve peace by getting the Russians
out of Eastern Europe. That is one of
the fundamental tasks and my hon.
Friend the Member for Woolwich, East
(Mr. Mayhew) touched upon it in his
speech.

I think it is possible for us to start to
try to see whether we can do that—after
all we have Mr. Khrushchev’s offer to this
effect—yet, all that we are doing at the
moment is to solidify the position. What
we have done by the recent conference is
to compel the Russians to dig in where
they are and we have compelled the
satellite countries to make an agonising
choice in their present geographical
dilemma. That is the kind of stultifica-
tion which stems from the fact that if
we continue to regard Communism purely
as a military problem, we will leave our-
selves with absolutely no political room
for manoeuvre,

The second point about which we
should be thinking a great deal more, but
of which no signs have emerged in the
course of this debate, is a greater contact
with the Communist people, with the
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ordinary people. I am of opinion that
almost any contact, on almost any terms,
is ultimately to the Western advantage,
We should be making it much more easy
for people from behind the Iron Curtain
to come here. We should be taking much
more positive steps to stimulate our radio
programmes that are beamed on Eastern
Europe and Russia. I found to m
intense pride that wherever I travelled
along that belt from Samarkand to Alma
Ata, an enormous number of people
listened every night to the B.B.C. The
B.B.C’s reputation was created in that
area largely by its conduct at the time
of Suez. People said, “ Here is a broad-
casting system which gives both sides of
the question and therefore it must be
fair.” We want a widening of that
approach towards political propaganda in
the cold war. Truth is the most powerful
weapon we have got.

One of the things we ought to do in
helping our colleagues in the Anglo-
American Alliance is to try to persuade
them to make the “ Voice of America”
less like a Sidney Horler thriller. It is
absolutely essential to realise that behind
the Iron Curtain are people longing for
contact with us, longing to hear what is
going on on this side of the Iron Curtain,
desperately seeking communication with
us; but they want the truth.

This pronouncement in this Communi-
qué which was announced yesterday will
contribute nothing whatsoever towards
meeting that desire or accomplishing that
end. If we go along on these lines we
shall be perpetrating exactly the same mis-
takes we did at the time we adhered to
the Maginot Line. It is the Maginot Line
mentality which will be most dangerous
for the West.

There are two main arguments in the
world today. One argument is about
liberty and who is for liberty? The
people of this country are for liberty. The
other argument is about social justice and
who is for social justice. If we intensify
carry on with our policy of piling up
the cold war, liberty will die. If we
armaments, we shall never be able to
implement the policy of social justice.
That is why I regard this vote this after-
noon as a vote of censure on Her
Majesty’s Government, and I shall vote
against them.
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3.22 p.m.

Sir James Hutchison (Glasgow, Scots-
toun): I have listened with interest and
respect to what the hon. Member for
Pembroke (Mr. Donnelly) has had to say
to this House, and, indeed, to other hon,
Members who have taken part in this
debate so far, all of whom have shown
that they know their subjects deeply. I
agree wholeheartedly with the hon. Mem-
ver for Pembroke about the desirability
of and need for contact with the peoples
behind the Iron Curtain. It is of
immense importance that such contacts,
whether through the interchange of
students or by wireless, by whatever
means, should be divested of propa-
ganda and should be in simple truth.

As the hon. Member for Pembroke
said, truth is our greatest ally. Let those
peoples know how our trade union system
functions. Let them know how our
democratic institutions carry on their dis-
cussions and their votes. That is the
sort of knowledge for which they are
thirsting. - It is a very remarkable fact
that within the last year the students in
Leningrad have been demanding and
have succeeded in getting copies of news-
papers such as the New York Herald
Tribune and The Times, in order that
they may be able to keep more abreast
of what is happening in the West.

Having made that comment on the
speech of the hon. Member for Pembroke,
I would tell the hon. Member for
Woolwich, East (Mr. Mayhew), so as to
assure him that my right hon. and learned
Friend has at least one supporter on this
side, that I approve of the Foreign Secre-
tary’s speech. I approve of it for this
reason, that almost every other speech
made implied, in greater or lesser degree,
the destruction of N.A.T.O. I had under-
stood that the whole House started by
agreeing that N.A.T.O. should be kept,
agreeing that it was a precious thing and
that it should in some form continue. 1
had thought that that was one of the
things about which there would be no
discussion,

In this agonising problem with which
We are confronted there are three
certainties, and it is absolutely essential
that we should fix in our mind these
Certainties before we can come to any-
thing like a reasonable solution of our
Problem. The three certainties are that
if an all-out war occurred there would
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be a holocaust which would destroy
civilisation. That is the first certainty.
The second is that if all nuclear weapons
were abandoned, whether by us or by
both sides, the Russians with their con-
ventional forces would have a walk-over.
The third certainty is that the Russians
still want to dominate the world with
Communism. It has been reiterated time
and time again, and once again quite
recently.

Mr. Zilliacus : Surely the hon. Gentle-
man appreciates that what the Soviet
leaders have said time and time again,
and what has been endorsed by Mr.
Kennan, is that they believe that Com-
munism will conquer the world through
the actions of the workers in each
country, not by the action of the Soviet
Government or Soviet forces. I believe
they are mistaken, but that is what they
believe.

Sir J. Hutchison : They have also said
they are entitled to bring about the
dominance of Communism by any trick,
treachery or method which lies to their
hands.

That being so, I liked the refreshing
realism which was brought into the debate
by the speech of the right hon. Gentleman
the Member for Easington (Mr. Shinwell).
It blew away some of the effects of the
admittedly splendid language used by the
right hon. Gentleman the Member for
Ebbw Vale (Mr. Bevan), leaving his
speech somewhat naked of accuracy and
logic.

For example, the right hon. Gentle-
man the Member for Ebbw Vale com-
plained that there was no concession
indicated by the Government to the
Opposition’s point of view. Yet, with one
exception, perhaps, he would not indicate
what that Opposition view was. There
was no indication of what concession it
was intended should be made. The only
indication which he gave was that there
should be more independent leadership
by the Government. What on earth does
independent leadership mean unless it is
indicated to what target, to what goal,
it is intended we shall be led? To talk
merely about independent leadership in
itself means nothing.

Then, as have other speakers who have
spoken since, he touched upon the theory
or the method known as withdrawal or
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‘disengagement. Having studied this ques-
tion profoundly, along with the right hon.
Gentleman the Member for Bassetlaw
(Mr. Bellenger), during the Recess,
though I would not in any way pledge
him, I have come to the conclusion that
it would be militarily at least an extremely
dangerous step to take.

My right hon. and learned Friend has
talked about the instability that would
be introduced politically by a vacuum,
or even by a consortium of Central
European States acting as a new force
or a new body. It would weaken the
defence of the West in a grave manner.
It would bottle up the forces of the West ;
deprived of German assistance, they
would be forced to operate in a restricted
area. As every strategist knows, the
faster war moves—and it is moving faster
all the time—the more ground one needs
for manoeuvre. So while we should be
sacrificing a great deal by being bottled
up in France and the Low Countries,
Russia would be left with an immense
territory behind her. We should not only
lose the help of German forces, but we
should gravely incapacitate our own
power of manoeuvre in what territory
would be left.

The only circumstances in which this
withdrawal theory would, in my view, be
acceptable and not gravely weaken the
Western Forces would be if the Central
States, whether East and West Germany
were closer, or Poland, Hungary and the
other Central States, were allowed
alliance together and were strong in their
own defence and were ready to make a
pact of non-aggression with both the West
and the East. Is there the slightest
likelihood that Russia would agree to
those States being left armed to the
teeth? Incidentally, whence would they
get modern weapons? Would Russia
agree to a new force at her very side,
a new force with which she might have
to contend? So I believe that, on
balance, politically, and certain militarily,
the withdrawal theory is one which we
should resist.

The right hon. Gentleman the Member
for Ebbw Vale reproached the Govern-
ment for not having made any attempt
at conciliation, for not having made any
step forward to any form of discussion
or agreement. Paragraph 17 of the com-
muniqué deals with the possibility of a
new disarmament meeting. What is this
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accusation, as though the Russians were
on our doorstep begging to be heard and
we, obdurate, unheeding and dogmatic,
were turning them back and sending them
away. Have we not for months on end
been negotiating on disarmament through
the Disarmament Sub-Committee? ‘After
all, is not disarmament the real acid
test of their sincerity?

Mr. Zilliacus : I thank the hon. Gentle-
man for giving way again. Is it not
true that paragraph 17 simply says that
we are prepared to discuss implementing
the previous proposals? There is nothing
about changing the position.

Sir J. Hutchison : As I read the para-
graph, it means that the Government are
prepared to meet at Foreign Ministers
level to discuss how to resolve the dead-
lock if lesser and preliminary steps do
not succeed. What more can be expected
than that?

The right hon. Gentleman the Member
for Ebbw Vale, having said that the
Foreign Secretary quoted a document
which my right hon. Friend thought to
be favourable to his point of view, in turn
quoted the Bulganin letter. What hope
of advancement does that letter show?
It not only does not lead us any further
forward, but in some senses it leads us
back. It makes no mention of a possible
reduction in conventional forces. It
ignores the necessity for inspection of the
manufacture or testing of nuclear
weapons, and it makes no mention of
the cessation of the further production
of nuclear weapons. Those are three
essentials if any disarmament agreement
is to be successful. Yet on the thread-
bare foundations of the Bulganin letter.
my right hon. Friends are prepared once
again, if necessary, to meet and have dis-
cussions with the Soviet Union. I can-
not think of a greater gesture towards try-
ing to come to a conclusion on these
matters.

I have been asked to be quick. There
are many other points I should have liked
to touch upon, but I will leave most of
them out and merely emphasise that
N.AT.O. is  changing  character.
N.A.T.O., judging from the discussions
which took place in Paris, is expanding
in three new directions, and that is de-
sirable. As has been indicated, N.A.T.O.
has more than a military task before it.
Its character is tending to change.
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1 welcome the United States’ offer of
an increase in economic resources to the
under-developed countries.  While we
are on that subject, may I point out
how desperately important it is that, if
we intend to bring about the Free Trade
Area and the Common Market, it should
be clearly explained to foreign countries
who see a suspicion in it of a new form
of colonialism that it is intended to bene-
fit them as well as us and to expand
world trade. It is absolutely essential
that that point of view should be made
clear to them.

I also welcome closer political con-
sultation. It is essential that we should
present a politically and diplomatically
united front. Steps are being taken,
according to the communiqué, to help
to bring that about. I welcome the in-
creased emphasis on the part that science
and technology shall play. 1 welcome
the suggestion for 500 doctorates which
has been put forward by American pro-
tagonists. I welcome the N.A.T.O.
missile defence training centre. I think
that all these things will strengthen
N.A.T.O. and turn its activities and its
influence in different directions.

I welcome the agreement on the missile
bases. I agree that the United States
should hold the nuclear warheads, but I
echo what was said by my noble Friend
the Member for Dorset, South (Viscount
Hinchingbrooke), that as a counterpart to
this we should have a promise that the
McMahon Act will be rescinded or
weakened.

I believe that we should man these
weapons. I do not believe that American
troops should not only hold the nuclear
warheads but also man the weapons and
be in control of the bases. That is un-
desirable, partly from the point of view
of our own prestige, partly because we
would wish to eliminate the little frictions
that always arise when we have large
numbers of American troops on our
territory for a long period of time, but
principally because it denies us a double
check on the use of these missiles. If we
manned the weapons, both the Americans
and we would have to agree that the
missiles should be discharged, and that
arrangement would not allow of one
nation alone to use them.

Believing that, I believe that Scotland
Is ready and indeed proud to accept such
Vol. 580
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bases as are considered to be necessary
by the Supreme Command. I do not
believe that my country is an ally only
as to 75 per cent. and only when it is
convenient and that we think that other
people should hold the bases and run the
risk. In any case, is there greater risk
in having the missile bases than in having
large ports which would mean large con-
centrations of troops or even large cities?
Finally, who is in command of the
Supreme Commander?

Mr. Harold Davies : The 64,000-dollar
question.

Sir J. Hutchison: In higher strategy.
who is in command if there is a difference
of opinion between the Supreme Allied
Commander, Europe, and the Supreme
Allied Commander, Atlantic, or between
both of them and the troops which still
remain under ‘our command? Who
decides? I believe that there is some-
thing missing here.

Interdependence has already altered
everything. I believe that it was necessary
and desirable, for both time and science
and threats are nibbling away at the old
conception of sovereignty. Indeed, we
have recognised this from the day when
we put the British Army, under Field
Marshal Haig, under the Command of
Marshal Foch. It is the price that we
have to pay for security. It is part of
the price which we have to pay, alas, for
having saved civilisation in two world
wars when we enfeebled ourselves to earn
the right for ever to hold our heads
proudly.

3.37 p.m.

Mr. J. Grimond (Orkney and Shetland):
The hon. Member for Pembroke (Mr.
Donnelly) said that the great political
debate today was about liberty and social
justice. I do not believe that. I think
the great political debate is about liberty
and nationalism and that it cuts across
not only nations but parties within nations
and across the House this afternoon. One
of the matters most fiercely canvassed is
the amount of sovereignty that we should
or should not continue to hold ; and the
hon. Member for Scotstoun (Sir J.
Hutchison) has asked the penetrating
question who ultimately should control
the Supreme Commander in N.A.T.O.

I hold the view that we have to
surrender sovereignty and face the
implications of so doing, but if we agree
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to do so we must be informed of what
is expected of us. That is the question
which should have been discussed and
answered and about which we should
have had information from the recent
Paris Conference. Yet paragraphs 19
and 20 of the declaration and com-
muniqué are extraordinarily inconclusive
and quite uninformative. We are told
that the intermediate range ballistic
missiles will have to be put at the disposal
of the Supreme Allied Commander,
Europe. What does that mean? Quite
clearly, if war breaks out it does not
matter whether the missiles are fired from
Arizona, the Hebrides or France. We are
all going to be in it, and I agree with
the previous speaker that it will not
matter, from the point of view of being
“nucleated ”, whether we live in
Glasgow, London or on the particular
base.

1 think the Manchester Guardian made
a good point this morning when it ques-
tioned the military value of these bases.
The noble Lord the Member for Dorset,
South (Viscount Hinchingbrooke) made
another good point when he questioned
whether this was the time to raise the
question of the bases, when they cannot,
in fact, be brought into commission for
about two years. Sooner or later, how-
ever, we have to face the fact that if we
are to have the nuclear deterrent in the
Western world it means that if nuclear
war breaks out we are all in it, and we
must develop methods of controlling these
deterrents, whether they are in America
or France or Britain or anywhere else.

That seems to me to be the weakness
of Europe today. The noble Lord, and
the representatives of those who wish
to maintain our national sovereignty,
must answer various questions. If they
want to have complete control of our
armaments, are they going to demand that
this country is to be put in the position
of being itself able to meet any threat
which may develop against it in the
world? T cannot believe that they are.
I cannot believe that they really intend
that this country should be self-sufficient
in armaments. Do they, then, think that
Wwe can contract out, or try to keep out of
any major world conflict?

There again, I do not think we or our
Commonwealth could possibly do that.
I think they must also face the question
that if they demand national sovereignty,
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so will everyone else in the world, not
only in Europe, but Colonel Nasser and
everybody else in the Middle East ag
well. I agree with the right hon. Gentle-
man the Member for Kelvingrove (Mr.
Walter Elliot) that we shall face a situa-
tion very soon when countries will be in
the position to get control of plutonium
and other similar substances. If this is the
general demand, they may also demand
the right to build their own stocks of atom
and nuclear bombs.

That would be a disastrous situation,
and I do not share the view, either, that
the world is getting safer, which is some-
times a view expressed in these debates.
I think it is true that the Russians do not
positively want war, but they have been
brought up in the Communist philosophy
which believes that the capitalist system
leads to war and, however pacifist par-
ticular capitalist may be, there is inherent
instability in the system which may lead
to war. That has a certain encouragement
for us. I think it is one of the reasons
why they keep such an immense level
of armaments, not for aggressive reasons,
but because they genuinely believe, some
of them, that capitalism in the long run
is a wild beast.

When the right hon. Member for Ebbw
Vale (Mr. Bevan) says that no one would
consciously plan to drop the nuclear
bomb, we should also remember that
people have dropped the atom bomb and,
indeed, that it was not the Russians who
did so. It was one of our allies who
did that. I do not think we can leave
that out of account in thinking that these
nuclear weapons will never be used.

Like many other hon. Members, I was
deeply disappointed in the White Paper,
and I hope that those who have an
enthusiasm for Summit Meetings will be
rather damped by the results of this one.
Far too much was expected of it, and dis-
appointment inevitably involved not only
disillusion but, I suspect, misunderstand-
ing. For instance, paragraph 5 is one of
astonishing banality—

“In the course of our review of the inter-
national situation we have given consideration
to recent serious events in Indonesia. We view
them with concern.”

This is the result of a Summit Meet-
ing——
Mr. Harold Davies : God help us.

Mr, Grimond : If it had issued from
a rather weak sub-committee of the
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Liberal Party, I would have said they had
had an off day. The document is full of
it. Read the passage about the Middle
East, which refers to:

«. .. independence and sovereignty of the
States in this region . . .”

Could anything be more dangerous?
What we want in the Middle East is some
diminution of sovereignty and some
general agreement for pacifying the area.
I dare say the Russians will have to come
in on this.

Therefore, I personally hope that we
shall not have any more Summit Meetings
for some time. Equally, however, 1 hope
that we shall also get rid of all those
phrases and slogans of which democracy
is so fond. We seem to me to be repeating
all the classic errors of democracy. We
get into a panic because the Russians
launch a Sputnik or the Americans fail to
do so. We invent phrases like “inter-
dependence ”, The hon, Gentleman the
Member for Bath (Mr. Pitman) wants
the Government to make a solemn
declaration, a formal declaration for
world government. He knows that the
Government do not believe in world
government. In fact, he knows it is not
possible. The history of democratic
diplomatic relations is scattered with these
phrases behind which there is no force,
phrases which no one takes the trouble
to question but in which no one has any
faith.

I believe there are certain directions
in which some hard bargaining, in secret
probably, could be done with the
Russians. If this is to be done, it must
be done at points at which there is some
chance that the Russians will respond.
1 deplore the polemical language against
the Russians in the White Paper. If we
are to negotiate, we shall negotiate not
for victory but about something which
both sides can feel is in their interests.
To carry on the language of war is in-
appropriate and ineffective.

I go further than that and say that,
as 1 believe any negotiation with the
Russians will be a long-term business,
it had better be about something on which
not only the countries of the Western
world agree but on which the parties in
the countries also agree to some broad
extent. I do not believe we can go
Into such negotiations with the nego-
tiators feeling that if they fail they will
suffer political defeat at home. One of
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the dangers of the Western world is that
that is what happens to negotiators ; the
Western world cannot turn its back on
its own national politics.

There have emerged from the debate
certain limited fields in which negotiations
could be initiated with some chance of
getting support from the Western world
and some bi-partisan support from within
the Western world.

Eastern Europe is one such area. There
has been a Iot of misunderstanding
about the Eden Plans. They were put
forward in different circumstances, and
they have become rather confused. How-
ever, there was a plan put forward by
the Leader of the Conservative Party
for a degree of disengagement in Eastern
Europe and for some demobilisation. We
have seen the Leader of the Opposition
put forward a similar plan, and also Mr.
Kennan, who speaks for a considerable
amount of American opinion.

Cannot this be taken a little further?
I do not believe we shall get the Russians
to evacuate the whole of the satellite
countries, and I do not believe that we
shall get unity in Germany for the
moment, but I do believe that if we
offer at least nuclear disarmament we
may get a slight easing of tension, and
ultimately we might be able to withdraw
foreign forces from Western Germany,
Eastern Germany and Poland, and that
would be a step forward.

I do not deny that to leave a vacuum
in Eastern Europe might be dangerous.
We might have to have some form of
inspection. If we are going into genuine
negotiations, we must expect to have
some give-and-take. I do not think this
is an impossible area for negotiation.
Reading Marshal Bulganin’s letter con-
firms my belief that the Russians might
not be as difficult as we think. Is Eastern
Europe any great advantage to them
now? They do not need it militarily, for
they can fire across it. They have failed
in it politically. Their political failure
in Eastern Europe is far more important
than the launching of the Sputnik. The
fact that refugees are still pouring out of
Eastern Europe and that the Russians
have failed to impress their system on the
countries there is of immense importance
to the West, but in twenty or thirty years’
time those countries may have given up
hope and reconciled themselves to
Communism,
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Again, 1 think there is some chance of
a common policy, a bi-partisan policy,
on a limited field of disarmament. I
would start by saying that, if we can get
some agreement, further nuclear tests
should be at least postponed for the time
being. Like other hon. Members, reading
the White Paper leaves me vague as to
whether the Government will make any
proposals about this sort of thing. They
say they would welcome proposals, but
will they make them? Who will take
the initiative?  This is extremely
important.

The third limited field in which 1 think
progress can be made is the Middle East.
I belisve that we could make some pro-
gress about the settlement of refugees,
and I think that we should take up again
the sort of suggestion that was made after
Suez for a general development board
for that area. We, the Americans and
the Russians have made statements which
would seem to make it possible for some
agrezment to be reached on such lines
as those.

Finally, 1 believe that possibly the
ereatest need facing the Western world
is the perfectly humdrum need of
improving its own economy. Ultimately,
the struggle between East and West will
depend upon whether we can build in the
West a society which is more vigorous,
more satisfactory, than the Russians can.
That in turn depends on simple matters
like the organisation of our industries,
development of our science and educa-
tion, and the amount we save and invest.

I somewhat dread the excitement which
has lately grown up about what are to
me wild and visionary ideals. World
government has been mentioned in the
debate. It is a splendid idea, but it falls
under the rather brutal criticism of Lord
Keynes, that it is a long-term matter and
in the long term we may all too easily be
dead. We have to settle down to the
short-term matters not only vis-a-vis the
Russians, but vis-d-vis our internal con-
ditions and setting our own house in
order.

There is a reference in the White
Paper to Article 2 of the N.A.T.O.
Treaty. Can the Government tell us a
little more about that? They used to
say. when this was pressed on them—
and it was pressed on them very hard
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by my right hon. and learned Friend the
Member for Montgomery (Mr. C. Davies)
—that the Article should be greatly
expanded, that it involved the building
up of European economic unity. Are
they now departing from that? Do they
regard it as being an instrument for
making advances in Europe and the rest
of the world?

So far, I am afraid, the public reaction
to their doings in Paris has been one of
grave disappointment, but they have a
chance in the next two or three months
to reverse that public opinion, if they can
do so. I am forced to admit that so far
I see no hope of that happy event.

3.52 p.m.

Mr. George Brown (Belper): I rise now
with a view not to shortening other
speeches but because 1 have been asked
to make an arrangement with the Prime
Minister so that there is no infringement
on his time, which I am happy to do.

No one who has listened to the debate
could disagree that of all the debates in
the House which have promised to be a
big occasion this has come nearest to it.
We have had an impressive debate. To
me as a comparatively junior Member of
the House it has been impressive in many
ways, not only because of the points
which have been pressed home all the
time, but because of the way arguments
have cut across ordinary associations and
ordinary ideas. I am thinking not only
of speeches of my own side, but of the
speech—whether 1 agreed with all of it
or not—of the noble Lord the Member
for Dorset, South (Viscount Hinching-
!)rooke)_, whose speech was powerful and
impressive.

This big debate has been an occasion
on which something more than House of
Commons, political party or Parlia-
mentary emotions have been involved.
We are meeting under the general impact.
under the general umbrella, of an enor-
mous degree of public concern about the
consequences of much which is being
done or not being done in the public’s
name. Many of the issues raised stem
as much from the fact that we know that
our constituents are feeling their way as
from our own personal views.

That is why I regret only two cross-
currents which have emerged during the
debate. One has been the implication
that, if we argue, as did my right hon.
Friend the Member for Ebbw Vale (Mr.
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Bevan) in that notable opening speech,
about the different ways of meeting Com-
munism and the threat to democracy and
suggest that it is not best done by the
kind of pointless and rather abusive
denunciation with which the Foreign
Secretary opened the debate, in some way
we are being soft about Communism.
The other one has been that if we have
suggested that we should consider the
exact degree of military readiness in
operation at the moment, it is said that
we are in some way being soft about
the requirements of N.A.T.O. and about
the consequences of our own support of
the country’s armament position.

I will deal with both those suggestions
straight away, and I hope that neither will
be raised again. Many hon. Members on
this side of the House have spent a good
deal more time preventing Communists
taking over free organisations than hon.
or right hon. Members opposite.
Although, clearly, that does not mean
that we cannot make mistakes or be
wrong, it does mean that on the whole
we are likely to have whatever advantages
come from experience in this matter. 1
might remind hon. Members opposite that
when Mr. Khrushchev had an argument
with me he had no doubt which party
he would join if he were an Englishman.
He chose the party opposite-—not my
one.

On the subject of the readiness of
aircraft, it does not follow—and it
should not be suggested that it does—
that because my right hon. Friend ques-
tions the degree of readiness, the amount
of time left to us, and the point at which
political and civilian controls over the
military commanders have to operate, we
are scheming to welsh or go back on our
agreement upon the .need for N.A.T.O.
forces to exist or to be able to fulfil their
job if they are asked to do so. It is a
pity that that point came up, and I hope
that it will not be raised again.

The other thing that puzzles me about
the Government is the way in which they
manage to give- the impression that they
are so little disturbed by and take so
little account of the feeling of the people.
There is nothing dishonest or political
—in a nasty sense—in suggesting that
the views and emotions of democrats
need be taken account of, because after
we have provided all the bomber bases
and the rocketry and made any other
arrangements we care to, in the end, as
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we are so proud of saying in a different
connection, it is the will of the people
to resist that makes those things have
any point at all. .

The people are very disturbed at the
moment by the whole business of H-bomb
tests, which left a good deal of feeling
behind it; the operation of American
bases, which has shaken the people very
much, and the whole pattern of Ameri-
can comments in recent times. Unless we
can give the people basic reassurances
about the need for these things, and
about the place that they occupy in the
political strategy of the moment, they
will run away from us in a big way.

The major criticism of the Government,
which I make not because it is a party
duty, is that in their own speeches and
actions ; in the communiqué to which
they are a party—although I recognise
that other people have had a hand in
writing it ; I would not hold them respon-
sible if that were their only failing—
and in the Secretary of State’s speech
this morning, they are showing signs of
being unable to seize any political oppor-
tunity that comes to them because, being
themselves small men, they are so
desperately keen to act like big men
and they make the mistake of thinking
that anything that is said in a big way
must make one big. In fact, they are
afraid to grasp an opportunity lest any-
body thinks that they are not big enough
to carry the responsibilities of the
moment. I believe that this is so, and {
believe that the people think that it is so.

. I believe that ths West comes out
weaker and not stronger as a result of the
communiqué : that N.A.T.O. comes out
weaker and not stronger, for reasons thai
I shall develop, and that the chance of
obtaining an enduring peace of even a
limited type, buttressed by agreements.
is much less likely. The only people
who can be pleased with it are the Com-
munist propagandists. It has once again
enabled those who write Marshai
Bulganin’s letters and Mr. Khrushchev’s
newspaper articles to  seize the
opportunity, as my hon. Friend the
Member for Woolwich, East (Mr.
Mayhew) said, of turning to their
advantage all the words, postures, and
beliefs that are essentially democratic.

I now propose to discuss as quickly as
I can the three major matters that I wish
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to raise. First, let us keep reminding

ourselves of the basis of N.A.T.O. The
Foreign Secretary said towards the end
of his speech today that the basis of
N.A.T.O. was strength from which to
talk ; that the strength of N.A.T.O. was
not intended to be an end in itself but
only a means to an end. I am glad that
the right hon. and learned Gentleman
said that, but I have a tremendous feeling
at the moment that that is not the way
in which he and the Government are
behaving.

One has to remember that, in a sense,
it is the tensions that hold us together
and which keep the alliance going. We
are led on from that to a sort of desire
to create military arrangements that will
themselves prolong the tensions and keep
the alliance going as though the alliance
were born out of an inate belief in its
goodness instead of out of an inate fear
of the consequences if we do not have it.

The Government are acquiescing in the
American belief that it is necessary to
maintain this posture permanently, this
military alliance, for reasons that are not
good for us at all, although they may
well be good under conditions in
America. It is important that we should
argue this through because I am not at
all sure that the rules of the game arc
not changing. Up to now and perhaps
for a wee bit longer—I make no point
about the exact period—there has been
a long period in which we could argue
that the strength of the West was main-
tained and developed and that the
advantage of strength lay with the West.

I believe that we are now at a point
where the advantage, if there be any,
from a continuing cold war and where
the advantages, again if there be any, of
nuclear armament competition may well
not lie with us any more and where the
risks of getting more out of delayed nego-
tiations may well be turning into a chance
of the Russians getting more because we
have reached parity. Indeed, we may
well be over the edge of parity and from
now on. I think, it would be a very bold
man who claimed increased advantages
for us through delay.

This is a reason why I regard the Con-
ference as the last opportunity we shall
have.  What advantages we could have
got six months ago we could not, maybe,
get now. I am not sure that six months
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hence we should be able to get the same
advantages as we could get today. |t
is desperately important that we do not
allow this desire to freeze patterns of con-
flict, patterns of advantages and patterns
of arms to occupy more of our time thap
we should.

As I understand it, the Government say
that if the N.A.T.O. Conference did that
it was by accident. The real point, they
tell us, is that N.A.T.O. was strengthened
by the Conference and by the communi-
qué. Let us examine that because it is
a basic point cardinal to the Govern-
ment’s defence. What were the weak-
nesses of N.A.T.0.? I beg hon. Members
to remember that, to a large extent, the
Conference was made necessary by the
confusion into which N.A.T.O. had been
thrown (a) by Suez and (b) by the
Government’s Defence White Paper and
the fact that as a result the whole
strategy of N.A.T.O. became completely
changed and altered out of all recognition.

What were the weaknesses? I rely on
my own impressions. I was with the
right hon. Member for Kelvingrove (Mr.
Walter Elliot) and others at the Parliamen-
tarians’ Conference last month. First of
all, the main cause of difficulty with the
smaller nations was the lack of a common
political policy, the lack of a common
political directive and the lack of any
sense of joint political control over what
was going on.

The second was the feeling that the
forces were not there to support the
strategy of the Supreme Command and
that the Supreme Command had not
changed its strategy to base it on the
forces it had. Behind the minds of
everybody was the idea, “ Well, never
mind, if we have not enough forces for
this strategy, we shall get more and more
of the sword, more and more of the
weapon which can be delivered over
vast distances, and we need not worry
ourselves if the shield is not as big as
we should like.”

The third point, arising out of the first,
was the fact that there was no effective
civilian control over who was to use the
weapon and what weapon he would be
allowed to use ; in other words, who was
to control the military commander.

I do not believe that this communiqué
even appears to meet any of those three
points. It does not produce arrangements
for overall political policy and action.

.
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It certainly does not deal with the
problem of not having enough forces
under his command for SACEUR to
follow up his strategy. All it does is
to import into his strategy—I believe for
the first time—the element of the long-
distance missile, the only purpose of
which is to form the ultimate weapon.
It imports the deterrent into the think-
ing of the very people who ought not
to be thinking in terms of a deterrent,
but in terms of what we do if the
deterrent does not work. It does not do
anything at all about the kind of weapon
that SACEUR may use on the battle-
field, and I will say something about that
later.

Is it unreasonable to deduce that there
is in this communiqué every sign of a
divided council, every sign that once
again under this Government we have
chosen the wrong side in an argument
between our friends and allies; that we
find ourselves supporting the American
view—which, were one an American, one
might think sensible—while all our
nearest friends and neighbours on the
Continent are doing their best to modify,
amend and quieten that particular view-
point. There are only two worthwhile
military decisions in the paper—in fact,

there are only two decisions. One is on -

tactical weapons. The decision is
announced to stockpile nuclear warheads,
by which I take it, since it is separate
from the strategic weapon, is meant the
tactical weapon.

Will somebody at some time realise
that so long as we cannot say what are
these weapons, how big they are, and for
what purpose they will be used, there will
be a continuing reluctance on the part of
Governments and peoples to follow this
decision through? We can stockpile
them, but we have to get them used. In
a debate, I think it was in February, the
Prime Minister said that in his view the
Hiroshima bomb was now a tactical
battlefield bomb. That is a bomb of
20.000 kilotons—well, the Hiroshima
bomb ; 20,000 tons. I was so anxious to
Say it in the term usually used that I

ave got myself mixed up between the
English and the French.

This is the bomb now for the battle-
field. When I went to Paris it was
apparent that the current military
thinking there was, on the contrary, any-
thing up to 50,000 tons. That was a
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battlefield bomb. I do not believe any-
body can persuade people that it is
possible to draw a line between this
weapon and the ultimate weapon of mass
suicide, mass destruction. If it is possible
to do so, by the time we get to 20 kilotons
we are much too far down the line
Simply to say that we are to stock nuclear
weapons all over Europe without saying
what weapons they are and making it
clear whether or not we are talking about
the weapons of mass suicide, is an empty
decision. The Prime Minister has to get
his own mind clear about this matter and
make the matter clear to us,

Stockpiling of military weapons that
can be used on the battlefield—or so it
is thought—may be intended to strengthen
the alliance in regard to fire power, but
it does not really increase its fire power.
It does not bring additional strength to
the forces or strengthen N.A.T.O. It will
encourage a lot of people to say, “ Now
that N.A.T.O. is relying on these things
there is less need for troops and con-
ventional forces,” and thus they will
weaken and not strengthen N.A.T.O. The
nations in the front line on whose territory
these weapons are likely to fall will be
the first to say that fighting on the
freedom side does not look much more
comfortable than fighting on the other
side. We shall find the organisation dis-
integrating in our hands because of this
decision, unless the organisation can be
made a lot tighter.

The decision is given to the Supreme
Commander to use the I.LR.B.M.s, which
are not yet built or tested and cannot be
ready for a couple of years. They might
not be ready for even longer than that.
The Supreme Military Commander, the
man about whom the political authority
is already most worried—I am not talk-
ing of the man personally—is to be given
what he has never had before, I under-
stand, a long-range strategic weapon for
blasting Moscow or any other city 1,500
miles behind the front. The Strategic
Air Force of America was never put
under the control of the Supreme Com-
mander, and our V-bombers were never
put under Supreme Commander control.
In that way we kept the shield and the
sword separate.

Now we have virtually seen the qnd
of the idea of a shield. We are turning
it all into sword, and we are, in my
view, weakening and not strengthening
the Alliance and ourselves by so doing.
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1 urge the Prime Minister, whatever he
feels he has to say tonight in the light
of this debate and of the things said
about him, to reconsider the consequences
of this policy. I am desperately dis-
appointed by the communiqué, and I
attack the Government on their military
side. 1 beg the right hon. Gentleman
to understand that I do so because I
think our position is weakened, and not
because I am running away from a de-
cision which appears to be strengthening
it but can only weaken it. It seems to
misread entirely what is wrong with
N.A.T.O. and to misread the atmosphere
on the Continent and the needs of the
moment.

Let me look at the proposals to have
rocket bases here. It is open to any-
body to argue the logic of this matter.
The Prime Minister can ask me if I
had not accepted the strategic air-
command bases. He can then say, “ The
missile is an aircraft, except that the crew
is on the ground to operate it, whereas in
the older type of aircraft the crew flies
with it. If you accept the one position
you much accept the other.” That is
logic, but I must examine whether the
extension in logic is needed and whether
the arrangements under which we have
operated so far have been suitable,
successful and worth while. It is a ques-
tion of purpose and of control about
which we are concerned.

Honestly, we have not been helped by
the dissembling of the Government on
this matter every time we have asked
them questions. The Foreign Secretary
must realise that if he had not been quite
so airy the first time this matter was
raised and when I suggested that he did
not know whether the bombers were
going into the air armed, if he had said.
“I will look at it and give a considered
answer,” we might have had a different
situation. He said, “I assume ” and “1
am prepared to believe,” at every one of
our successive attempts to get an answer
from the Government, until we found we
were met with the same rather airy un-
willingness or inability to answer. When
we turned to the Prime Minister he did
what he is fond of doing even on the
biggest issues. he gave us an answer with
a little smirk or snigger. If he does that,
he must understand that we are not con-
vinced, nor is the public convinced. of

20 DECEMBER 1957

Foreign Affairs 844

the need to extend the bomber arrange.
ments, nor of the satisfactory nature of
the existing agreement.

On the last day before he went away, |

I asked the Prime Minister whether the
decision to put these bases on an alert
was covered by the agreement, made ip
the first place by Mr. ‘Attlee and M
Truman and reaffirmed by the right hon,
Member for Woodford (Sir W. Churchill),
The Prime Minister, in an Answer which
just avoided getting reached and, there.
fore, was a Written Answer, said that the
placing of these bases on an alert is not
covered by the agreement, which rein.
forced what the Foreign Secretary said
some weeks earlier, when he said

. it is_a matter for the United States

Stra:tegic Air Command.”—[OFFICIAL REPORT,
27th November, 1957 ; Vol. 578, c. 1163]

What the agreement actually says is that
the use of these bases in an emergency
would be a matter for joint decision. A
decision to alert them, a decision to
decide that fifteen minutes on the ground
is too long, apparently is not an
emergency ; it is not a matter for joint
decision. I am bound to tell the Prime
Minister—he may play with it as he likes
this afternoon—that by telling people
they not only have no control but have
no say in a decision to use the bases in
that way, the Government are not gemng
to get agreement to any extent to the
present facilities, because people will say,
“We did not know it.” Perhaps we
should have known it ; perhaps we should
know that that was the agreement. Hon.
Members opposite can score off us and
say that.Mr. Attlee made it, but making
mistakes is not a criminal thing. Refusing
to learn from them is the criminal thing.

“

The fact remains that in a situation
where this can happen, where the
Government do not know what is
happening, where the Government could
not know because they say they were not
asked and had no right to be asked——jf
that is the position, I say it is unsatis-
factory. I am not convinced that we
have to take an urgent decision about
the rockets. Fortunately, perhaps, we
do not. The rockets are not to be
available for two years or more. There
have been no successful tests of the Thor
or Jupiter and there is no crushing hurry.
Thirty-two million pounds worth of
earthworks would have to be built to
launch them, they cost £8 million or £9
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million apiece and we are not in a
crushing hurry. 1 say to the Prime
Minister that I am not running away from
the logic of my position.

As the technique moves on in the
absence of disarmament agreements and
political settlements which would help
us, I am not prepared to deny to us the
technical developments someone else
would like us to have. All I am saying
is that at this stage we have no agreement
over these eight bases which gives us any-
thing like sufficient control over our own
destiny. We have not any suggestion that
we shall have a real part in the rocket
bases. They frighten people more than
ordinary planes. It is no use laughing
that off. I repeat what was said by my
right hon. Friend, that we know too little
about the things. We do not know
whether the McMahon Act will let us
have the warheads or whether they will
be in a locker to which we have not got
the key. We know too little about the
rockets and, perhaps in a different sense,
too much about the operation of the
present bases.

Therefore, 1 re-echo very delibzerately
what my right hon. Friend said. We are
not prepared to acquiesce in the granting
to another sovereign Power of this kind
of sovareignty over things which control
the whole of our destiny unless that agree-
ment is revised in a way which gives us
a proper, full measure of political control
in our own hands over something which
affects us and is an indispensable part
of our sovereignty.

I should like to conclude by speaking.
quite shortly, about the major issuq which
has come up in the debate. It is, in fact,
not only the question of N.A.T.O., which
I have noted occupies a curiously small
part in the communiqué, but the political
content of the foreign policy and defence
policy of the Government which is so very
important. We on this side, and many
hon. Members opposite, 1 believe—cer-
tainly many people in the country—are
really upset, concerned, and worried at
the apparent lack of any central political
idea in our foreign policy today.

We may have had lots of trouble in the
Disarmament Commission. Adopting the
phraseology of the Foreign Secretary, 1
am prepared to assume that we have
always done our best, and the others have
always been the ones to hold up progress.
I'am prepared-to assume that, although I
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think there is about as much accuracy in my
assumption as there was in what the right
hon. and learned Gentleman was prepared
to assume in connection with the other
thing. However, for the purpose of the
debate, let us assume that.

Even so, the cross of democracy is that
we must go on trying. We must not
merely say, “We are prepared to talk
again and have any discussions which will
lead to the implementation of the Western
proposals, and if you do not like them,
you can go on and put up some other
ideas. If you do not want that, let the
Foreign Secretaries meet”. All that
sounds good, but I never went to any
negotiations like that. It is time we
decided that the package deal will not
work, that the global settlement is not
going to work, and it is time we got down
to trying to pinch out the areas where
agreement would help us best and where,
as my right hon. Friend said, the other
people too may well have a consuming
interest in pinching out sources of trouble
at this moment. In other words, are there
any topics upon which our interests can
so solidify and come together that more
chance of progress may be had than has
hitherto been possible according to the
methods we have been following so far?

The Gaitskell plan, like many babies
which grow up to be good-looking
children, has been the subject of com-
petition as to its paternity. I prefer to
go on calling it, for the moment, the
Gaitskell plan. It represents an attempt
to do just what I have suggested, an
attempt to find an area where, if we
could succeed, it would not mean just
getting an agreement, not just making
concessions to the other side—the phrase
which the Foreign Secretary used—but
it would be adding to our strength when
we have done it. For example, not to
have the risk of Berlin ever present would
be an excellent thing. Not to have—
I do not know whether this is an in-
decent thing to say—the ever-present
risk that a “ Hungary ” may be repeated
in East Germany, with much more un-
predictable and worrying possibilities,
would be an enormous achievement.

We do not understand why the Govern-
ment are so obstinate about picking
on this idea or why the Foreign Secretary
has to throw it down in the way he did
this morning. There are other possibili-
ties. If we could have an area free of
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strategic rockets in the centre of Europe,
should we necessarily be the only loser,
or even the major loser? If we could
have an area free of tactical atomic
weapons, with enough reduction of con-
ventional forces to make that worth
while, should we be the major losers, in
the light of N.A.T.O. today? If we could
only have a large measure of inspection
and control, anything which prevented
the risks of surprise of an overnight
attack on us, that would be a gain.

There are so many possibilities. With
any one of them, we should gain. It is
not so much that I do not believe that
the Government want to gain in that
way, but I believe that they have so far
failed to put forward concrete ideas on
the subject. The N.A.T.O. meeting was
a chance to do just that.

We believe that the N.A.T.O. meeting
failed, in part, because our Government
are too inert, too inept, and too un-
imaginative—too much all these things
—to put the ideas forward. We dislike
this communiqué very much indeed. We
think that it is a very frightening docu-
ment at a very serious moment of world
history. Unless the Prime Minister is
in a position to say something so com-
pletely different from the mood and spirit
of the White Paper, we shall have to
advise the House to divide.

4.25 p.m.

The Prime Minister (Mr. Harold
Macmillan) : This has been a very im-
portant and a very well-attended debate
in which many speeches have been made
which have been great contributions to
perhaps the largest problem that con-
fronts us all today. It arises out of an
important occasion. The meeting of
fifteen Prime Ministers or Heads of State
in Paris, with the Foreign Ministers and
Defence Ministers—although, of course,
those representing the British Government
are, to use the words of the right hon.
Gentleman the Member for Belper (Mr.
G. Brown) to be written off as “inapt,
inept and inert ”—did include at least
fourteen other Prime Ministers and Heads
of State and Foreign Ministers who
represent every known political party—
Socialists, Liberals, Conservatives—of all
those countries that sat down to take
counsel together with a degree of co-
operation and comradeship that, I am
bound to say, struck me as very
remarkable.
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Whether we have done well or badly
is for the House to decide, but we have
done our best to make our contributiop
to these joint decisions. I will not maip.
tain that the precise language of the
declaration, or communiqué, is as good
as if it had been written by one person
instead of agreed by fifteen. That ig
always likely to happen, but what matters
is the character of the decisions. |
believe that what we have done together
has been well done, and that it will
strengthen our position both for the
defence of the freedom in which we
believe, and for the seeking of peace. |
will try to give my reasons.

The right hon. Gentleman the Member
for Ebbw Vale (Mr. Bevan) attacked the
Foreign Secretary for relying on Com-
munist statements to give a picture of
Communist ambitions. He laughed at
them very much, and called them quite
out of date—and then found that they
were only a month old. Things move
very quickly, but it is not true to say
that Communism has lost its dynamism.
It is not true to say that the ambitions
and hopes of a mixture of imperialism
and Communism are not still there.

I think that it is a great mistake not
to take some of these things that are
said and written at least at some value.
I remember that we made that mistake
before. Mr. Hitler wrote a very long
and a very dull book. Very few people
read it, but it would have been a good
deal better if we had read it, because
what, in that book, he said that he
intended to do he, in fact, did.

1 do not, therefore, think that the pur-
poses or that the philosophy has changed,
but I do agree that the situation has
changed, and that these ambitions can
no longer be achieved at little or no
risk. The Russians cannot now take the
Baltic States, or Poland, or Hungary,
or Czechoslovakia at no risk to them-
selves. In other words, I agree with
the right hon. Gentleman that the
Russians see no advantage from war. I
agree with him when he says that we
and Soviet Russia have a common
interest, the avoidance of war. That 1S
certainly true, but that has come about
only because the Western Powers—with
all their weaknesses and faults, all the
multiple difficulties of combining demo-
cratic Governments—have, in faot, taken
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steps to see that war would not benefit
the Soviet ambitions.

1 thought that the noble Lord the
Member for Dorset, South (Viscount
Hinchingbrooke), who made a very
interesting speech, and very interesting
suggestions, was a little ungenerous to
the United States. He said that the
United States wished to use Europe for
her own protection.

1 think we should not forget that during
the period when we were trying to build
up N.A.T.O., we have, in fact, lived for
nine years under the protection of the
immense air power of the United States.
Therefore, I say that we should re-
member how N.A.T.O. began, and that
the Foreign Secretary of the day, Mr.
Bevin, played perhaps the greatest role in
its foundation. It began with the fall
of Czechoslovakia, and if times have
changed and if war is no longer a con-
venient instrument for Communist
ambitions, it is because we have taken
these steps. It is because we have got
this power.

That is not to say that we ought not
to make every effort to get the best use
of it. I do not believe, and I must be
frank about it, that the general philoso-
phies of life on the two sides can easily
be reconciled, but I think there is the
possibility of disarmament arrangements
and other arrangements, and the test of
that is really the words used by the right
hon. Member for Belper, who spoke of
the nature of the advantages which could
be got by some measure of agreement—
words which have been used all through
these discussions from the very start of
our disarmament discussions. I heard
them at Geneva, at the summit meeting,
and again at the Foreign Secretaries’
meeting. He said what an advantage it
would be if we could have the security
of a system of inspection and control.

That is the hub of the whole matter.
If only we could have inspection and con-
trol, that would give confidence and real
sincerity, and progress could be made.
That is our proposal, which we have
made year after year. That was the
central part of the proposals for the four-
Power disarmament programme. They
have not been accepted. I agree that we
must not give up hope, but must go on
working for them. That is the test, and if
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we can get that, many other things could
easily become possible which now seem
so difficult.

The right hon. Member for Ebbw Vale
wound up his speech by saying that his
party was in favour of N.A.T.O. 1 am
bound to say, from some of the ques-
tions which are asked me week by week
from some parts of the House, that 1
would not say that his party is violently
partisan on N.A.T.O. [HON. MEMBERS:
“ What about your own? ] They seem to
me to have been directed to undermining
the strength of the free Powers to the
benefit of the Soviet Powers.

The situation was well put in a speech
by the right hon. Member for Easington
(Mr. Shinwell), with which I found my-
self very largely in agreement. He was
speaking with his usual frankness and
courage, and the only criticism that 1
would venture to make of him is that I
thought he did not give enough credit to
some of the countries of N.A.T.O. He
was rather critical of the Scandinavian
countries, for instance, but it is an im-
portant fact in this communiqué and
these decisions that the Scandinavian
countries did not raise any moral or
ethical objections to the weapons.

They are, of course, in a difficult posi-
tion, and sometimes a rather precarious
position. The Norwegians are making a
great contribution to the radar and for-
ward warning system. and, all the time.
their air force squadrons are stationed
north of the Arctic Circle near to the
borders of the U.S.S.R.; and, while we
realise their hesitation, I am bound to say
that I could not have found a better
colleague than Dr. Lange, and the Prime
Minister of Norway, and the representa-
tives of Denmark and Holland as well.

With regard to France, the right hon.
Member for Easington is really under a
misapprehension. There is no hesitation
at all. Indeed, the French are extremely
anxious to obtain these missiles, and are
anxious to obtain them on the same basis
as that upon which we began to negotiate
at Bermuda—negotiations which were
announced to the House in April.

Our policy, therefore, is really two-fold,
and I think in essence simple. It is a
firm and powerful N.AT.O., from the
military point of view, but always ready
to discuss and to negotiate on a practical
basis to obtain practical results.
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[THE PRIME MINISTER.]

We had another problem, to which hon.
Members on all sides have called atten-
tion, and it is a very big one; that is,
how to maintain this strength—which I
really believe, although we may differ in
detail, the great mass of the House of
Commons is anxious to maintain—with-
out placing too big a burden on the
economies of the free societies of the
West. That was one of the aims of our
Paris meeting.

We made a step forward—I was glad
that this was mentioned by my right hon.
Friend the Member for Carshalton (Mr.
Head), by the hon. Member for Orkney
and Shetland (Mr. Grimond), who leads
the Liberal Party, and by other speakers
—towards political unity. Those para-
graphs in the communiqué which deal
with the growth of political consultation
within the countries of N.A.T.0.—
although in expressing them it is difficult
to give the real results of long discussions
—represent a really marked effort on
behalf of all the member States of
N.A.T.O. to strengthen the machinery for
political consultation amongst themselves.
That is of great importance.

We had also to take into account—this
is the main point on which I agree with
my right hon. Friend the Member for
Carshalton—that N.A.T.O. must look
outwards. Long as is the line from
Norway to Turkey, it is not the only line
in the world: and we must not build
a sort of defensive Maginot Line which
leaves the flanks unguarded. We know
that. These are not wholly military
problems. They are problems of political
and economic pressure and subversion.

Although it has taken a little time to
develop this point of view in N.A.T.0.—
as the right hon. Gentleman will appreci-
ate, some of the countries who do not
have interests in those parts of the world.
or some of them who feel themselves to
be more remote, take a little time to
engage in this new point of view—I think
we have made great progress. It is easy
to laugh at the words of the resolutions.
They simply mean that these discussions
did take place upon this outward view to
see what we could do by economic
methods, by a variety of methods between
us, to see that our flanks were not turned
and that in the Middle East and in the
Far East we maintained a strength which
would otherwise, if it were lost, deeply
injure us. We discussed, and I believe
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that in due course we shall work out
machinery for, some link or relationship
between N.A.T.O. and other regiona]
organisations in the world.

We dealt extensively with the need for
economic co-operation and we were very
much encouraged by the President’s refer-
ences to the intention of the United States
Administration to seek Congressional
authority to increase substantially the
Development Loan Fund and the lending
authority of the Export-Import Bank.
These are at present the only effective
machineries for long-term investment that
are available to the American Govern-
ment. They also proposed to extend the
existing trade agreements legislation for
another five years.

We recognise that the general shortage
of capital for development, and the need
to expand trade and to conserve and in-
crease the free world’s resources of gold
and dollars, make measures of this kind
most opportune. In some of the discus-
sions—private discussions, which are not
reflected in the communiqué—we were
able perhaps to do something to bring
home to those countries which have this
possibility more at the moment than we
have, how great is their duty if we are
to pursue policies that are likely to keep
full employment and expansion through-
out the free world.

To confirm and strengthen the military
forces of N.A.T.O., the fifteen countries
took some important decisions. The right
hon. Gentleman said that we had taken
them too far ahead and he asked why
we had to deal with the question of
nuclear warheads or the plan for rockets.
As he said, it takes a long time before
they will be ready. [Interruption.] 1
thought the right hon. Gentleman said
that it would be a long time before
they would be ready and they were not
yet in production. I thought the purpose
of the argument that they were not yet in
production was to show that it was not
necessary to reach a decision now. If it
is not that, I accept that.

I think it is necessary to reach a de-
cision because not only does it take some
time to produce these things, but, no
doubt, it takes some time both to make
the right military decisions as to where
they should be located and to make
the necessary arrangements to receive
them.
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We also discussed the co-ordination of
research, development and production,
not only in the scientific and technical
field but in the general field of weapons
production. In that connection I would
mention what seems to me of very great
importance, the acceptance by the United
States Government of the principle that
America should draw this modern type of
weapon from Europe, because if we can
get those production teams and research
teams working here, in order to deal
with this dollar difficulty America would
procure—that is the word they use—in
fact, buy these weapons produced in
FEurope, and that makes a very great
alleviation of what otherwise would be
a great difficulty from the balance of pay-
ments point of view to many European
countries.

We also discussed a matter which 1
think caused some concern to some of
my hon. Friends, what we called in our
paper which we put in before the meet-
ing, the policy of balanced collective
forces. *

Mr. Bevan: Before the right hon.
Gentleman enters upon that, is he going
to say nothing about the principle of
political control over the bases?

The Prime Minister : Yes, I am coming
to that.

I want just to make this clear because
it is of some importance. There are many
fields of activity especially in Europe—I
am talking here of N.A.T.O. forces—
where in our view, for instance, in air
operations and in early warning, it has
been recognised that the Alliance must
think as a whole. In air defence, for
instance, the United States and Canada
have gone into partnership. They have
a joint command, and they have agreed
how their common effort can best be
employed.

Great Britain has military responsibili-

ties outside Europe which in some cases .

it has to carry out alone, police problems
and others which are its own responsi-
bility, and the forces which we must
maintain for the discharge of those duties
must of course be balanced forces, forces
that are capable of operating on their
own. But for the rest we believe it is
right—these are the words I used to the
Conference—to adapt the contributions
we make to the alliances which we
support so that they produce the greatest
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possible accretion of strength to those
alliances. As a practical example of what
I mean, we consider that the greatest
menace which we have to face at sea is
the enormous fleet of Russian submarines.
We believe our contribution to the naval
forces of N.A.T.O. would perhaps be
more effective if it concentrated on anti-
submarine warfare and less on other
things such as the offensive strike role
which may well be left to the Americans
to make.

We go further and say that there are
other tasks which could be better per-
formed if collectively organised. The
tasks I have in mind are those dealing
with high-flying supersonic reconnaissance
aircraft with which we shall have to con-
tend in a few years’ time.

I come back to the point which both
right hon. Gentleman raised and say a
word about the LR.B.M.s. It was decided
after the Bermuda Conference and
announced in April that we were in nego-
tiation with the United States about
having them for this island, and indeed,
if I remember aright, the chief anxiety
on both sides of the House seemed to be
whether they would necessarily be under
the control of both Governments, or
whether we would be free to make war-
heads for our own uncontrolled use.

I do not think it was about the decision
to have them as such, but there was some
argument about the method of control. If
the policy of the party opposite involved
having in these bases the American
bombers, I think, and the right hon.
Gentleman quite frankly admitted it, that
there is no logic at all in objecting to
having missiles instead of the bombers.

I was slightly confused by the right
hon. Gentleman the Member for Ebbw
Vale when he said that the Opposition
did not acquiesce in what he described
as the complete United States control
or veto over missiles. I do not know
what he meant. He went on to imply
that we should accept hydrogen bombers,
or missiles carrying hydrogen bombs, in
this country only provided that they were
under complete British control. That is
going too far. What we have is a com-
plete negative control. We do not de-
mand and do not ask for a positive
control. We do not ask that we should
be allowed to use these without the
approval of the  United States
Government.



855 Foreign Affairs

Mr. Bevan: There is no confusion
about it. It is perfectly simple. These
bases would be established as a con-
sequence of an arrangement with an ally.
However, they would be bases estab-
lished on our soil, and, therefore, we
consider that they should be activated
only by British consent.

The Prime Minister : That is what 1
am saying. We have a negative control.
The agreements which are now being
negotiated regarding I.R.B.Ms. will give
us a complete negative control—a com-
plete veto. We do not ask that if the
weapons are made by the United States
we should have the right to use them
without United States approval. That
would be quite absurd.

I will go into the history of this quite
shortly. In 1948 the United States
bombers first came to this country. It
was, I think, at the time of the Berlin
tension. The Government, then under
the Premiership of Mr. Attlee, in my
opinion quite rightly accepted this
arrangement. I do not know what the
reason was, but it was not until 18th
October, 1951, that any formula—the
formula to which the right hon. Gentle-
man the Member for Ebbw Vale has
referred—was worked out between the
two countries. For three-and-a-half years
we were without anything except this
general umderstanding. This formula,
dating from October, 1951, was confirmed
by the right hon. Gentleman the Member
for Woodford (Sir W. Churchill) in
January, 1952, and the understanding was
confirmed and stated in the communiqué.
It is quite true that the circumstances are
somewhat different, although not so very
different. The right hon. and learned
Member for Rowley Regis and Tipton
(Mr. A. Henderson) said that in that
period nuclear weapons were not carried
from these bases. Perhaps he has been
misinformed. I have made inquiries and
I have found that American kiloton -
bombs were in tthis country and were
flown in aircraft before 1951.

Mr. A. Henderson : Obviously, to bring
them into the country, they would have
to be flown. What I was saying in reply
to the question from the back bench
opposite was that so far as I knew—and
if the Prime Minister can prove that I
am wrong I will accept his statement—
there were no standing patrols by
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American strategic bombers
atomic bombs.

. The Prime Minister : They were flowy
into the country and flown by machines
based—[HoN. MEMBERs: “ Cheap.”] Of
course, they were flown into the country
but they were flown on exercise in
machines based here. ‘

Mr. Bevan: Is the right hon. Gentls.
man able to tell the House when Uniteq
States authorities alerted their own planes
here by way of putting live bombs into
them on patrol?

carrying

The Prime Minister: I am coming 1o
that question. That is another question.
[HoN. MEMBERS: “ Answer.”] I am
saying that this agreement was made in
1951, and before 1951 the A-bombs were
here and were used off the bases on
patrol or armed training.

Hon. Members : Cheating.
Mr. Frank Beswick (Uxbridge) rose—-

The Prime Minister : I have very little
time left. I must really, therefore, ask
the House to accept these facts. [Hon.
MEMBERS: “No.”] As to the use here,
there is no special alert. There has been
no state of emergency. What happens—
and I have made special inquiries again
of the President last week—is this: they
have decided to bring their aircraft at the
highest possible state of readiness and we
are doing the same. [HON. MEMBERS:
“When? ] And the date by which this
particular exercise was to be ready was
1st October. It was planned some time
ago, and we are planning the same.
It was planned—[HON. MEMBERS:
“ When? ”]—a year or so ago. They are
planning to bring it to a maximum state
of alert, and I for one am glad it is so,
because if we are to have a deterrent, it
seems to me that the more prepared and
ready it is the more likely it is to do its
work.

I can understand those who say that
we should not have a deterrent. I can
understand those who do not want this
policy, but I do not understand how, if
one is in favour, one should be against
the readiness and the bringing of the
teams of aircraft, whether American or
British, to the highest possible capacity.

Mr. G. Brown: Will the right hon.
Gentleman now explain at what point he
gives his part of the joint decision to do
anything to use the bases?
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The Prime Minister : If there were any
uestion of using these bases or the
LR.B.M.s when they are ready, it would
have to be by agreement between the two
Governments. The right hon. Gentleman
knows enough about aircraft to know that
orders can be given and would be given
to the aircraft, whether they were British
or American, only after the agreement of
the two Governments. As for the idea
which has been put about that there are
a lot of these aeroplanes flying about
England all the time, that is not so. I
have made special inquiries of the Presi-
dent. [HON. MEMBERs: “Oh.”] What
really happens is this. So that there shall
be no misunderstanding, I wish to
confirm that our understanding was the
same as his; and ours is, and has been,
that these machines are occasionally
flown on operational flights or on train-
ing flights out to sea and return, of
course, to their bases in this country. And
the only possible risk, as I have explained
to the House many times, would be a
possible risk of crash on landing. But
such a crash could not result in an ex-
plosion. It could result only in the tiniest
and really most limited danger arising
from the breaking of the uranium of the
bomb.

I should like to answer one further
point raised. [Interruption.] Right hon.
Gentlemen asked a lot of questions, but
they do not seem very anxious for me
to answer them. [HON. MEMBERs : *“ They
have not been answered.”] Yes, I have
answered. My answer is that right hon.
Gentlemen opposite had no agreement
at all for three years. They made one a
week before the Dissolution, and then we
confirmed it afterwards. Now there is
perfect understanding where these opera-
tions are concerned.

I want to go back from the questions
of air readiness and the strength of
N.A.T.O. to the other question which has
so much interested the House. Although
I believe that there is a general desire to
maintain our readiness, there is an equal
desire to find as many ways as we can
of getting back to discussion and to re-
duce the tension by partial or general dis-
armament. [An HoN. MEMBER: “ Bring
those bombers down.”] If the Soviet
Union will not participate in the
work of the new Disarmament Com-
mission, then we are ready at any
time to have a discussion at Foreign
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Secretary level to break this dead-
lock. This is a very important point,
which the right hon. Gentleman raised.
It is not true to say that we are only pre-
pared to discuss the four-Power dis-
armament proposals ; we are prepared to
discuss these, or any variations, or any
new proposals, or any of the proposals
that have been mentioned recently and in
the debate. We are prepared—all the
countries are prepared—for those dis-
cussions to be held over the whole field.

Whilst I recognise the sincerity and the
anxiety we must all have to get this
terrible burden lifted from us, I feel also
that we are more likely to provide and
reach some basis of agreement—not
necessarily comprehensive ; partial agree-
ment if you like—on one of these plans
that have been put forward. All that
can best be done if first we operate the
Disarmament Commission which, at the
Russian request, or on what we felt
to be their views, has been raised from
the original six to twenty-five members.
If they do not like that, let it be at Foreign
Secretary level, though I think it would
be very helpful if there were diplomatic
preparation, and careful diplomatic
preparation, of what the change should
be, what the proposals should be. Other-
wise a short meeting over three or four
days, the first two days of which are
taken up in discussing what is to be
discussed, will not be very satisfactory.

It has been said by two speakers, the
right hon. Gentleman the Member for
Easington and my right hon. Friend the
Member for Kelvingrove (Mr. Walter
Elliot), that the atmosphere of this de-
bate, and the problems, have recalled to
us some of those of the old days. Well,
Sir, I felt the same. I feel that the phrase
used by the most experienced amongst
us, both in the period before the war and
in the war and immediately after the war,
is a phrase which still should be our basis,
« Arm and parley ”. That was the phrase
used by one whose advice, had it been
followed. would have made us all much
better off than we are today.

At any rate, it is the policy that the
fifteen nations adopted at Paris last week,
and so far as Her Majesty’s Government
played a role—and it was not an In-
significant role—in forming and framing
that policy. I ask the House to give us
their support.
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OVERSEAS SERVICE BILL
Order for Second Reading read.

445 p.m.

The Secretary of State for the Colonies
(Mr. Alan Lennox-Boyd) : 1 beg to move,
That the Bill be now read a Second time.

This also is really an enabling Bill to
make it possible to implement the White
Paper policy set out in May last year in
Cmd. 9768 on Her Majesty’s Overseas
Civil Service. Its purpose in regard to
the Special List, to which I and, I know,
many hon. Members on both sides of
the House attach the utmost importance,
is to put the Government in a position
to be able to meet various financial obli-
gations which we have assumed under
certain special agreements entered into
with certain Colonial Territories, such
obligations as payment of pensions, con-
tributions to salary while an officer is
en disponibilité, and contributions, if
necessary, to compensation.

This is not, I think, the occasion for
me to speak of the compensation schemes
for those who leave the Service. We are
here far more concerned with those who
stay on in the Service. Nor, I think,
would it be in order for me to speak at
length on the efforts which we have made
in recent years, with much backing from
the Territorial Governments concerned,
to secure recognition of the paramount
importance of having impartial and in-
dependent public service commissions in
territories which are gaining independence
within the Commonwealth. In this way,
and by the signature of public service
agreements, we have shown the great im-
portance we attach to this, and that pro-
motion and other Civil Service matters
should be, as in the United Kingdom, kept
away from political control. This is not
the occasion to discuss these issues, but
they are of the first importance.

[ 'am glad to see one of my predecessors
on the Front Bench opposite, and he
would, I am sure, agree with me that no
Secretary of State for the Colonies could
fail to be conscious of his solemn obliga-
tions to the Overseas Service and of the
indispensable work which its members are
doing for the welfare of Colonial Terri-
tories. I, like my predecessors, have
seen at first hand in the last three and a
half years much of their courage and
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loyalty and good humour, patience and
integrity.

I have seen men and women facing
situations which they never envisaged
when they first joined the Colonial Ser-
vice. I have seen them meeting new
situations quite different in kind but just
as challenging as those which confronted
their predecessors, and I have seen them
giving complete and absolute loyalty to
new Governments which have emerged
in the Colonies in recent years. 1 have
watched them, as one is bound to do,
facing often many frustrations and dis-
appointments but never letting their
enthusiasm be soured or their courage
grow dim. They have, I think, to an
unequalled degree what Lord Milner,
another great predecessor of ours, once
called the British trump card ;

“The power of our individuals overseas to
fit into the most incongnuous situations and
make the best of limited opportunities without
troubling their heads about the imperfections
of systems.”

But it must be our task as far as we can
to try to perfect the system.

These are people for whom the House
have a special regard and responsibility.
In 1954, my predecessor, Lord Chandos,
proclaimed the formation of Her
Majesty’s Overseas Civil Service as the
successor to the Colonial Service. His
statement announced safeguards for
officers whose service is cut short owing
to constitutional changes. It was really
quite a revolutionary statement for, for
the first time, it was recognised explicitly
that Her Majesty’s Government in the
United Kingdom have a definite obliga-
tion towards certain categories of officers.

The purpose of setting up the new Ser-
vice was to define these categories, to
separate them from that huge body known
as the Colonial Service and give them a
collective title. The statement of 1954
was not an end but the beginning of a
new deal. The next step was the issue
of the White Paper, Her Majesty’s Over-
seas Civil Service, in May of 1956. There
were two aspects of that White Paper
on the policy and organisation of Her
Majesty’s Overseas Service.

In the first place, we announced in the
White Paper our intention to recruit
people with the necessary qualification for
secondment to Colonial Territories
approaching self-government and to Com-
monwealth countries that had already
attained that status, on request from the
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Governments concerned. We said at the
time that lists would be prepared of those
who were ready and available to accept
service of this kind and, if the demand
rose to substantial proportions and regu-
lar employment for a number of years
could be foreseen, these people would
come into the regular employment of the
United Kingdom Government for service
overseas. This body of officers has since
been generally referred to as the Central
Pool.

Secondly, in the White Paper last year
we argued that this was only part of the
problem. We said, and I think with
general agreement, that where constitu-
tional changes took place which funda-
mentally affected the conditions of serving
officers, compensation schemes had been
and would be negotiated with the Govern-
ments concerned, but where, as in the
Territories which comprise the Federation
of Nigeria, acute staffing difficulties
existed, special arrangements must also
be made to help create conditions which
would encourage officers to remain in
Nigeria.

So the White Paper proposed as its
second proposal, subject to the agreement
of the Governments concerned, to estab-
lish a Special List of officers of Her
Majesty’s Overseas Civil Service who
would be in the service of Her Majesty’s
Government and would be seconded to
the employing Governments. In the first
place, this Special List would apply to
overseas officers in the Federal and
Regional Governments of Nigeria, but it
might later be extended by agreement
to other Territories.

As to the first part of these proposals,
the Central Pool, I am sorry to say that
experience has forced me to the most
reluctant conclusion that there are very
formidable difficulties in the way of the
proposed policy for a central register and
pool as outlined in the White Paper. The
main difficulty that we have found is
guaranteeing a continuing career for an
officer recruited into the Central Pool
initially for a particular job in a particular
territory, and guaranteeing him also a
succession of jobs of ascending import-
ance and level of responsibility during his
career. This has been a great disappoint-
ment, but in order to see the matter in
perspective. we should look at the picture
as a whole.
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Governmental Departments concerned
with the problem of supplying experts for
service overseas have their own records
of suitable people, and these can be called
upon by any Department which is ip
search of a suitable officer. In practice,
however, we have found that younger
suitable men are not likely to be available
at short notice for assignments overseas,
and the useful part of these records is that
confined to older retired officers who are
mainly interested in short-duration jobs,
We have come to the conclusion that
younger officers must either be found by
advertising or by selections from serving
officers in the United Kingdom and the
Colonial Territories.

Some indication of the way in which
our mind was moving was given in the
House on 26th March last year by the
Lord Privy Seal, deputising for the Prime
Minister. He said:

“

. . . the creation of a pool of administrative
and technical officers must wait evidence that
there is a substantial demand for their services
and that regular employment for them can be
foreseen for a number of years. It is intended
to test this demand by improving the existing
arrangement by which members of the Home
and Overseas Civil Service can be made avail-
able to Commonwealth countries without pre-
judice to their pension rights.”—[OFFICIAL RE-
PORT, 26th March, 1957 ; Vol. 567, c. 96.]

My right hon. Friend added that legisla-
tion would be necessary. Here is the legis-
lation, and provision is made for this in
Clauses 2 and 3 in respect of the Home
Civil Service.

Clause 2 provides for the making of
Orders to govern pensions earned while in
the Overseas Service, and Clause 3 pro-
vides for the preservation of pension
rights already acquired. The = House
realises, and all hon. Members who are
well-informed about Colonial matters
know, that many appointments are
already being made to the Colonies on
secondment or temporary transfer from
Home Government Departments, like the
General Post Office, and from local
authorities and other public bodies, like
the B.B.C. Over the last three years I
have been deeply indebted to my col-
leagues’ Departments and bodies like the
B.B.C. for the co-operation they have
shown. These Clauses will help forward
this good work. When the Bill is law we
shall ask the Government of the Colonies
to enact comparable legislation to pre-
serve the pension rights of officers in their
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own service who have been transferred
under the Bill.

So much for the first purpose, the
creation of a register and Central Pool.
As to the second purpose of the White
Paper, the Special List, there is a more
hopeful situation to record. The 1954
White Paper, as I have said, was not an
end but the beginning of a new deal.
Thereafter we considered urgently not
only the general question of the future
structure of the service but the particular
problem that arises, especially in Nigeria,
where officers have to be given the right
to retire, with compensation, if they
wished to do so, yet neither Her Majesty’s
Government nor the employing Govern-
ments want them to go. We decided,
therefore, as I announced then, that as
and when circumstances make it desirable
officers of Her Majesty’s Overseas Civil
Service should be offered transfer to the
Special List.

Those in the Special List will be
actually in the service of Her Majesty’s
Government in the United Kingdom and
will be seconded to the overseas Govern-
ment. Salaries and terms of employment
will be as agreed between Her Majesty’s
Government and the Territorial Govern-
ments. Her Majesty’s Government in the
United Kingdom will pay their pensions,
recovering the money from the Govern-
ment concerned, and will look after them
if they lose their jobs through no fault
of their own. If a displaced officer
cannot be found other work immediately,
he will, if necessary, be kept on full pay
for up to five years, the commitment
being shared between Her Majesty’s
Government and  the  Territorial
Governments.

On behalf of the British Government,
[ signed Special List agreements with the
four Nigerian Governments at the
Constitutional Conference last June.
Pensionable officers in the service of these
Governments have been invited to join
the Special List. We are now only in
the very early days of that opportunity.
They have five years in which to join. So
far about 120 officers in Nigeria out of
the 2,000 eligible have applied to join,
but I repeat that they have five years in
which to make up their minds, and the
applications are coming in pretty steadily.

uriously enough, and not because of this
debate, there were twenty applications
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this morning. 1 cannot claim to be
satisfied with the position any more than
can any other hon. Member who knows
the staffing problem in Nigeria.

We have arranged with Sir John
Martin, who will be well known on both
sides of this House and who is the Deputy
Under-Secretary of State responsible for
Overseas Service matters, to go to
Nigeria. He is now in that country
examining the position. I have asked
him to consider any alternative arrange-
ments, either within the framework of
the Special List or outside it, which might
help to ensure that overseas officers will
remain in Nigeria so long as their services
are required, to assist in the difficult
transitional period before and after the
attainment of self-government and until
African civil servants are available to
take their places. The application to
Malaya of the Special List procedure is
the subject of current and cheering
negotiations with the Government of
Malaya.

This is the background to the Bill, and
in the course of my observations I have
referred to certain Clauses in it. The
House will notice that the Bill makes no
distinction between the Special List
officers and those in the Central Pool, but
refers in Clause 1 to officers to be avail-
able for civilian employment in the
public service of overseas territories, and
thereafter in the Bill to officers to
whom this Act applies . This is because
we think that in practice it would be
undesirable, and indeed unnecessary, to
draw a hard and fast line between the
two categories of officer. For example,
Special List officers whose services are
no longer required in Nigeria, and who
are held on unemployment pay under
the directions of the Special List agree-
ments, may become in effect the first
members of the Central Pool for service
in the overseas territories.

Subsection (4) of Clause 1 ensures that
no servant of an overseas Government
can be appointed without the consent of
‘he Government concerned, which may
be either specific, directed to the indivi-
dual, or as part of a general arrangement
like the Special List agreements. So if
at any stage an appointment under the
Act of any particular individual serving,
for example, in Ghana were under con-
sideration, this Clause would ensure that
the appointment would not be made
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without the consent of the Government
of Ghana. In the case of Malaya, where
a Special List agreement is under con-
sideration, appointments under the Act
would, of course, be in accordance with
the terms of any such agreement. I hope
it is not necessary for me to stress that
no overseas Government need fear that
Her Majesty’s Government will entice
its staff away or enrol them either in the
Central Pool or in the Special List.

Clause 4 of the Bill contains special
provisions relating to police officers.
These are necessary because United
Kingdom police officers are protected
when they are on temporary transfer
from one police force to another by
statutory provisions regarding discipline
and the right of reverting to their parent
force. The Police Overseas Service Act,
1945, extended similar protection to
members of home police forces enlisting
in an overseas police force under the
control and at the expense of a Secretary
of State. Under such an arrangement
many United Kingdom policemen are
now serving in Cyprus. Clause 4 of this
Bill, and the Second Schedule to it,
amend the 1945 Act so that individual
police officers can be appointed under
this Bill for limited periods with service
overseas.

Finally, in regard to the Clauses, under
Clause 6 officers can be appointed to a
wide variety of public services under
overseas Governments, municipal or local
authorities or bodies corporate established
for public purposes, or to any Federal
Government or outside authority like the
East African High Commission.

I'have heard of anxiety being expressed
by some officers serving in Nigeria lest,
in consequence of transferring to the
Special List, their pensions under the
cagle eye of the Treasury should become
automatically liable for United Kingdom
taxation, whether or not they are resident
in the United Kingdom for tax purposes.
In the ordinary way, as hon. Members
will know, Special List pensions being
paid out of United Kingdom Govern-
ment funds would be chargeable to
United Kingdom Government tax, even
in the case of non-resident pensioners. It
has been agreed, however, that so much
of a Special List officer’s pension as
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relates to his service with overseas Gov-
ernments, or other public bodies over-
seas, will be exempted from Income Tax
if he is not resident here. This provision
will be embodied in an early Finance Bill.

As to Estate Duty, if when the pension
arrangements envisaged in the Bill are
completed they are found to involve more
liability to Estate Duty than would have
arisen if benefits relating to overseas
government service had been paid
directly by the overseas Governments
concerned, then exempting legislation will
also be introduced to deal with this point,

I know that hon. Members on both
sides of the House are deeply concerned
about the staff position, primarily in
Nigeria, but not exclusively there. It may
be of some interest, therefore, if T con-
clude by giving the latest recruitment
figures for the year that has just ended.
The figures deal only with Colonial Office
appointments, that is, overseas officers
appointed to the administration or to
professional branches where full profes-
sional qualifications are required. In
1956, 1,467 officers were selected for
appointment. Last year the number grew
to 1,689. These figures are not quite
comparable, because the 1956 figure left
out cases in which officers had declined
appointment, but even allowing for this
fact we more than held our own in the
year that has just ended. Of particular
interest is the fact that we made 284
appointments, mostly on contract to
Nigeria, and this is higher than the total
number of entitled officers—that is, those
entitled to retire with compensation—in
either the East or the West taken
separately.

These figures are encouraging but, as
I said, I am by no means satisfied with
the situation in Nigeria, nor are the Gov-
ernments concerned. However they are
encouraging, and the service still offers
a fine career for men of courage and
imagination.  This Bill will help us to
do our duty by them and, through them.
to the territories which they serve.

Mr. Hector Hughes (Aberdeen, North):
Can the Secretary of State say how many
officers declined appointment?

Mr. Lennox-Boyd: I am not certain,
but I will let the hon. and learned Gentle-
man know at the close of this debate.
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? Mr? Arthur Creech Jones (Wakefield):
[ think that all of us are in general agree-
ment regarding the principles set out in
the Bill. Although, to some extent, the
Bill is a complicated one because of the
rovision made in regard to pensions,
nonetheless the principles underlying it
are pretty simple.

The Bill records, of course, another
stage in the adaptation of the Colonial
Service for the broad purposes which we
as a nation pursue in our Colonial policy,
and regrettable as some of us may fear
and feel are the effects of that policy on
the Colonial Service, I think that we are
right to try to adapt the Service to meet
the growing needs and changes brought
about by the fulfilment of British
purpose.

One is tempted to look back at the
Service as one knew it a few years ago.
After the war we made some serious
efforts to reorganise the Service along new
lines, and I should like to pay tribute
to the excellent work done during the war
years by the members of the Devonshire
Committee and to the influence of their
work on subsequent changes which took
place. In mentioning the Devonshire Com-
mittee, I should like to associate with it,
and with the work of the Colonial Office
in this field since, the names of Sir Ralph
Furse and of Sir Charles Jeffries, both of
whom made the organisation of the
Colonial Service a great deal of their life
work. I think that they carried through
excellent jobs.

One should also, I think, understand
what happened in the years immediately
after the war. We adopted a policy of
more liberal recruitment and of improved
facilities for training. We are grateful to
the universities, particularly London,
Oxford and Cambridge, for the help they
gave in equipping themselves for
training cadets in the new tasks which our
colonial administration was expected to
discharge,

In the Colonial Services themselves, we
also removed racial discrimination so far
as pay and promotion were concerned
and we offered new facilities for the train-
ng of local people in their service so that
they might take up responsible positions
in local administration. We also provided
for the poorer Colonies various schemes
Whereby they could get well qualified
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persons for the jobs they had in hand.
As the Secretary of State has reminded us,
we set up Public Service Commissions in
order that justice might be done in the
respective territories. One final example
of what has been done in the last decade
or so is that of breaking down the isola-
tion and insularity of officials in the field.

The effect of all this reorganisation was
to bring the United Kingdom Government
into the work, particularly the Treasury,
to pay for recruitment schemes, for the
training of the Service and for a number
of special schemes under which expert
distiguished people could go and perform
services in the respective territories. After
all that reorganisation work, there was, I
think, great hope in the Service, and a
renewed capacity for service which all of
us certainly appreciated.

The Secretary of State paid a tribute
to the work, the loyalty, the integrity, the
efficiency and the quality of the Colonial
Service. I should like to join with the
right hon. Gentleman in my testimony
from my experience of its high quality.
Sometimes, I think, the critics of anti-
colonialism have not sufficiently recog-
nised the very high standard of the work
and the great contribution which these
men and women made to civilisation and
the extension of freedom.

The work done has been described by
a number of writers, such as Sir Charles
Jeffries and Kenneth Bradley and in bio-
graphies by governors, but I think that
the public would appreciate most the
work of Grimble in his description of
the spirit of administration so wonderfully
well set out in his Pattern of the
Islands. Everywhere the imagination of
the public has been struck by the
humanity shown, the insight, and the
enlightenment of his administration.
May I say that the number of such men
is by no means small; they are pretty
general in the Service.

When we look back on our colonial
history, I think, too, that we are
impressed by the very great contribution
which some of our distinguished
governors and others have made to
colonial well-being. I think, for instance,
of a man so little known as Dundas and
of his work for co-operation among the
Chagga people in Tanganyika. I think,
too, of people like Cameron in Tanga-
nyika and Nigeria, of Guggisberg in the
Gold Coast, of Arden Clarke in the Gold
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Coast, of Selwyn Clarke as a Japanese
prisoner in Hong Kong on behalf of our
people there. There are many others
who have added distinction to our
country’s annals. These men have helped
to achieve the great purposes of British
colonial administration, in pressing back
the frontiers of barbarism and in bring-
ing civilisation into a larger field. These
men have won the affection and the
regard of the colonial peoples.

But now the transformation to Com-
monwealth has gone on apace. It has
progressed far more rapidly than many of
us foresaw even a few years ago. That
transformation has brought out one or
two important facts. Perhaps we have
not adjusted with sufficient speed the
institutions and structures of government
in our Colonial Territories, and perhaps,
too, we have not been sufficiently diligent
in seeking out and training colonial
people for the tasks which independ-
ence brings to them.

The result of the coming of independ-
ence has been the tremendous anxiety felt
by our own administrators and profes-
sional and technical staffs and the feel-
ing that perhaps their own careers would
suddenly come to an end and that they
would be left stranded. The number of
territorics now reaching independence
and emerging towards independence tgnd
undoubtedly to contract the opportuni-
ties of these people.

I think that we now see in many of
our territories the premature loss of men
of experience and high quality whose
knowledge could be of immense import-
ance in future development. Even when
independence has been reached, and in
spite of the generous arrangements that
have been made by a number of the
independent Governments in consultation
with the Colonial Offics, there is still that
anxiety in the hearts of these men.

I think that hon. Members of this
House will recall the anxiety expressed a
year or so ago by a Commonwealth
Parliamentary Delegation to West Africa,
led by Mr. Walter Elliot, when they
expressed fears as to what might happen
when the Imperial framework was with-
drawn on the adoption of independence.

I should like to say in passing how all
of us deplore the death of Walter Elliot.
I had the privilege to serve under him on
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two occasions in West Africa. He showeq
enormous insight into the problems which
he had been asked to explore, consider.
able friendship to the Africans he met
and he won the regard of their heads and
hearts for the quality of the work which
he did. The Africans have lost a great
friend, and we ourselves have lost a very
wise counsellor in regard to the work ip
Africa.

Mr. Walter Elliot and the rest of ug
who were members of that delegation
were alarmed by what we saw in Nigeria,
in Ghana and elsewhere, with the gradual
crumbling of our administrative and
technical services. We had a feeling that
perhaps tremendous difficulties would be
experienced in those territories when
independence came because of the inade-
quacy of their own services, the absence
as yet of civil service tradition, and the
immaturity and inexperience of many of
those who are now being asked to carry
on the administrative and technical work
under independent government.

We were alarmed that so little had been
done up to that point to cope with the
situation that we saw arising—a situation
which continues dangerous today. There
are altogether far too few people carrying
on. We saw in Nigeria, as well as in the
Gold Coast, visible changes because of
the paucity of officers available from
African ranks to carry on much of the
necessary work indispensable to good
Government and good order in those
territories.

In 1954, as the Secretary of State has
reminded us, the name of the Service was
changed to the Overseas Civil Service.
Undoubtedly, the Government did their
utmost in trying to come to terms, not
only with the men but with Governments,
so that adequate compensation and pen-
sions could be paid to those who felt that
they should withdraw. I must confess to
some profound disappointment with what
the Secretary of State has told us this
afternoon in regard to the creation of the
Central Register and Pool. One can
appreciate the considerable difficulties
and I still hope that the experiment has
not been altogether abandoned. But at
least it did mean that there was a register
of civil servants who were prepard to g0
forward and carry on provided that the
Secretary of State, with the local Gov-
ernment, could make proper arrange

ments on their behalf.
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I can see the difficulty of guaranteeing
in ‘many cases continuous employment.
We must remember that we have had to
tackle somewhat similar problems before
when independence has been won. On
the whole, I think we have managed to
absorb in one service or other those men
who became redundant in Ceylon, in
Palestine, in the Sudan, in India and in
Burma, and one would hope that the task
would not prove too formidable in the
future with other territories as indepen-
dence is reached. We want our remain-
ing responsibilities in the dependent ter-
ritories to be met by at least some men
who have had experience in some of the
territories which have reached indepen-
dence. I would like to know a little more
about the experience of the Colonial
Office in regard to the Register and the
Common Pool which it had contemplated
in 1954.

In regard to the Special List, I had
been under the impression—it may be a
completely false one—that virtually all
the Overseas Service men, the expatriate
pensionable staff in Nigeria, would now go
on to the Special List. I should like to
know whether or not that is the case. We
were informed this afternoon that that
Special List will possibly extend to
Malaya. Is it contemplated that further
steps will be taken in regard to other
territories?

I am not happy about the division
which is now occurring inside the Over-
seas Service. On the one hand, we shall
have the Special List people in Nigeria
and possibly elsewhere, and at the same
time we shall have alongside them an-
other group of people who are normally
Overseas Service people without the
special privileges which are attached to
the Special List. Therefore, I should like
to know how far it is likely that this
Special List can be extended and to what
extent the reconsolidation of the Overseas
Service can take place.

These divisions are likely to create
certain difficulties—the word jealousies is
a little too strong—but a certain pique as
between one group of officers and another.
I gather, too, that the Treasury will hold
the responsibility in regard to the appoint-
ments to the Special List. I can only
hope that the Treasury will be much more
forthcoming than it has been in the past.
It is the Treasury, I think, which has
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blocked the Secretary of State in his
ardent desire to get something moving
for the Service in this field in order to
cope with the changes brought about in
the emerging territories. Therefore, I
hope that the Treasury will not create

difficulties for him in the days to come,

when he is trying to make the Special
List widely applicable.

I also hope that the Secretary of State
will feel that he is reasonably free to bring
in people for service in the territories
overseas from the other public services.
It is true that schemes have existed in
regard to teachers and police. I should
like to know whether this transfer or
seconding from the home public service of
people of experience is likely to be widely
extended into fields where qualification
and experience are specially called for if
the service in those territories is to be
efficiently carried out. I hope that the
pension rights of such seconded persons
will be preserved, their seniority in the
staff list to which they belong will not
be prejudiced, and that because of the
increasing requirements for development
of our overseas territories the Secretary
of State may use reasonably freely this
method. I should also like to be confirmed
in my view that the Special List will consist
not only of members of the Overseas Civil
Service, the expatriate, pensionable offi-
cers already in it, but of men who may
be seconded from the'Home Civil Service.

There is also the very difficult problem
of recruitment.  All of us have been
alarmed in recent years at the falling away
of candidates, the fact that there has not
been quite the enthusiasm among the
younger people that was once experienced
for this kind of service. I wonder whether
it is possible now to meet that situation
to some extent. I was very pleased to
hear the encouraging report which the
Secretary of State gave about recruitment.
I wonder whether it is possible foy cadets,
once they are selected and appointed, to
be put on the Register which was contem-
plated in 1954 and then transferred to the
Special List for the permanent appointments
which they receive. In these jobs in
territories emerging to independence and
in those which have become independent,
there is not the glamour and prestige
which existed in the days of the district
officer, when he could exercise great
authority in his district and was tremen-
dously respected by the local people.
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Mr. Lennox-Boyd : In order to avoid
any misunderstanding, the majority of
those appointed in Nigeria were, as I
pointed out, on contract. This is not a
case like that of the cadet officer of the
past at the start of a long career. These
men were appointed on contract, and,
that being so, the conditions are quite
different.

Mr. Creech Jones : I must confess that
1 did not appreciate that a large propor-
tion of expatriate people in Nigeria are
now contract people specially appointed
for special work.

The point that 1 am making is in regard
to recruitment. I wonder whether the
prestige of the work can be enhanced if
the men go from the Register to the
Special List.

I think all of us must agree with the
pension arrangements in the Bill. They
are sensible and calculated to meet some
of the difficulties which the Secretary of
State is experiencing. There is, however,
one point that I wish to make in regard
to pensions. I wonder whether it is pos-
sible for the Secretary of State to recon-
sider the anomalies which have arisen
in respect of the pensions which are pay-
able to Governors under the 1911 and
1947 Acts. I wonder whether the
anomaly of the difference of treatment as
between those Governors and the
Governors coming under the 1956 Act
might be removed.

It seems to me that if the earlier
Governors had not risen to their high rank
in the Service, these men would have been
treated far more generously when they
came to pension age than they are now
being treated.  There are only about
thirty-eight such Governors, and the cost
to the Treasury would be very little in-
deed, and it would be a decreasing cost.
[ hope the Secretary of State will give
some further thought to the problem so
that the feeling of resentment can be re-
moved. There is a particular difficulty in
that no provision whatever is made for
the widows of these Governors. I hope
that, in addition to the small concession
which the Secretary of State was able to
offer a little time ago, something much
more comprehensive will be done. As I
have said, there are only a few such men
and the cost would be very small.

I think that all of us will welcome the
Bill. We want to see recruitment speeded
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up. We want to see the scheme of the
Special List extended into other terri.
tories. One hopes that as a result of aJ)
this the apprehensions of the Overseas
Service will diminish and it will have
something of the old confidence apg
assurance. Those belonging to it are ep.
gaged in a great job, a job of great dis.
tinction from the point of view of the
great purposes for which British-Colonia]
policy is now conceived.

5.35 p.m.

Mr. John Tilney (Liverpool, Wavertree):
L, too, welcome the Bill, belated though
its appearance has been. I also welcome
the remarks of my right hon. Friend
the Secretary of State and those of the
right hon. Member for Wakefield (Mr.
Creech Jones) in paying their tributes
to the work of Her Majesty’s Overseas
Civil Service.

It was early in 1954 that some of my
hon. Friends and one or two hon. Mem-
bers opposite urged that action on these
lines should be taken. From my recent
tour of West Africa, I am afraid that
it may be almost too late. What are
the members of Her Majesty’s Overseas
Civil Service in Nigeria thinking now?
Some of them say that it may be better
to join the local regional government
service. Others—I am afraid there are
more of them—are tempted by the ex-
tremely generous terms of compensation
for loss of a career.

In some ways the compensation has
been almost too generous. It is attractive
today when investments have fallen. It
is very difficult for most people in days
of hjgh taxation to acquire capital of
any kind, and it is feared by some that
unless they take their capital now and
invest it the purchasing power of the £
may in a few years’ time be less than
it is today. There are, therefore, a
number of factors influencing an overseas
civil servant to take this compensation.

1 wonder whether we really have con-
sidered what our object is. Is it merely
to treat well a man who has served
his country and his adopted country, as
the terms of compensation do, or is it
to make certain that the expanding Com-
monwealth will remain an entity? It is
possible that those two objects may not
coincide. It is also possible, I submit,
that we may have to look again at the
terms of compensation and, by means of
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lengthening the period of freeziqg, induce
civil servants, whose knowledge is of such
value to territories such as' Nigeria, to
stay in their jobs.

There is one other item which has
affected the climate of thought, and that
is the action of some “Governments in
respect of past pensions. I can speak
only about West African pensions. How-
ever, Ghana has not been as generous
as has this country over retired officers.
Ghana, Sierra Leone and Nigeria have
not been as generous as this country and
many others in the Commonwealth about
widows’ and orphans’ pensions. It is
remarkable that the poorest territory in
West Africa, the Gambia, has been much
more generous than some of the richer
and larger territories.

I hope my right hon. Friend will
remember what was said in Colonial
White Paper No. 306, 1954, where it was
stressed that the Colonial Service was a
single service under the Crown. The fact
remains, however, that that Service has
not been treated as a single service and
that, despite the generous treatment pro-
posed in the Bill, many members of it
feel that their colleagues in the past have
not been properly looked after.

The climate, therefore, is not ideal for
this Bill at the present time and yet our
object must be to provide good technical
aid, in which I include good administra-
tive advice. Administrators are not all
that easy to find, even in industry. From
the employing Government side, action
must not be taken so to alter the ideas
of commercial or other morality that civil
servants no longer wish to serve. Actions
by other countries, not in the Common-
wealth—as, for example, at Abadan or
Suez or even in Indonesia—have not
helped to get those in this country to give
up their possible careers here for service
abroad.

What should be the future of this
Special List? What size ought it to be?
Should it not operate, not only in Nigeria
and in Malaya—I welcome what my right
hon. Friend has said, that discussions are
taking place with Malaya—but also in
the Central African Federation, and what
about Singapore? Could we be told
something more about that?

What Departments will be embraced
in the Special List and what are the
criteria by which its possible members are
judged? = Am I right in saying that the
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purpose of the Special List is to assist
Nigerian Governments to retain in their
service officers whom they want to keep
and who without the special safeguards
might decide to leave?

Surely, if we are considering a Special
List that is all-embracing, the Nigerian
Governments in their own right should
not have a veto on who should be re-
commended. I gather that applications
must be recommended by the Governors
and in the case of the Eastern and
Western Regions by the Public Service
Commissions also. That is a suitable
safeguard, but I hope that it will not
degenerate into a veto.

Could my right hon. Friend say, too,
whether those on the Special List could
be seconded anywhere? Could they go
to the United Nations, to the Colonial
Development Corporation or to the
Trucial coast, where we have such a
major interest? I hope that they can.
I do not agree with some of the objec-
tions I heard in West Africa that mem-
bers of the Overseas Civil Service were
engaged to serve in one country and
should not be sent anywhere else. The
new Service should be like the Army and
one should be able to be seconded
wherever the interests of the Common-
wealth lie.

It is somewhat difficult to comment
further without knowing what percentage
of the Civil Service is leaving Ghana,
Malaya or Nigeria at the present time,
although I welcome what my right hon.
Friend has said about the encouraging
recruitment figures. I support, however,
what the right hon. Member for Wake-
field has said in the hope that some of
the new recruits could be put straight into
the Special List. If there is a Special List
and an old list, sooner or later there will
be a divergence between the two types
which will not be of benefit to the
Commonwealth.

I regret that under the Bill the Treasury
seems to have so much control. I hope
that it is control over the broad size of
the Special List that may become the
common pool, and will not be used over
actual detail to decide who should be
taken on and who should be refused. If
that were done, I believe that our Frqde
—which in Nigeria is worth £250 million
a year—would suffer, not only to this
country’s detriment but to that of the
Treasury also.
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Nevertheless, there is much to com-
mend in the Billl I hope that the
seconding, whether of police, teachers
or doctors—there is nothing like enough
of it today—will be expedited and
increased. I hope that we shall not be
frightened of expanding this potential
common pool and this Special List. It
is, after all, an investment in the British
way of life. If we find that too many
are taken on, will it not be possible to
employ some of them temporarily, while
they are awaiting a new job overseas, in
some of the Ministries of this country at
present occupied by the home Civil
Service?

My right hon. Friend the Prime
Minister, in a most encouraging Common-
wealth tour, is no doubt discussing with
his fellow Prime Ministers the future of
this country, of the Commonwealth and
of the Free Trade Area in Europe. It
might well be that if we look upon this
Special List in a generous spirit it could
form the cement to a Western head-
quarters which might be instrumental in
producing a prosperity for those who
believe in our Western way of life such
as we have never seen before. But if
we allow the cement to lie in the open
and disregard it, the whole concept might
perish.

5.47 p.m.

Mr. J. Grimond (Orkney and
Shetland): I am very glad to follow the
hon. Member for Wavertree (Mr. Tilney),
because I wish to discuss some of the
points he has raised. First, however, I
should like to join with the right hon.
Member for Wakefield (Mr. Creech
Jones) in expressing our very great regret
at the death of Walter Elliot. He was a
great friend of many people in this House.
He had a mind of such extraordinary
activity that nearly every political
problem was thrown up into greater
interest by him. For me personally, he
has enlivened even the dullest morning
on the Scottish Standing Committee. He
took a particular interest in the subject
of colonial development.

As the Secretary of State has said, this
is an enabling Bill. In so far as it will
help us to do justice to those men who
have worked in the Commonwealth and
who, as has been said, have deserved so
well, both of the countries in which they
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work and of this country, I welcome i .
but I share the doubts expressed by the
hon. Member for Wavertree about the
position of some of the pensioners. They
have been making representations and the
hon. Member himself, I believe, has taken
part in putting them before the Govern.
ment. I hope that the Government wi||
bear in mind what the hon. Member has
said, that the Colonial Service is one
service and that everyone in it has a rignt
to look to the Government for reasonable
pension provisions.

As to the importance not only of the
Colonial Service in the past but its con-
tinuing effect upon the world, I should
have thought that there could not pos-
sibly be the slightest doubt. If we look
at the situation in the Far East today we
see the success of India, which I should
have thought was due largely to the fact
that the traditions of the British Civil
Service have continued there, and we
have succeeded in leaving behind us a
great many Indians to carry on those
traditions. We can contrast® that situa-
tion with the one existing in Indonesia
where, for all that the Dutch did—and
they did a great deal—they seem to have
failed to create an Indonesian ‘ Civil
Service. That is a great lesson to the
Western world, and I regret that the
Secretary of State has not found it pos-
sible to go further in this Bill.

As the hon, Member for Wavertree
said, we are in a difficult position in that
Britain has a contracting field for the
Colonial Service; but the hon. Member
also pointed out that there is an expand-
ing need in the world—in the Common-
wealth generally and in Asia and Africa
outside the Commonwealth—for technical
assistance, administrative ability, and
guidance in all sorts of ways. We should
now consider whether we ought not to
found the kind of Commonwealth service
which has often been recommended,
recruited from throughout the Common-
wealth, with the help of Commonwealth
Governments, and available not only in
the Commonwealth but also in other
territories which need technical assis-
tance. The hon. Member mentioned the
Trucial Coast ; Iraq is also in great need
of technical assistance, and there are
other possibilities in Asia, Africa, the
West Indies and South America.

1 do not think that we can provide
immense amounts of capital for the
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development of these countries, but we
should be able to supply some staff, not-
withstanding the fact that there is a great
demand for highly-skilled people of all
types in this country as well as abroad.
1 believe that many people would wel-
come the sort of work which would be
open to them in these countries if they
could be assured that it would be con-
tinuing work ; that they would form part
of a service, and would receive a reason-
able pension and other emoluments at
the end of their service.

I do not believe that the numbers need
be so very great. We must look more
and more to the training of the indigenous
peoples for much of this work, but it is
the top-level people who are important
at the moment, and who can do such an
important job. The Secretary of State
seemed to indicate that there might not
be such a big demand for these experts,
but 1 would have thought that there was
a considerable demand. There are all
sorts of development sohemes, both in the
Commonwealth and outside. There is,
for instance, the Colombo Plan, and Point
Four. All these projects need technical
staffs.

I quite understand that the difficulty lies
1n questions of promotion and of holding
up the prospects of people, besides the
terms of service. We already go a good
way in the secondment of people from
different Departments to do different jobs,
but the Civil Service must accept a far
bigger movement within itself. I under-
stand that the Indian Civil Service already
has a continual change from Department
to Department—even from the Treasury
to the Foreign Office. I sometimes think
that that might do our Foreign Office a
lot of good—and perhaps also the
Treasury. I think that it is possible to
have a considerably greater degree of
interchange between services than exists
at present. But that does not meet the
demand for an overseas Commonwealth-
recruited service available to serve in any
country.

For people who will spend much time
overseas on technical jobs it is important
that there should be an opportunity to
come back to this country and do a shift
at home, with a certain amount of Te-
training in industry or the home Civil
Service Departments in order to catch
up with developments and new techniques.
That is not impossible to arrange. It

Vol. 580
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mught require a staff college at home to
pravide a basis for retraining, which could
be carried out when jobs were not avail-
able overseas.

The essential requirement is that these
people must be employees of the Com-
monwealth. If they are working for
another Government their rights of pen-
sion and pay must be guaranteed by this
Government or the Commonwealth
Governments as a whole. A scheme of
this sort—limited, and perhaps now in
need of amendment—was put forward by
Sir John Sargent, who had long experience
in India and had to face the problem of
heavy demands being made for technical
personnel which he was unable to fulfil.
I believe that the details of that scheme
are to be found in the Colonial Office or
in some other Government Department,
and I think that it should be looked at
again.

We now have a tremendous oppor-
tunity for developing the Commonwealth
both as a source of recruitment and
development. There are also great possi-
bilities for under-developed countries
generally. I do not know how quickly
we could take the idea put forward in the
Bill to its next- stage, but I agree with
the hon. Member for Wavertree that time
is not on our side in these matters. We
are losing a great many people who might
be interested in this work, and creating
conditions in which people will be very
uneasy about accepting overseas employ-
ment. I believe that uneasiness is un-
necessary ; such work still offers great
opportunity.

For a short time after the war I worked
for UN.R.R.A., when conditions were
rather different, but we found that there
was a continual request for administra-
tors, technicians, educational experts and
so forth, and that there was no sound
method of recruitment. In those days we
rang round to various Ministries asking
for help, but although they tl‘leC! to be
helpful all that they usually said was,
“We have old so-and-so who is out of a
job just now. He might help you for a
month or two.” There was then nothing
like the Register or the Special List that
we have now, and we had very great
difficulty in undertaking our very valuable
work. I hope that we shall be able to
develop considerably further the ideas
contained rather inadequately in this Bill.

Q
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The only other point which 1 wish to
raise concerns the position of the African
Colonies and the people working there. I
had not appreciated that most of the
people were employed on contract.

Mr. Lennox-Boyd : The figures that I
gave did not apply to most of the people
in British territories in Africa ; they con-
cerned Nigeria. I said that many of those
people were on contract.

Mr. Grimond: I presume that they
would be available for transfer to the
Special List if they fell within the terms
of the Bill.

Mr. James Callaghan (Cardiff, South-
East): Would they?

Mr. Lennox-Boyd : Each case must be
examined on its merits. I cannot give an
assurance that they would. They certainly
would not be ineligible—but the same
criteria would have to be applied to them
as to anyone else. But they are recruited
for specific jobs and for a period of years,
and are not really comparable  with
administrators and other officers with
whom we are concerned in order to
maintain the structure of Government.

Mr. Grimond : I should have thought
that the people on contract would be a
valuable addition to the List. I hope the
Secretary of State will say something more
about this when he winds up the debate.

5.57 p.m.

Miss Joan Vickers (Plymouth, Devon-
port): I welcome the Bill and also the
presence of my right hon. Friend the
Secretary of State. I hope that he will
soon be fully recovered from his accident.
I support the argument put forward by the
right hon. Member for Wakefield (Mr.
Creech Jones) in regard to Governors.
We discussed this matter in a previous
Bill. I moved an Amendment, which was
not carried, to the effect that these people
should receive better pension, and
especially that there should be better pro-
vision for their widows. As their num-
ber is now thirty-eight, my right hon.
Friend may agree to reconsider that point.

This is a very important Bill, which
will have enormous consequences in the
future in binding the Commonwealth
together. We must remember the work
that has been done in the past and
encourage more people in the belief that
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they are joining a band of people who are
greatly respected. For that reason I was
very pleased to see, by way of a letter in
The Times yesterday, signed by Lorq
Hahfax, Lord Mountbatten, Lord
Pethick-Lawrence and others, that ,
plaque is being put up in Westminster
Abbey to commemorate the work of pre-
vious overseas civil services. The second
paragraph in the letter says:

“In August, 1947, Parliament passed a

Resolution expressing the gratitude of the
nation for the spirit which these services had
shown in the discharge of their duties. From
our own personal experience of their compe-
tence and high sense of responsibility we can
testify how fully this tribute was justified . . .
They were originally mainly British in their
composition, but the policy of Indianisation
pursued during the quarter of the century pre-
ceding 1947 tended to include in them an
increasing Indian element.”
We must keep that very much to the fore.
Their high sense of responsibility and
competence has helped, we must remem-
ber, to build up the British Common-
wealth, and I am glad that their service
has now been commemorated.

I congratulate my hon. Friend the
Member for Wavertree (Mr. Tilney) who,
I know, has worked extremely hard to
get this Bill through the House of
Commons. This idea is a practical one,
and that is proved by the fact that the
police have for many years been able to
transfer from one service to another.
When I was in Tanganyika recently I
found that Malayan police were in the
service of the Tanganyikan Government.

I would ask one or two questions of
my right hon. Friend. The White Paper
says:

“There 1s no doubt that such developments

are now essential.”
That means the development of Her
Majesty’s Government’s Overseas Civil
Service.  The White Paper goes on to
say :

* Various oversea governments have already

said that they would like to be able to look
to Her Majesty’s Government in the United
Kingdom for help in finding such officers.”
I should be grateful if we could know
which oversea Governments have asked
for officers. If we had a list, it would
encourage people to know that there were
jobs for them in many territories and not
only in the British Commonwealth.

1 should like to know the criteria for
joining this Special List. Are women t0O
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be allowed to join it?  Are Africans,
Malayans, and Indians permitted to do
so? If we are to bind the Common-
wealth together, Indians should be
allowed, for example, to go and work in
Africa and Malaya and in other terri-
tories. That would be very beneficial, as 1
have found from experience that it is very
often easier for somebody who has been
trained by the British and who is not
necessarily British to put over the British
viewpoint to an African, even than a
British person himself.

So far as I know, women can get only
a certain way in this service. They can
become administrative assistants, but I
have never known a woman to be a
district officer, for instance. What is to
be the future of women in this service?
Can their service be extended to several
territories under this scheme?  For
example, many will be needed for Com-
munity Development. If so, this will be
one of the most beneficial oversea
developments in the future.

The White Paper says that fifty years
of age is to be that of retirement, but
that is a difficult age for either men or
women to get other jobs. I suggest their
service might be extended to sixty, when
they they would not need another job,
or they might retire at forty-five, at which
age it would be very much easier for
them to get other jobs. The amount of
pension which they will receive when they
finally retire is out of all proportion to
what they get in a large lump sum. Many
of them will be tempted to take the lump
sum and retire early rather than to risk
getting a pension some time in the future,
and be unable to obtain further employ-
ment.

What will be the position of women
government servants when they marry?
I understand that most of them have to
resign on marriage. In a recent Report
by the United Nations Commission on
the subject of Tanganyika, I read in para-
graph 470:

“If women government servants marry, they
must resign, They can re-enter the service if
they are prepared to work fulltime, and if
they do they are taken on a temporary basis
and lose all their pension rights.”

What will happen to women on the

Special List? The United Nations Report

ended by expressing surprise that this

practice should be still in operation. I

Suggest that persons, even if they are in
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temporary service, should have security.
If they get on to the Special List, they
should be allowed to count their service
for pension. That is an extremely im-
portant point.

People may be just a little nervous of
&oing over permanently to the Special List
In present circumstances. Could they be
allowed to do so for three to five years
before they made up their minds definitely
whether they wished to join it? Having
worked in Malaya very happily for a very
short time under the administration of a
Malay, I am able to say that some people
may be a little nervous of this change
in their conditions, and should be allowed
a period before they come to a definite
decision.

What is the position of doctors and
nurses? I see that teachers in Government
service are mentioned but there seems to
be no specific mention of doctors. I should
like them to continue in the Overseas Ser-
vice to gain knowledge of tropical dis-
eases. Trying to deal with tropical
diseases requires a completely different
method of approach in this country from
dealing with them in the tropics. The
service of these doctors should be con-
tinuous, and they should be given en-
couragement for research work in over-
seas territories.

I hope that everything will be done to
see that people have an assurance of
security for their future. One of the dan-
gers of this type of service is that people
may be chopped and changed about too
much in the different territories and
different types of jobs. I should like to
know that they will get definite security
in a territory of which they have know-
ledge for as long as possible. I should
also like to know whether it is proposed
to take African, Malayan and other civil
servants into this service on the Special
List in future.

6.7 p.m.

Mr. James Johnson (Rugby): The
Secretary of State for the Colonies must
be feeling happy for once, because of the
welcome that has been given on all sides
to the Bill. 1, too, welcome the Bill, and I
also welcome back the right hon. Gentle-
man in view of his recent illness. There
were rumours in the Press at the weekend
about his impending departure, but the
right hon. Gentleman is back. We shall
now all watch him in his evasive action
for some months to come.

Q2
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Mr. Callaghan : How does my hon.
Friend know?

Mr. Johnson : Having said that, I turn
to the speech of the hon. Lady the Mem-
ber for Devonport (Miss Vickers), who is
a good feminist. She put up a good case
for her sex. I would like the Minister
to tell us where we can place these ladies
when they come into the Colonial Service.
Perhaps in the Co-operative movement as
in Kenya—training African women coffee
Co-op officers. One looks and wonders
where to place ladies of ability and charm
in the colonial scene. I hope that the
Minister will think about this matter,
because we should like to hear from him
on the subject.

There are ladies in the Ministry of
Labour who could do a good job in the
Colonies. Women are on the move in
places like West Africa. There are many
women’s organisations and we could send
out ladies to advise them. They might
do it slightly better than some male mem-
bers of the I.C.F.T.U. have been doing
for some years in certain parts of Africa.

Many of us have been immensely per-
turbed in the past year or two by the
number of first-class men of integrity and
ability who are leaving the Colonial Ser-
vice. Why are they leaving? Some two
years ago I had a long conversation about
this exodus with a gentleman named Dr.
Azikiwe, who, despite his vicissitudes,
still manages to remain in charge of the
Eastern Government of Nigeria.  The
Colonial Secretary said that about 284
people have gone to Nigeria in the last
year, but they are not sufficient to make
up the wastage in East and West Nigeria
respectively.  Are we to accept this
position?

Mr. Lennox-Boyd : They are more than
the entitled officers, who are those entitled
to go on compensation in East and West
Nigeria separately.

Mr. Johnson : Are they more than the
wastage of those who will be leaving us
in the years to come? Dr. Azikiwe
was immensely perturbed by this. Why
are these people leaving?

I beg the right hon. Gentleman to
look beyond his speech and not to think
merely in terms of service, pensions,
wages and material things of that kind
because it is not only a financial matter.
It is perhaps a good thing that some of
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them are leaving. I am certain that
Africans need in Africa only people who
like the continent and like the people
there—people who are keen on the work
itself over and above the questions of
pension and pay. Some do not like sery.
ing black elected African Ministers, [t
would be a good thing if the generous
compensation terms enabled those people
to leave. In that way by financial choice
they would leave and make way for
others.

I have been immensely disturbed to
find some in commercial circles in
Africa who wuse such a picturesque
term as “Africa is a dead duck”. It
is no good people talking about Africa
in that way because they dislike African.
isation not only in the Civil Service but
at higher levels. I hope those people
will accept the terms and leave. Against
this, I think there is one situation where
the European can be listened to, for |
met cases of nepotism in which, under
the cloak of Africanisation, the European
civil servant was passed over on his way
to promotion by an African civil ser-
vant. There is no excuse for an African,
because of his clan or family, being able
to advance up the line of promotion.
But all these things are happening and
help to explain the exodus which is
taking place.

It is said that the Africans are pushing
on too fast politically and in this way
disappointing and depressing Europeans
who therefore do not stay. I wonder if
that is always the case. When one talks
to African Ministers one finds they do
not want that. They know as well as
we do that for many years to come
Africa will need these skilled, devoted
and gifted administrators. The need is
there. It is a physical fact. I think
I am correct in saying that in Tanganyika
there are possibly no more than 250 out
of a population of 8 million Africans at
the School Certificate level. For many
years to come they will need Europeans
to guide and advise. T.A.N.U. and other
African organisations know that is true.
Given the pay and given the pension, I
hope we shall get men to go out and
serve under Ministers in Africa, what-
ever their colour.

A little time ago an hon. Member
made a comparison, which I do not think
was odious, between our colonial ad-
ministration and that of the Dutch in
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java and the East Indies. If we must
have empires—and we have had them
in the past by historical accident—I think
ours is the least bad among them. We
have only to look at India, Ceylon and
Ghana to see where lie the hearts of

ople who have left us in the Metro-
politan State. It is a delicate, difficult and
dangerous job to hive them off to self-
government and leave our own people
behind under the independent coloured
Government.

1 want to quote something which 1
think may help some people who get
a little depressed by the actions of black
uationahst.leqders in Africa, and who
say there is little hope left for some of
our young men who want to work like
their fathers worked twenty or forty years
ago. There has been difficulty in East
Nigeria, and not long ago civil servants
were leaving in scores. Dr. Azikiwe
sent a New Year message to “ Eastern
Nigeria Today ”, from which I wish to
quote. Of all people, “ Zik ” has been
most attacked for his Africanisation, for
going too fast and squeezing out Euro-
peans. He paid tribute to
“that band ‘of gallant heroes who defied the
tropical climate in order to generate the social
mechanism which has enabled us to bridge
the gap between the days of the porters and
the hammock bearers, on the one hand, and
this modern era of mechanical progress on
the other’”.

Then he singles out the European public
servant for special comment in his New
Year message and said :

“1 must confess that at every stage in the
evolution of our Public Service in Nigeria, both
the expatriates and the indigenous civil ser-
vants pursued their careers with missionary
zeal and a sense of duty, for which this
Government must be eternally grateful . . .

Here 1 should like to repeat the assurance
which T gave publicly on my return from the
Constitutional Conference that we want our
expatriate friends to give us the benefit of
their expert knowledge to help formulate and
lmplemqnt our policies and we want them to
work with us and not for us. It is my hope
that a great number of expatriate officials will
stay  with us, especially during the difficult
transitional period that lies ahead.”

As the Colonial Secretary said, there is
good will at this end and at that end
for our people to go out and labour in
that field where they are so badly needed.

I think it would be a great mistake to
think only of English, Scots, Welsh and
Irish going overseas to specific British
Colonies. 'If one goes to East Africa one
finds quite a number of New Zealanders
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working in the Tanganyika public service.
I should like to see many of the so-called
“colonials” in our administration.
Whether we like it or not—and most of us
do like it—those New Zealanders and
other Dominion men have a different
approach from many of our people who
go out there.

One hears tales in Southern Rhodesia
about how well the Italians worked with
the African population on the Kariba
Dam scheme. One finds that New
Zealanders are just as easy and accept-
able when working with the African
people as are the Latins. They bring a
new breath of air to what many colonials
feel has been a rather pompous approach.
Let us widen this field and, if possible,
get a Commonwealth team to work in
what today is a Commonwealth effort.
Really, I think it is an Atlantic Alliance
effort because the amount of American
money going into Africa really shames
me sometimes. I would not demur if
not merely New Zealanders, Australians
and Canadians, but Americans went
there. That would add a new whiff of
energy and new life. It would give a new
slant to administration in this field, which
we would welcome.

I am very glad that we are going ahead
on these lines, because the headaches will
not only be in the West, but in East
and Central Africa in the near future.
On my last visit I met quite a number
of people in East Africa who were asking
what was to happen to them in twenty
years’ time. It was not only Dr. Azikiwe
about whom people were worrying, but
about African Congress leaders in the
east and the centre. Let us look ahead in
welcoming this Bill and think not merely
of people indigenous to these islands, not
only of English, Scots and Welsh, but
particularly of New Zealanders, Austra-
lians and Americans also. They can all
come in and make it a genuine Overseas
Service.

6.20 p.m.

Mr. Michael Clark Hutchison (Edin-
burgh, South) : Like other hon. Members,
I welcome the Bill. I used to be in the
Colonial Service myself, and I still keep
in touch with many colleagues overseas.
There is no doubt that with the march of
events many of them are feeling a little
insecure about their future. This par-
ticularly applies to men in the thirties
and forties who have heavy commitments,
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who perhaps have children to educate or
who are buying a house here. They are
concerned, and 1 believe that the pro-
visions of the Bill will give them some
reassurance.

So far, most of the uncertainty has been
confined to territories which are on the
ghr.eshold of complete independence, but
1t is permeating through the Service. It
Is my belief that in areas which have
reached full independence the abolition
terms have, on the whole, been generous
and have not caused hardship, and I be-
lieve that in other areas which are to
become independent the terms will be no
less favourable. Nevertheless, we must
bear in mind human nature. There is
always before us the melancholy situa-
tion of British officials who served in
Egypt.

I have.three questions which I should
be glad if my right hon. Friend would
Investigate. The first concerns pensions.
In the old Colonial Service the pensions
rule did not work at all fairly. In a
wealthy colony or one with a high stan-
dard of living, such as Malaya or Hong
Kong._an officer was paid more highly,
and his pension was based not only on
the length of his service, but primarily
on his emoluments during his last three
years of service, This meant that he
received a very much higher pension than
an officer of equivalent grade in East
Africa or Aden. Tt seems to me that
under these new arrangements, with the
Special List and the Central Pool, officers
appointed in the future should all have
exactly the same conditions and that
arrangements should be made by my
right hon. Friend and his advisers to see
that at the end of the day they all draw
exactly the same pension.

The same difficulty arose when officers
were on leave. An officer from, perhaps,
West Africa or the West Indies who was
on a fairly low scale of pay had only
that small amount of money to spend in
the United Kingdom when he came
home ; he was paid the same amount as
he was receiving in the West Indies. On
the other hand, an officer in exactly the
same grade who was serving in Malaya,
for example, received two or three times
that amount of pay and when he came
home on leave he had two or three times
the amount to spend than had his col-
leagues from the West Indies or, for
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example, from Aden. There is scope for
all these matters to be ironed out in these
new arrangements.

The second point I wish to make is
about the composition of the Special List
and the Central Pool. In my opiniop,
the list should not be confined to officers
from this country. In my service I knew
many from India, Pakistan and elsewhere
who were very sound officers. We should
retain them and recruit more from those
Dominions. I also agree with the hop
Member for Rugby (Mr. J. Johnson) that
we should recruit officers from Canada,
Australia and New Zealand. We should
make our needs known to those
Dominions in order that we can get al|
these officers into the Central Pool angd
make it a Commonwealth service serving
the Commonwealth.

The third point concerns the name. In
the old days men in the Colonial Service
were very proud to serve in it and to give
a lead to local peoples. It was a good
life’s work helping these people among
whom our fellow countrymen went out to
live. Regrettably, the word “colonial”
now has an unfortunate meaning. This
is quite wrong, but it has acquired this
meaning largely through misunderstand-
ing, I think, primarily, on the part of
foreigners.

We had to change this. The name has
been changed to the Overseas Civil Ser-
vice. In my view that is a very bad
choice. It is rather nebulous. 1 think it
would be difficult to owe loyalty to a
service with such a name. Secondly, the
name is a tongue twister; it is, in fact,
a hissing and an abomination. I ask my
right hon. Friend to think about a change
of name, and I suggest that the name
should be Her Majesty’s Commonwealth
Service.

6.26 p.m.

Mrs. Eirene White (Flint, East): We
have waited a long time for this Bill
We are glad to have it at last, but I think
that the Secretary of State has qlready
realised that those of us on both sides of
the House who are interested in the sub-
ject are somewhat disappointed in the
Bill

The right hon. Gentleman said that it
is an enabling Bill, but I have looked
at it with apprehension because in some
respects it seems to be a disabling Bill
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The hand of the Treasury is all too evi-
dent in it. I very much hope that in
Committee we shall be able to delete
Clause 1 (3) because it appears to me
that the Treasury is taking upon itself not
merely general supervision, as it naturally
must in such a matter, but also particular
supervision, with the result that it may
interfere even in the appointment of an
individual officer. That seems to me to
be monstrous. I stand to be corrected,
because I am not familiar with the terms
of service of the Foreign Service, but I
very much doubt whether the Treasury
possesses, and certainly whether it exer-
cises, that power in Her Majesty’s Foreign
Service. Why should the Overseas Service
be any less independent?

Just how much or how little the Secre-
tary of State is ultimately able to perform
under the Bill seems to depend very much
upon his relationship for the time being
with the Chancellor of the Exchequer for
the time being, whoever he may be.
That, therefore, limits the potential use-
fulness of the Bill. We are asked to pass
legislation which will depend very much
indeed upon the power relationship within
the Government hierarchy at any particu-
lar point in time.

Provided that the Treasury were much
more generously minded than the
Treasury usually is, the Bill could be
interpreted in a very wide way. Just how
wide it could be interpreted I am not
clear, and I should be grateful if in his
reply the Minister would make clear to
us exactly what the scope of the Overseas
Service is intended to be.

The Bill refers throughout to *the
Secretary of State”. That, I presume,
could mean any Secretary of State, and
would cover both the right hon. Gentle-
man himself, the Secretary of State for
Commonwealth Relations, and also the
Foreign Secretary, if suitable. Clause 6
definzs “overseas territory ” as
.. . any ferritory or country outside the
United Kingdom ; *

That means, therefore, that it is not con-
fined to the Commonwealth. It is a very
Interesting point but we should like to
have it developed, as, in presenting the
Bill, the right hon. Gentleman made no
reference to such possibilities. As the
Bill could concern persons whose service
Was related either to the Colonial Office,
the Commonwealth Relations Office, or
the Foreign Office we really should have
Vol. 580
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a more adequate explanation of what
machinery could be used.

The right hon. Gentleman said that hs
was disappointed by the response to the
Central Pool, but he has not really told
us what efforts, what experiments, have
been made, or in what direction or in
what relation to these other Departments
they have been made. Those of us who
had in mind something much more
exciting than what the right hon. Gentle-
man seemed to have in mind in relation
to Commonwealth service are entitled to
a great deal more explanation of why
he is now so pessimistic.

Is it purely the dead hand of the
Treasury, or what are the real reasons
that, apparently, make it so difficult to
envisage an overseas service of a kind
to which almost every previous hon.
Member who has spoken has referred?
They have referred to something that
is not just a holding operation
in, say, Nigeria—important as that
might be—but something creative and
positive, which will contribute to
the Commonwealth and give us the
kind of advantage which will, in
many countries, be our only one. It is
the sort of relationship that we may get
through administration, university educa-
tion and highly skilled technical
co-operation, and the like, on which our
influence in the Commonwealth is likely
so largely to depend.

The right hon. Gentleman said that
among other reasons for despondency was
the fact that those who seem to be inter-
ested in the Central Pool were largely the
older men who had, in fact, retired, but
who were prepared to take on a short-
term job of a particular kind. He said
that there was difficulty in attracting any
of the younger people to the pool. Why
is that? Is it because the kind of employ-
ment offered does not attract them? This
idea that everyone should be on contract
is not very satisfactory.

I am particularly concerned about the
younger administrative officers who are,
as we know, in a peculiar position. It
is known that when a country gets to near-
self-government or to full self-government,
it is the administrative rather than the
highly technical people who are likely to
be dispensed with, but it is of the utmost
importance that, whilst in the Service, they
should be of good quality. That applies
equally to East Africa or to Central
Africa, where self-government may not
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be approached for many years but where
there will in the future be a gradual but
increasing supplanting of officers of Euro-
pean origin by educated Africans. We
would like to know just what are the
difficulties in attracting younger people.

If one of the problems of this concep-
tion of having a much more dynamic
Overseas Service than it seems we are
likely to have is the difficulty of guaran-
teeing continuous employment, I wonder
whether one could interpret fairly widely
the reference in Clause 1 (8) to “ other
employment ”? 1 can envisage certain
circumstances in which it might be desir-
able for the Secretary of State to say to
some officer, “ At the moment we really
have no suitable job for you in the public
service, in the narrow sense, either here
or overseas, but you might do some ex-
tremely useful work in other approved
employment in the academic field, or
even, in certain circumstances, in the com-
mercial field.”

Is that the kind of idea behind that
reference to “ other employment ”? We
want to do everything possible to make
this overseas service attractive to our high
quality younger people. They have to
feel that they have the chance of a really
satisfying service. It is not just a matter
of pay or pension, important as that may
be. It is also the idea that thought will
be given to the best way of employing
their talents at any particular time.

There is another very serious criticism,
and this was touched on by the hon.
Member for Edinburgh, South (Mr. M.
Clark Hutchison), who has his own
personal experience in the Colonial
Service. Many of us have thought that
if we were to have a Bill of this kind at
all an opportunity should be taken to deal
with the situation which has existed for
so long. for historic reasons, in the
Colonial  Service, whereby someone
serves in a territory at the rate of pay
and conditions of service that the terri-
tory can afford. That means that when
he sees an opportunity for promotion,
such an officer, very naturally, leaves that
territory and goes where he thinks he
may be better off.

My right hon. Friend the Member for
Wakefield (Mr. Creech Jones) said that
during his term of office some effort was
made to assist the smaller and poorer
territories to obtain specialist services
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which otherwise they might not haye
been able to secure. As I understooq
him, however, that applied only to certajy
special jobs and not to the ordinary ryy
of the administrative service. = For
example, as I have mentioned before
when I was in Zanzibar not very long‘
ago, one complaint, among many, wag
that they had had, I think, seven direc.
tors of education in ten years——

Mr. Ede (South Shields): They have
had more than seven in ten years here.

Mrs. White : That may be so in certain
authorities with which my right hon,
Friend may be associated. It is very dis.
turbing for some of these territories to
realise that they are just jumping-off
grounds for persons with their eyes on
better paid jobs elsewhere. One there-
fore hopes that it may be possible so to
interpret the Bill as to overcome this
difficulty. It should be possible for a
man to be sent where he will be most
useful ; that his own personal pay, pension
rights, and so on, should be safeguarded
as personal to him, and that Her
Majesty’s Government in the United
Kingdom should make suitable financial
arrangements with the other Government
and, if necessary, make up the difference
between what the receiving-end Govern-
ment can pay and what the officer is
entitled to receive. Were that done, we
would have fewer of these changes, which
can be so very disturbing to the countries
concerned, and fewer unsuitable appoint-
ments, which are sometimes made, even
at the rank of Governor, simply to enable
a person to obtain promotion which
otherwise he would not have had.

Whether or not this is a good or a bad
Bill will really depend very much on how
it is interpreted. I can only say that we
were rather disappointed at the pessi-
mistic interpretation that the Secretary of
State seems to be placing on it at the
moment. [ hope that the trend of this
debate will have convinced him that there
are those of us on both sides who would
like him to show a very much more posi-
tive and creative attitude to the overseas
service than he seems to have at present.

Mr. Callaghan: On a point of order.
Mr. Speaker. There are four backers to
this Bill, of whom three are present. But
one important backer is not here. and
that is the Financial Secretary to the
Treasury. We are all conscious in this
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debate of what a large part the Treasury
plays in the Bill. Indeed, the Financial
Gecretary is to move a Money Resolution
in relation to it when the Bill has secured
its Second Reading. The Treasury plays
a large part, and various things cannot be
done without its consent. I wonder if it
would be possible for a Government
Whip to see if the Financial Secretary
can be present, because I am sure that it
will help with his education if he can hear
what is being said on both sides of the
House.

6.40 p.m.

Mr. Bernard Braine (Essex, South-
East): It is always a pleasure to agree
with the hon. Lady the Member for Flint,
East (Mrs. White), and today I find my-
self agreeing with almost everything she
said about this subject. The hon. Lady
said at one stage that far from this Bill
being an enabling Measure it looked
rather like a disabling one. I am not so
sure that 1 could follow her that far, but
1 must express my conviction that this
Bill seems to enable the Secretary of State
to do very little, to do very little too
late.

Tributes were rightly paid by my right
hon. Friend and the right hon. Member
for Wakefield (Mr. Creech Jones) to the
men of the Overseas Service. I cannot
think of any more devoted and dedicated
body in the whole of the Commonwealth
than the men who devote their lives to
the service of the less well-equipped, less
advanced and less sophisticated peoples
of our great family of nations. Theirs is
a service which brings its own satisfaction,
but it is not an easy job and it is not an
easy life. I said “ Hear, hear ” rather
loudly when my right hon. Friend said
that this House owes a debt to the men
of the Overseas Service. That being so,
I think that the Measure we now have

before us is quite inadequate to meet the
need.

I remember how some of us were dis-
appointed when in 1954, after much prod-
ding on the part of some of my right
hon. Friends, the White Paper appeared.
If we are so concerned about the future
of this Service, we should pay some regard
to the feelings and susceptibilities of the
men engaged in it. It was well-known in
1954 that there was a growing feeling of
lissatisfaction in the Service. It was be-
cause these men were devoted and loyal
and were the right stuff that they kept
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their grumbles very largely to themselves.
That was in 1954 and this Bill has only
just appeared.

I should like to know—and this is the
first of the questions 1 want to ask—
why there has been this long delay. The
right hon. Member for Wakefield talked
about the contraction of opportunity, and
other speakers in the debate have implied
that part of the trouble is that the men
already employed in the Service know
that it is virtually dying on its feet. Is
this correct? If it is not, it may be lead-
ing us to false conclusions.

I remember some years ago conducting
a survey into the prospects of the Colonial
Service, and I came to some very interest-
ing conclusions. We are faced here with
a dilemma. On the one hand, with the
political ties between the Colonial
Dependencies and the mother country
weakening, with more and more of these
territories moving towards self-govern-
ment and mastery over their own affairs,
administrative changes in the colonies
and in this country in the Colonial Office
are inevitable, and these are bound to
lead to anxiety among those serving and
also those who, in normal circumstances,
would be attracted to join them.

1 remember when in East Africa in
1954 being told by one promising young
district officer that he felt like looking
over his shoulder all the time at the men
who had served in the Sudan and those
in that incomparable Civil Service, the
Indian Civil Service, and who were now
elsewhere. These anxieties were natural,
and inevitable, but it is clear that if, as
a result of these anxieties getting a grip,
the Service is allowed to run down, the
consequences to the whole of the
Commonwealth and ourselves would be
tragic.

The fact of the matter is that political
advance in all these territories which have
achieved or are about to achieve indepen-
dence has far outstripped their adminis-
trative capacity. The hon. Member for
Rugby (Mr. J. Johnson) quite properly
quoted Dr. Azikiwe and other political
leaders. who have in the last few years
made it absolutely clear that they want
British administrative assistance to con-
tinue and on terms satisfactory to the
men concerned. They recognise that the
kind of disinterested advice and expertise
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which these men can provide are abso-
lutely essential if their young demo-
cracies are to find their feet, master their
environment and develop their resources.

So we have a situation in which the
demand for good men from the United
Kingdom is not diminishing, but is in-
creasing. I allow at once that where
administrative officers are concerned, par-
ticularly the senior ones, opportunities of
the right kind are contracting, but, since
I made my survey, which was three years
ago, I believe that the picture has not
altered. In fact, if anything, a new
emphasis has been given to my conclu-
sions.

In the first eight years after the war,
three times as many forestry and legal
officers were required as in the eight years
immediately previous to the war, four
times as many administrative officers and
medical officers, seven times as many
veterinary officers, twelve times as many
surveyors and geologists, and twenty-six
times as many educational officers.  The
reason for this is quite clear. Economic,
social and political development is
quickening all the time in the Colonial
Empire, and the demand for expertise
increases accordingly. What I am driving
at—and I am sorry that the Financial
Secretary to the Treasury is not here to
hear this—is that colonial development
is not just a matter of finding money. It
is not just a matter of providing capital
goods. It is, first and foremost, a matter
of finding the right kind of men with the
right kind of knowledge to guide, train
and to enthuse the colonial cadres who
will take over in the end.

1 was most interested when my right
hon. Friend gave some figures of the
recruitment to the Colonial Service in the
last two years, but I should have liked
to have been given another figure, and
perhaps my right hon. Friend, when he
replies, may be able to give it. My
information is that the demand has been
so great in recent years that there is quite
a considerable lag between the vacancies
being notified to the Colonial Office and
the appointments being made. 1 should
like to know whether that lag is dis-
appearing, and whether the number of
young cadets is increasing. In short, the
conclusion which one reaches is that at
a time when anxiety is getting keen and
when a number of the senior men in the
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Overseas Civil Service are thinking ip
terms of taking their compensation and
getting out, the field of opportunity, far
from contracting, is widening, except, ag
I have said, in the administrative service,

As a result of this dilemma, we are
faced with two related problems; first,
how are we to provide continuity of
employment and good prospects of
advancement for those men already in the
Service ; and, secondly, how are we to
ensure recruitment? One administrative
officer in the West Indies told me a few
years ago: “ Remember, the chief source
of recruitment to the Service are those
already in it.” . Just as a doctor very often
hopes that his son will follow him in his
noble profession, so the colonial adminis-
trator hopes that his son will find happi-
ness and a vocation in the Service. Un-
fortunately, in the last two years a
number have been saying “I hope my
son will not follow me, because the
prospects are no longer bright.”

In the past, colonial servants did not
belong to a single unified service working
to the same set of rules and answerable
to the same master. It is true that they
were recruited by the Colonial Office, and
they were selected by the Secretary of
State and many of them were appointed
directly by him. But they were employed
by colonial Governments and once
appointed they were the servants of those
Governments and of no other. As many
hon. Members have said, the terms and
conditions of service varied widely.

Is it not now the position that the Sec-
retary of State has less and less control
over appointments and that more and
more the public service commissions are
making them instead? I am convinced
that there is no way out of the difficulty
except by providing a single unified
sorvice with pay and pensions under-
written by Her Majesty’s Government in
the United Kingdom, although increasing
discretion will have to be left to the local
public service commissions and to the
Governors to make the actual appoint-
ments.

I can see no reason even now why the
re-employment of officers made redundant
through no fault of their own but through
political or administrative changes in
these colonies should be left to chance or
good will or to the whim of the Treasury.
How are we to attract into the Service
men whose intellectual quality and
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character is such that they could find a
niche almost anywhere else in these days
of full employment? How are we to keep
them in the Service unless we guarantee
that once redundancy occurs their future
will not be left to chance? Indeed,
redundancy often occurs because a man
has done his job well and has hastened
the day of self-government. -

I should like to know why there should
be two categories, one being those on the
Special List. Why should there be two
kinds of colonial civil servant? What is
the reason? We have not yet been given
an explanation. Perhaps my hon. Friend
will tell us that there are technical or
financial reasons, or that the Treasury
insists that the Special List should cover
only a small, narrow, exceptional cate-
gory of men in order to save money. If
that is the truth, let us be told so.

The 1954 White Paper fell far short of
what was required. It did not allay
anxiety about prospects and pensions at
the time. I do not see why the pensions
for the whole Service should not be
funded and located in the United King-
dom. The Bill, I readily allow, moves in
the right direction, but it moves timidly
and half-heartedly and is manifestly the
product of a titanic struggle between the
Colonial Office and the Treasury.

I should like to know how many officers
in West Africa have thrown in their hand
during the three years which have elapsed
since the White Paper. I should like to
know too how many officers in the
Eastern and Western regions of Nigeria
have taken their compensation. I should
also like to know what has become of
them. Have they sought similar service
clsewhere, or have industry and commerce
gained them?

The other day a young, brilliant
administrative officer serving in one of the
key territories of the colonial empire
came to see me. He told me of his fears
and doubts. If he stuck to his post, which
was a senior one, there was the chance
that a glittering prize lay ahead. He was
not particularly concerned about that. He
liked the job, and he had done a good
job. He had helped in a territory where
there has been a very rapid transforma-
tion, and he felt that he had made some
contribution to it. He was young and
married and had children, and he had to
think of the future. He had had attrac-
tive offers from business houses. He won-
dered what he should do. T could have
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shown him the Bill, but I doubt whether
he would have obtained much encourage-
ment from it. I do not know what he will
do, but I do know what large numbers of
other officers of similar age and distinc-
tion have already done. They have taken
their compensation and gone.

I should like to know also why the
Special List is limited to Nigeria. We
have had nearly three years to think about
this. There are other territories in which
serving officers are filled with doubt and
apprehension. We have been told today
that there is a possibility of a similar list
being negotiated with the Governments of
Malaya and Ghana. 1 am glad to hear it.
1 should like to know when the negotia-
tions opened and how long they will take
to complete.

1 should like to know whether the pro-
posal will be limited to Malaya and
Ghana. What about the Caribbean terri-
tories and some of the remote islands
about which people hardly ever hear but
where men are doing a fine job? Why
should the matter be dealt with in piece-
meal fashion? Why should we select one
area and then go on to another? The
men in the Service, certainly all the
specialists except language experts, should
be capable of being moved from one terri-
tory to another as need arises. Why can-
not we treat this as a unified Service in
which every man entering knows he has
equality of opportunity and prospects with
his fellows?

Is the Treasury responsible for the
niggling treatment? What is the meaning
of ‘Clause 1 (2) and (3)? 1 agree with the
hon. Lady the Member for Flint, East.
Why should the Treasury determine the
conditions under which these officers are
appointed? There is also the matter of
Clause 1 (6). It seems to me that the Sec-
retary of State has extraordinarily wide
powers to terminate appointments. If that
provision is read with Clause 2@ it
seems to me that he can do what he likes
in respect of these appointments subject
to not being challenged in Parliament.

I am not sure that these provisions are
likely to inspire confidence among the
members of the Overseas Service. I have
with me a letter from a very distinguished
ex-Colonial Secretary. He asks me the
question which I have just asked. He
writes :

« What does Section 2 (4) mean? As a lay-
man, 1 can only read it to the effect that the
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Secretary of State can do anything he likes with
an official pension. How encouraging!
I will not read the rest of the letter be-
cause it is, perhaps, unnecessarily harsh.

If these provisions were linked with an
intelligent system of interchange with the
home Civil Service, well and good, but we
have had no evidence that this is intended.
If it is intended, I hope my hon. Friend
will give the House some information.

In short, as one who has had the proud
privilege of being able to visit a very
large number of Colonial territories
during the last decade and has been
struck by what he has seen of the de-
votion and hard work shown by the
Colonial Service everywhere, I must
register my acute disappointment that the
opportunity has not been taken in the
Bill to tackle the problem more boldly
and with greater imagination and
generosity. The Secretary of State, quite
rightly, paid a great tribute to the men
of the Service and said that the House
owed a debt to them. I should have
thought that this is one of the very few
issues which cannot be judged on grounds
of immediate expense. Clearly, we are
moving into—indeed, we are already in
—a phase of difficult and delicate re-
lations with the peoples of the colonial
empire. We cannot afford not to have
the best men guiding, training and in-
spiring the colonial peoples.

Enemies of our way of life in the world
are to be found everywhere. There is
plenty of cynicism, plenty of uncertainty
and doubt, plenty of fear. The colonial
civil servant is much more than an am-
bassador for this country. He is forging
the links in a chain of understanding,
trust and friendship which alone can
ensure that the Commonwealth, of which
Briain is only a part, can endure. On
the quality of their leadership, on the
example they set and the confidence they
inspire, will depend whether the new self-
governing States of the Commonwealth
decide to stay within the family circle.
On those grounds alone—there is no need
to advance any other—I should have
thought that they were entitled to a better
deal than they are receiving now.

Mr. Callaghan: On a point of order.
1 did, some twenty minutes ago, raise the
question of the Financial Secretary to the
Treasury being here. We have a Lord
Commissioner of the Treasury here. Can
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he tell us whether the Financial Secretary
will attend the debate?

Mr. Speaker: That is not a point of
order.

Mr. Callaghan : In that case, will you
allow me to move a Motion, “ That the
debate be now adjourned ?

Mr, Speaker: That is not a Motion |
can accept. The Ministers who are
present can answer for the Treasury.

Mr. Callaghan : We have a Motion to
be moved later on—I trust I am being
perfectly courteous in this matter, Mr.
Speaker, though I am not at all sure
how far the Treasury is being courteous
to the House—which is directly related
to the Bill; it is, in fact, the Money
Resolution. A great many strictures are
being made this evening about the atti-
tude of the Treasury, and it is surely
reasonable to suggest that we should have
a Treasury Minister here in order that
he may know what our attitude is, and,
indeed, what is the attitude of the House
in this matter.

Mr. Speaker: These are not concerns
of mine, and they are not points of
order in any way. It is not a matter
in which I have any power to interfere,
and the debate must go on. We are
dealing now with the Second Reading of
the Bill.

Mr. Callaghan : But, Mr. Speaker, these
are the reasons which would lead me
to submit to you that it would be reason-
able to move the adjournment of the
debate. What has in fact happened?

Mr. Speaker : T could not accept such
a Motion. Mr. Hector Hughes.

7.5 p.m.

Mr. Hector Hughes (Aberdeen, North):
I disagree profoundly with the pessi-
mistic tone of the speech just delivered
by the hon. Member for Essex, South-
East (Mr. Braine). He made a number
of niggling points, which seemed to me
to be points much better dealt with
in Committee than on Second Reading.
As I understand the procedure on Seognd
Reading, it is to consider the principle
of the Bill. In my submission, the Secre-
tary of State has made a good case for
the principle of the Bill in general, though
I have certain objections to it 1n detail.
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The hon. Member for Essex, South-
East, criticised the Bill for being too
litle and too late. That is the kind of
cheap criticism which could be made
of any Bill at any time. It seems to me
that our function is to consider the prin-
ciple of the Bill, and then, in Com-
mittee, when the hon. Gentleman may
wish to make his small points, to con-
sider whether the Bill can be improved.
It is our task to make the Bill as good
a Bill as possible.

1 hope that the reservations I have
in welcoming the Bill will not recoil upon
me as being Committee points. Briefly,
1 consider that the Bill should be
tightened up in certain ways. There
are certain terms in it which merit defini-
tion yet which are not to be found in
the definition Clause. Discretions are
given too widely throughout the Bill,
particularly to the Treasury, and it seems
to me that the Treasury will in course
of time be in conflict with the Secretary
of State, The powers which are given
are not in all cases clearly defined, and
it seems to me that some of the loose-
ness in the Bill will make for difficulty
in administration.

The general principle of the Bill is
good. It attempts to solve some of the
essential problems in a very practical
way. There is no doubt that legislation
in this matter is much mneeded and,
although it may be that the need has
existed for some time, that is no reason
for discarding a Bill which makes a
reasonable and practical attempt at a
solution.

Like other hon. Members who have
spoken, I have had the opportunity—I
say it humbly—of visiting some of the
Colonies, and 1 know some of the prob-
lems involved. I do not profess to know
—like some hon. Members who have
spoken—what all the problems are, nor
do I profess to know all the solutions,
though I know of some of them. In the
places I visited, I had conversations with
officers in Her Majesty’s Colonial Service
and with others not in the Service, who
could, perhaps, take a more objective
view. It seems to me that the Colonial
Service is doing excellent work. The
question which the House has to consider
is, will it continue? Will the Bill help
it to continue? Does the Bill do enough?
It is easy to say of any Bill that it does
not do enough, but at least the one now
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before us takes a step in the right direc-
tion. It confronts in its own way the
essential, urgent current problems which
await solution.

I shall put four of those problems as
tersely and briefly as I can. The first is
the problem presented by the rapid
diminution in the number of trained and
experienced officers in the public service
in the Colonies. The second is the failure
of the present attempts to retain ex-
patriate British civil servants in their
respective offices. The third is the
counter-attraction which the British
Government strangely and inconsistently
offers them to retire prematurely—a very
serious matter which must be tackled,
and which, in my opinion, the Bill makes
some attempt to tackle. Fourth is the
insufficient number of trained, indigenous
civil servants available and coming for-
ward, efficiently to take the place of those
who are retiring.

Those problems have a number of
causes, of which 1 shall mention only
two. which are related. The latest and
short-term cause is that the existing
officers have been given the right to retire
with the pensions they have earned plus
a lump sum for compensation. To this
privilege they have become entitled in
Nigeria, as has been mentioned, owing
to the change of masters, as it is called,
on transition from colonial status to the
higher status of self-government. The
Colonial Secretary took the view—1
think quite correctly—that he could no
longer guarantee their terms of service.
Because of this, it is estimated that about
25 per cent. of the expatriate civil ser-
vants have opted to retire, and,lt_ is
estimated that in about two years’ time
very few expatriate British civil servants
will remain. That is the kind of problem
the Bill is designed to tackle.

One cannot blame the civil servants for
so succumbing to the inducement which
the British Government—not only the
present Government, but past Govern-
ments—have offered to them to retire
prematurely from their posts, in that way
reducing the numbers of the British civil
servants in those posts. Their reasons
are many and are almost coercive, par-
ticularly having regard to the present
high cost of living. One is the attractive
lump sum, which, at a time when the
cost of living is high, makes it prac-
tically impossible for civil servants with
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family responsibilities to do other than
retire.  Another reason is the uncertain
conditions of service under new Govern-
ments, conditions which may not be as
attractive as those enjoyed at present.
A’ third reason is that under the new
régime the rates of pay and superannua-

tion may fall if these civil servants
stay on.

. A fourth and very important reason
is that these civil servants are attracted
to leave the service because they want to
get into industry and commerce before
the men who are now being turned out
of the Forces. There will be great com-
petition in trade, industry and commerce
and those civil servants who retire pre:
maturely and at a comparatively young
age must look to the future and consider

what competition there will be when they
retire.

This almost spectacular diminution of
expatriate British civil servants in the
Colonies would not be serious if new
men were coming forward to take their
places, but they are not coming on with
sufficient celerity to enable trained
personnel to be put into all the places
which are being vacated by those who
are retiring.

That brings me to the other aspect of
the cause of this diminution in the expert
Civil Service in the Colonies. I have
mentioned the recent and short-term
cause. I now mention the older and long-
term one. In my submission, past British
Governments have not done their duty to
our Colonies in this way. They should
have foreseen the time when, in the march
of events, those Colonies would achieve
higher constitutional status and would
need to man their own Civil Service.
They did not take time by the forelock,
and they did not educate the indigenous
races as they should have done. If they
had done that, the men—in the case of
Nigeria, the Nigerians—would be coming
forward now in sufficient numbers to fill
the places which are being vacated. But
past British Governments neglected their
duty in that way, and they have only
themselves to blame for the shortage of
indigenous manpower that is arising.

What is meant by the term “ officer ”
in the Bill? Who is an officer? The
Bill does not define the word. Is
“ officer ” to include a military officer as
well as a Civil Service officer? 1 have
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a case at present—I shall not ment;
the name or the area from which it cgg]%:
—of a thoroughly expert, highly-educateq
civil servant who is now in a Colony
He has been given a high-up job under
a superior officer who has no knowledge
of the requisite technique and there i
chaos in the office and trouble between
them. That is the kind of thing that
might ensue if “ officer ” is to mean other
th.an a Civil Service officer. Before the
Bill reaches the Statute Book, the term
“officer ” should be so defined as to
ensure that incompetent persons are not
given authority.

I should like to ask the Minister a few
questions. Who are the officers to be
appointed? How is their fitness to be
tested? What must be their qualifications
for appointment, and what is meant by
the words

“ arrangements .

ts . with Governments of
overseas territories ”

in Clause 1? Subsection (2) seems to me
to give a veto to the Treasury as against
the Secretary of State. If that is so, it
may cause difficulty in administration.
To me, these are important questions. The
testing and the qualifications are impor-
tant matters, not only to the Colonies but,
indirectly and in the long run, to the
solidarity of the Commonwealth of
Nations. Unless these Colonial Territories
when they achieve higher constitutional
status are properly administered, and by
their own men, the solidarity of the Com-
monwealth of Nations may indirectly, or
perhaps, directly, be affected. On the
whole, this is a good Bill, but it has cer-
tain defects which I hope will be cured
in Committee. I hope that it will reach
the Statute book and achieve the aim that
it has in view.

7.17 p.m.

Mr. T. L. Iremonger (Ilford, North):
1 should like to add a word of assessment
and appreciation of the Bill as I have
served in the Colonial Service and as it
touches upon the most vital and important
issue in this vital and important age in
which we live. It seems to me that the
fundamental object of the Bill is to ensure
the continuity of the British Imperial
mission. I think that when history comes
to judge us it will say that our British
Imperial mission was the most significant
contribution that we have made to the
advancement of mankind.
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The immediate object of the Bill, as I
see it, is to ensure that those who carry
on the mission shall have their careers
continuable in the immediate future. It is

roposed to achieve that object by securing
for certain of them—not all of them—that
the debt of honour which Her Majesty’s
Government owe to them will be fulfilled.
We owe them a debt of honour because
they have been selected by the Secretary
of State and they are subject to his Regu-
lations. It is our duty to see that they
are not let down in mid-career while we
stand impotently by. If they are rather
anxious about this, one cannot wonder.
They may be wondering about what hap-
pened to the British employees of the
Egyptian Government who were let down
so shamefully while we stood by quite
unable to help them.

I shall not detain the House for long,
but I want to say a word or two with
special reference to the Bill about the
Imperial mission of this country—I make
no apology whatever for using the
phrase—and to those who carry it out,
with a special reference to the administra-
tive service. As to the mission, we have
completed the first and, perhaps, the
easiest part of it, which we might call the
Lugard era, of maintaining law and order
and establishing sound administration.

We are now, however, entering a far
more tricky period. We must nurse to
maturity and responsibility the fierce and
elemental nationalism which our own
policy has created. We have to cherish
the humane and civilised standards of
behaviour and forms of government with
which we have endowed the Colonies and
we have to guide the economic develop-
ment that we have started. To do these
things in the atmosphere which we have
created, we must have men of character,
vision and infinite patience. It is the most
important thing that we have to do for
the world and it calls for the very best
men that our country can produce.

Those who have served have a splendid
and honourable record, but I am particu-
larly concerned with those whose jobs are
yet to be done. Those are the men that
this Bill is about. In the 1954 debate
on the organisation of the Overseas Civil
Service, which was raised by my hon.
Friend the Member for Colchester (Mr.
Alport), whom I am glad now to see in
his place on the Front Bench as Under-
Secretary of State for Commonwealth

21 JANUARY 1958

Second Reading 974

Relations, who had the singular good
fortune to win the ballot for Private
Members’ Motions on two Fridays run-
ning, we discussed the question and I
ventured to say that the morale of the
Colonial Service was very low and that
the Service itself was quite chaotic. I
hope that the Bill will take steps to arrest
the decline in morale and improve the
outlook for those in the Service.

I want to ask my right hon. Friend
especially about the recruitment of young
cadets just embarking on their careers.
1 have heard it said that we are asking
too much of them, and that we are asking
for an act of faith and sacrifice that is
not fair. Looking at Colonial Paper 306,
which was published four years ago, we
could not blame a young officer if he were
to say, “ This gives me nothing certain
to look forward to.” If we look at
Regulation 5 in the Appendix, we find
that it says:

«“ A serving Member of Her Majesty’s Over-
sea Civil Service, while having no claim to
employment otherwise than in the office which
he has been offered and has accepted, shall be
eligible for consideration by the Secretary of
State for employment in any post whlcl,x‘ he
may be requested or authorised to fulfil.

In other words, the young officer says
to himself, “If a nationalist government
kicks me out, I am on the garbage heap
at 45 and have no redress”. That is not
the basis on which we should ask young
men to build their life’s work. I hope
that the Bill, developing a hint in
Colonial Paper 306, puts some heart into
these men who are contemplating enter-
ing what will be an enormously respon-
sible Service. The gist of the Bill is
that we shall say to these young cadets,
“Do not worry because, in the last resort,
if the Government have made a Special
List agreement with the Government of
the Colony in which you will serve, you
will then be the United _ngdoms
‘baby’ and the Government, if you are
transferred to the Special List, will guar-
antee your pension and take you on the
payroll until you are 50, and, if you
are sacked unfairly, will try to find you
another job.”

I am not certain that this is all we
ought to offer to officers in these circum-
stances, because if we look at Cmd.
Paper 9768, published in May, 1956, on
which this Bill is based, paragraph 7 (iv)
reads:

i i ill
« Officers transferred to the Special List wil
accept an obligation to serve Her Majesty’s



975 Overseas Service Bill—

[MR. IREMONGER.]
Government in the United Kingdom up to the
age of 50 in any post to which they may be
assigned from time to time.”
I think it might well occur to junior
officers who are about to embark on their
careers that this offers them very much
less choice than they might have had if
they had remained in the Colonial Service
in the circumstances which prevailed
before the war. I am not sure that this
1s an attractive proposition for them.

Secondly, I feel that it is open to doubt
as to who decides whether an officer is
to be transferred to the Special List or
not. It appears, on the face of the Bill,
that this is subject to Treasury veto. It
1s written into the Bill, and the Treasury
could say, “We will not accept this
man,” or “ We will not accept this group
of men ”. I should have thought that not
enough security is given to an officer
entering the Service.

It has been suggested by the hon. Mem-
ber for Essex, South-East (Mr. Braine)
that the Special List ought to embrace
all officers in the Overseas Service. 1 do
not think that that criticism is quite fair.
I do not see how it could be done, be-
cause the Special List only has any mean-
ing by virtue of a Special List agreement
which has to be negotiated with a com-
petent Government. Such Governments
are not everywhere in existence. A young
officer going into the Tanganyika Service,
for example, could not ask to be put on
the Special List because the Tanganyika
Government are not in a position to nego-
tiate a Special List agreement with the
Government. The suggestion that is made
is unrealistic, and I think that the Secre-
tary of State has been unfairly criticised.

I think that we are still asking a very
great deal of young men in their second
and third years at universities who are
thinking of entering the Overseas Service.
I hope that this last-ditch guarantee in
the Bill will give them enough certainty
of outlook to enable my right hon. Friend
to recruit the men whom we need.,
I would like a definite assurance that
he is seeking the men of the right
calibre and that it is his prime
objective to obtain them by this Bill
and will sympathetically consider Amend-
ments designed to that end.

It would be of great interest to the
House if he could let us know how many
vacancies there are in the administrative
branch of the Service in various Colonies.
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He told us that recruiting was 'unproving
but he did not indicate to what extent
the supply was satisfying the demand. |
do not think we can emphasise tog
strongly the importance to the Service of
obtaining young men of the coming
generation, because they have grown up
in a world in which nationalism exists.

Nationalism is the creed and faith of
the Africans who are the men they will
have to work and deal with in the terri-
tories to which they are appointed.
Nationalism is a part of their world and
they understand it. At Oxford and Cam-
bridge and other universities they meet
the young men of the Africa of tomorrow.
They have an insight into and a sympathy
with their passions and their dreams in
a way which the old hands can never
have, because it was not a part of their
world. These men have a decisive part to
play in the world, and we in this House
must do everything we can to ensure that
they are forthcoming from this country
to play it.

7.27 p.m.
Mr. Arthur Moyle (Oldbury and
Halesowen): There are one or two

observations I should like to make on the
Bill. First of all, I welcome the principle
underlying it. The Bill may be rather
belated, but I think its principle demands
the support of both sides of the House.

I share the view of my hon. Friend the
Member for Cardiff, South-East (Mr.
Callaghan) when he complained about the
absence of any representative from the
Treasury, because I am sure the Colonial
Secretary will agree with me that he is
merely an instrument of policy and that
decision lies with the Treasury and that
without the Treasury this Bill would not
exist. I should like to support my hon.
Friend in his plea to the Colonial Secre-
tary that, as a matter of prestige, he ought
to instruct one of his officers to call at the
Treasury so that the Financial Secretary
can be brought here and we may put
questions to him.

I have been through this Bill very care-
fully. I should like to know exactly
how the salaries and conditions of service
are to be determined. For example, I
should like to ask whether the salaries
and conditions of service will be basically
those which operate in this country. Or
are they to be the subject of a negotiated
arrangement between the home Govern-
ment and the colonial or local territory
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1o which these officers may be posted?
If so, 1 should like to know what will
be the machinery of review. Who will
be the authority to determine any revision
of salaries, conditions of service or
pensions? Will it be the Treasury of
this country? I think that is a fair point,
because to anyone who launches out into
a career and has to consider various
claims upon his desires in relation to his
future, one of the basic factors is, “ What
kind of salary will I receive? What are
the prospects of promotion? What will
be the means by which I can get my
salary adjusted in accordance with any
change in the economic circumstances
with which I might be faced?” There-
fore, I would say to the Colonial Secre-
tary that this is a moot point. It is not
clear to me how the salaries and condi-
tions of service are to be determined, how
they are to be reviewed and regulated.
Who will be the authority for that?

1 agreed with the hon. Member for
Essex, South-East (Mr. Braine) when he
referred to Clause 2 (4), which deals with
superannuation rights. The one thing
about pension rights to which anyone is
entitled is whether there is any certainty
about them. He wants to know if there
is anything in his contract of service
affecting his contributions, or, in a non-
contributory scheme, as here, whether and
how it affects any or all of his conditions
of service, such as pensionable service. He
wants to know whether there is any
security of his pension rights yet.  This
subsection says nakedly :

“Any order under this section may be

varied or revoked by a subsequent order there-
under.”
I think the Colonial Secretary would be
advised to explain it. Such a decisively
worded provision must have a purpose.
I can understand it in relation to salaries,
but I cannot understand it in relation to
pension rights.

I come now to what may be a Commit-
tee point, but I must put it to the Colonial
Secretary. I refer to paragraph 5 of the
Explanatory and Financial Memo-
randum. It says:

“ Under the Police (Overseas Service) Act,
1945, a member of a home police force can
be allowed to engage in police service over-
seas, with a statutory right to revert to his
former rank in his home police force at the
end of his police service overseas.”

I should have thought any police officer
seconded abroad and having served a
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period of years there, and having done
his duty with merit, would have experi-
enced some promotion. Would it not be
advisable, to encourage such overseas
service, to offer something a little better
than reversion to his original rank, the
rank the officer had when he went over-
seas? Would it not be advisable to make
provision to ensure that when an officer
returns to home duty from overseas he
returns to a comparable rank at a com-
parable salary? This provision as set out
with such pride in the Explanatory and
Financial Memorandum, that an officer, if
he returns, will be assured of the rank
he filled when he took overseas service,
is really rather discouraging, and it wants
some explanation.

However, I think this Bill is a step in
the right direction. Anyone who has
followed the correspondence in The Times
and the Manchester Guardian during the
last few years will agree that the Colonial
Territories. which are emerging as self-
governing territories, including those
which have achieved self-government, are
most anxious to secure the services of
competent British personnel to carry on
the administrative and technical work
involved in government. I hope the Bill
will be followed by wider measures so
involving agreement between the Govern-
ment in the United Kingdom and the
colonial and local Governments to
ensure reciprocal arrangements, to en-
courage the flow of expert personnel, such
as nurses, doctors, teachers, technicians
and so on, between the Colonial Terri-
tories and Britain, so that the work we
have done in the past, in India and in the
other countries which have been referred
to in this debate, may be continued to
the benefit of the British Commonwealth
of Nations, and in such a way as to
redound continuously to our credit and
helpfully to the territories which  are
emerging as self-governing and inde-
pendent.

8 .m.
73go¥onel Tufton Beamish (Lewes): 1
was lucky enough a year ago in Malaya
and Singapore and a month ago in
Nigeria and the Southern Cameroons to
meet a great many of the _people who
may be affected by this legislation, and
so I hope to be able to make a useful
contribution to this debate. Like every-
one else who has spoken in the debate,
I was enormously impressed by the
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extremely high quality of the people con-
cerned. Like other hon. and right hon.
Members who have spoken, 1 am sorry
that the Bill has came a little late. If it
had come a few years ago, it might have
been more effective. However, there is
no use in complaining about that now,
and what we now have to do is to try to
make the Bill as good as possible.

My right hon. Friend told us—I think
1 have the figures aright—that 120 out of a
potential 2,000 have so far applied to join
the Special List. He made it quite clear
that his hopes had not by any means been
completely fulfilled. I would say that
this figure is a very disappointing one
indeed. That is obviously why so many
of those who have spoken in this debate
have been asking themselves what is the
reason for it. I am glad indeed to hear
that Sir John Martin is now in Nigeria
looking into this and kindred problems.
1 am sure that the report he makes after
meeting the people affected, considering
the great expert he is, will be a very useful
one.

Like other hon. Members, I think the
main reason the response has been so
disappointing is that the lump sum com-
pensation and the pension which can be
taken is so generous, and the political
uncertainty in some territories is so great.
These two things taken together have
induced a great many people to go.

1 found in Eastern and Western Nigeria
last month that about 25 per cent. of
the administrative officers have gone 1n
the last two or three years and that about
25 per cent. to 30 per cent. have already
decided to go during the next couple of
years or thereabouts. 1 think those figures
are accurate. It was extremely difficult to
find anyone in the administrative service
who will stay. I can count the adminis-
trative officers who have decided to stay,
who have said that they are going to
do so, on the fingers of one hand, out
of dozens to whom I spoke.

It is, therefore, probably too late to
persuade many to stay in the East or
West Regions of Nigeria, and that is
very unfortunate indeed, particularly in
view of the attitude expressed by Dr.
Azikiwe, a rather new attitude expressed
so frankly in the New Year message
which has been read from the other side
of the House today.
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In the North, though, the administra.
tive and technical officers have not yet
had to make up their minds and the
will not have to do so for about two
years, I think, until self-government is
achieved in 1959, as we all hope it wi]
be. So there a great deal may, perhaps
be done if very careful thought is given'
to this question. As everybody knows,
the Northern Region is now making great
progess in training new administrative
officers among the Northern Nigerians
themselves. 1 was very impressed indeed
by the School of Administration in Zaria,
where 1 spent half a day. It is very
much a pet of the Premier, the Sardanna
of Sokoto, who is very interested in it
indeed. 1 was also very impressed by
the School of Arabic Studies in Kano,
which is doing excellent work in some-
what different fields, in an Islamic con-
text. But unfortunately Northern Nigeria
is not as far ahead as it would like to be
in these directions.

The Government in the North would
like the great majority and perhaps even
all of the colonial officers in that Region
to stay. One of the main things that I
learned from talking to officers in the
colonial service there is that they would
be much more likely to stay if they could
take part of their lump sum—perhaps
half—on opting to stay, with the certain
knowledge that they could have the rest
when they went.

It is an idea very well worth while con-
sidering. It came from many with whom
I spoke. I am sure that my right hon.
Friend has it in mind as a possibility. 1
cannot see that it would cost any more
if that were done. Bearing in mind that
many of these men are between 30 and 40
years of age and have young children at
school their attitude is, “ A bird in the
hand is worth two in the bush. Let us
have half the lump sum now. We can
then offset that other half against some
of the political uncertainties that are
bound to arise throughout Nigeria.”

The second reason why so many people
have already decided to go in the East
and the West, and may' decide to go In
the North, is the very wide powers which
the Secretary of State has under Clause 1.
to which reference has been made on both
sides of the House. One officer to whom
I spoke said, “Tt seems to me and my
friends that the Government can say just
what they think is a reasonable job and
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what they think is adequate pay, and
there is no appeal against either of these
decisions. Furthermore, there is no
appeal against postings and no appeal
against conditions of service.”

This may seem on the face of it a some-
what unreasonable attitude, but I found
it widespread. We might bear in mind
that we all recognise that one of the
greatest deterrents to recruiting in the
Army has been the upheaval that officers
and N.C.Os, particularly those who are
married, undergo. The upheavals which
those who join the Special List might
undergo could be far greater than any-
thing normally experienced by Army
officers and N.C.O.s. There would be
difficulties of educating children in remote
parts of the world, constant moves to new
territories, problems of accommodation
and all the other things which make life
difficult for married men of 30 or 40 years
of age with young children to bring up.
These wide powers in the Bill must be
looked at very carefully if these anxieties
are to be allayed.

Several hon. Members have also spoken
about secondment from other home
Government Departments. My right hon.
Friend the Secretary of State said some-
thing very interesting and welcome on the
subject. I was most impressed in Nigeria
and Malaya by the fact that more and
more technical officers will be required
as those countries develop. Not fewer but
more men and women will be required in
somewhat different conditions. Undoub-
tedly they will be well paid. People like
veterinary surgeons, forestry experts,
doctors and school masters are wanted in
increasing numbers.

1 should like to feel, more than I do at
present, that the Ministers of Agriculture,
Fisheries and Food, of Health, and of
Education were Commonwealth-minded
in these things and did not think it any
more unusual to send doctors and veterin-
ary surgeons and forestry experts to
Western Nigeria or Malaya, or wherever
they might be required, than to Sussex or
Northumberland. It is a general criticism,
quite outside any party context, that some
Government Departments have never been
Commonwealth-minded at all. Thoss
concerned with the police and the Post
Office may be the outstanding exceptions
which prove the rule, but other Govern-
ment Departments could very well think
much more in terms of the Common-
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wealth than they do at present. I am
sure that the Colonial Secretary would
be the first person to welcome that.

. As everyone has said in the debate, the
idea behind the Bill is excellent and wel-
come. It is a good thing that, as it is an
enabling Bill, it provides the Government
with a great deal of flexibility 1o bear
in mind and act upon the suggestions
that have been made. I am very com-
forted by my right hon. Friend’s obvious
determination to make the scheme work
really well. That is essential if we are to
adjust ourselves to the enormous possi-
bilities of our future relations with a
country of the great importance of
Nigeria. If we are to avoid what I think
is a serious risk of a complete adminis-
trati_ve and technical breakdown in some
territories, it is of crucial importance that
the terms of service in the Special List
should be improved and that all the criti-
cisms and suggestions made in the debate
should be considered so that the Bill may
become the real success which all of us
wish it to be.

7.47 p.m.

Mr. James Callaghan (Cardiff, South-
East): In your absence, Mr. Deputy-
Speaker, I have ruffled the calm waters of
this debate a little by twice asking for
the presence of the Financial Secretary to
the Treasury and then endeavouring
unsuccessfully—and I was not surprised
that I was unsuccessful—to move the
adjournment of the debate until we had
the advantage of the hon. and learned
Gentleman’s presence. 1 made the
attempt because this is in essence a
Treasury Bill. It is formally introduced
by the Secretary of State for the Colonies
and the Under-Secretary of State for
Commonwealth Relations, who have a
very close interest in it, but, if I may tell
them so without any disrespect, they are
no more than Treasury agents in this
matter.

They are the people who will recruit
and appoint officers for this new Overseas
Service, with the consent of the Treasury.
They will fix terms of remuneration on a
basis which the Treasury may consider
appropriate. They intend to fix super-
annuation provisions, subject to the agree-
ment of the Treasury. It is not unreason-
able. therefore, for us to expect a
Treasury Minister to be here. Tf this had
been a Bill relating to the home Civil
Service it would not have been introduced
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by any Departmental Minister but by the
Financial Secretary to the Treasury, in
his capacity as the person who looks after
the conditions of the Civil Service.

A number of observations have been
made from both sides of the House about
the position of the Treasury in this matter.
I wish to make some myself at a later
stage, but I should prefer to make them
when the Financial Secretary found it
convenient to be present. The debate has
now proceeded for over three hours and
we have not had any word from him or
any explanation why he is not here. In
order that I might regulate the length of
my remarks and keep them within reason-
able compass, I should be very happy to
give way while we hear when he is likely
to be present, so that apposite remarks
may be made in the presence of the
Minister who will influence the final
consultations. I make this request to the
Treasury Bench now. Can they kindly
give an indication to the House whether
or not the Financial Secretary to the
Treasury is coming to this debate? If
not, is some other representative of the
Treasury coming here?

I am putting it extremely courteously
and it is not an unreasonable request to
make. May we have an answer from the
Secretary of State? If not, I hope that
at some stage during this evening we
shall have an answer. The Government
have other business to get thezough. I
do not know whether they hope to get it
through by ten o’clock or not. There
are two hours and ten minutes to go.
I do not know whether the other Orders
are essential for today and I do not know
whether the Government want this Bill
today or not. I can tell the Treasury
Bench now that I am capable of speaking
until ten o’clock or until the Closure is
moved, unless we can have an answer
to what I regard as a serious point,
namely, some indication by the Treasury
Bench why the Financial Secretary is not
here and whether he is prepared to come.

Mr. Lennox-Boyd: When the matter
is put that way I am prepared to answer
the hon. Gentleman. It has never been
the practice of the Financial Secretary
to the Treasury automatically to attend
this House when a Bill mentions in
various Clauses the consent of the
Treasury. Were that his obligation my
hon. and learned Friend would spend his
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entire life in this House instead of getting
on with other important work which he
must do elsewhere. In this case it is clearly
appropriate that when we are entering
into considerable financial obligations,
which we gladly do for the sake of the
service and the territories, there should
be the restraining hand of the Treasury
in the background. It is not true, how-
ever, that the Treasury will be vetting
individual applications. I myself have
virtually blanket authority in this matter
and I shall not refer to the Treasury all
the individual applications to join the
Special List.

I can assure the hon. Gentleman that
if, when we examine the Bill Clause
by Clause, there are Clauses where it
is felt to be appropriate that there should
be a Treasury spokesman present, I will
convey that wish to my hon. and learned
Friend the Financial Secretary. How-
ever, no arrangements have been made
for him to be present here tonight, and
I do not think it is reasonable that the
hon. Gentleman should regulate the
length of his speech—interested though
we would be to see if he could emulate
practices in the American Senate—by the
presence or absence of the Financial
Secretary. I will pass on all he has said
to the Financial Secretary with whom,
needless to say, or rather with whose
predecessor, 1 have had many consulta-
tions about this Bill. It will be for my
hon. and learned Friend to decide
whether it would be appropriate for him
to turn up at various stages of this Bill.

Mrs. White: With all respect, Mr.
Deputy-Speaker, the right hon. Gentle-
man says he has blanket authority, but
the subsection of Clause I to which I
drew his attention earlier states specifically
that the Treasury’s consent is required to
the appointment of a particular officer.

Mr. Lennox-Boyd: I followed time-
honoured language. I am letting the hon.
Lady and the rest of the House into a
domestic secret.

Mr. Callaghan: 1 am grateful to the
Colonial Secretary for giving us that ex-
planation. Let me say, however, _that it
is not our view. We do mot wish 0
hound Ministers or to compel their
presence in the House when they might
be engaged on other duties, like trymgsi
to save £50 million, although I am boun
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to say that there were occasions during
the lifetime of the Labour Government
when a considerable amount of hounding
went on. In this case the Financial
Secretary to the Treasury is not merely
somebody who is concerned in a Clause.
He is the second backer of the Bill. His
name appears there. Admittedly the
pame is that of the hon. Member for
Wolverhampton, South-West (Mr. Pewell)
but I take it that the mantle of Powell
has descended upon Simon and that
between them they share the responsi-
bility.
Mr, Ede : The mantle of Enoch?

Mr. Callaghan : I knew I was getting
close to it, but I was not sure.

Mr. Ede : The Scriptures say

“And Enoch walked with God: and he
was not.”

Mr. Callaghan : I resign from this com-

petition of erudition, Mr. Deputy-
Speaker.
There is a point here. I am

sure the Colonial Secretary sees it, by his
comments. The Treasury hand is
written right through the Bill and later
I shall ask the right hon. Gentleman to
deny, if he can, that the reason for the
delay in producing this Bill is because
of differences with the Treasury. It is
a delay that, in the view of a number of
us, has been fatal to the success of the
Measure in certain of the territories dis-
cussed here this evening.

None of us here can compel the
Financial Secretary to come to the House.
Yet I take it that he is within five
minutes’ walk of it. It would not take
the hon. and learned Gentleman long to
walk across, and it would have been
reasonable that he should have been
here. Therefore, I ask the Colonial
Secretary to convey to his hon. and
learned Friend, as he has promised to do,
the observations made from both sides of
the House in this debate about the atti-
tude of the Treasury on the employment
of colonial civil servants.

Whilst T think that this Bill is wel-
come, it is a hotch-potch. I do not
believe that anybody in 30 or 40 years’
time who writes the history of the Over-
seas Service will say about the principles
underlying the employment of overseas
colonial civil servants today what his-
torians today can say about the prin-

21 JANUARY 1958

Second Reading 986

ciples which underlay the Northcote-
Trevelyan reforms which led to the estab-
lishment of the home Civil Service 100
years ago.

I was sorry to disagree with my learned
and hon. Friend the Member for Aber-
dee_n, North (Mr. Hector Hughes) in
springing to the assistance of the hon.
Gentleman the Member for Essex, South-
East (Mr. Braine), who made what I
thought was an excellent speech. It seems
to me that there will be groups of people
employed overseas in future, and that we
shall not know into which group any-
body comes. We shall have those willing
to go on the Special List, those who will
not be willing to do so and who will
presumably be employed on some other
terms. There will be indigenous officers,
there will be contract officers——

Mr. Lennox-Boyd: We have
now.

Mr. Callaghan: 1 know, but I was
hoping that when a Bill was produced
to deal with the future Overseas Service,
this hotch-potch might be reduced to a
framework into which these people could
be fitted more easily. From what has
been said on both sides of the House
today it is clear that it is the uncertainty
of the position of these officers that is
causing, in the words of one of my corre-
spondents in West Africa, the whole idea
to go sour on them. This Bill is welcome
because it goes a stage forward, but I
do not think that the Colonial Secretary
will find that it will last in its present
form. There will have to be a substantial
review of our staffing arrangements for
the overseas territories within the next
few years in order to put them on a
more permanent basis.

Now I come to the point made by my
hon. Friend the Member for Flint, East
(Mrs. White) about the appropriate Secre-
tary of State. From my reading of the
Bill, and because his name appears on
the back of it, I take it that it is the
Secretary of State for the Colonies who
will be responsible for the Special List.
My hon. Friend thought that it would
also include the Secretary of State for
Commonwealth Relations or, indeed, even
the Foreign Secretary. 1 do not know
whether that is true or not. Perhaps
the Colonial Secretary will be able to tell
us? If it is, it seems to me that the
time is coming when this should be taken

them
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out of the hands of the various Secretaries
of State, for a number of reasons.

In the first place, 1 can see that the
jealous pride of the newly emerging
nations may engender a feeling that they
will not want to be under the wing of

the Colonial Secretary, ample though it .

may be. Incidentally, the pinion has
been slightly injured recently but we are
glad to see that it has now recovered.
They may prefer to be dealt with by
the Secretary of State for Commonwealth
Relations. If this is the case, if we are
to have groups of Secretaries of State
concerned with this matter, we shall get
into a state of confusion.

1 should have thought there was a
case for saying that the Civil Service
Commission might handle this matter,
since it handles the home Civil Ser-
vice adequately ; indeed it does so ex-
tremely well. This would remove any
semblance of patronage, although that
is fast going out of the door in the
Colonial Service. It seems to me that
it would make for an administratively
tidier arrangement if the Civil Service
Commission handled it. I have no fixed
views about this but, if more than one
Secretary of State is to be concerned in
the List, it might be an administrative
improvement.

Now I come to the question of the
Central Pool. I, like my right hon. Friend
the Member for Wakefield (Mr. Creech
Jones), regret very much the abandon-
ment of that pool, and the fact that it
has taken us two years to reach this
conclusion. We must ask the Colonial
Secretary some questions. The right hon.
Gentleman said that his colleagues in
other Departments play up well if he
asks them to lend men to go to the
overseas territories. I expect they do,
but more than that is required.

Is it dependent at the present time
upon the good will of the Department
concerned whether it releases an appro-
priate man for service elsewhere, or can
the Colonial Secretary put his finger on
the man he wants? I imagine that the
first of those alternatives is correct. That
will not be very successful in the future.
Hon. Members who have seen the inside
of a Government Department know that
what tends to happen is that if it gets
a request for someone and the Depart-
ment cannot refuse, it sends the fellow
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it likes least and wants to get rid of most,
That is not the sort of person we want
to see going out into the Colonial Terri.
tories. If the right hon. Gentleman ig
abandoning the Central Pool and is to
rely upon the good will of his colleagueg
in other Departments to supply him with
men, how will this arrangement be
made? What choice will the right hop,
Gentleman have about the people he
hopes he will get?

The Bill has been very much delayed,
in fact for eighteen months, because of the
failure of the Treasury to match up to the
needs of the situation. It has haggled
and argued and wrangled about the con-
ditions of service under which these men
are to be employed and has failed to give
the guarantee that was necessary to
enable the men to take on the job which
had to be done. The consequence is that
in at least one territory the opportunity
has been dissipated to a large extent. The
Treasury is acting in accordance with the
worst traditions I could expect from it. I
think most hon. Members agree that we
can offer very little to the Colonial Terri-
tories except skill and brains. It is
surely worth our while to pay what is
necessary in order to get them.

Suppose these problems were posed in
terms of the cold war. We would get a
very different response and a vastly dif-
ferent decision. Suppose it were said that
the Russians were sending out 500 ad-
ministrators, technicians and specialists
into the Colonial Territories and were
willing to pay for them. The whole
Treasury Front Bench would be falling
over itself to say how wrong and wicked
this was. Well, here is the cheapest way
in which we can maintain a continuing
influence in these territories, where the
emerging nations want us to do so. One
reason why I feel rather savage about the
Treasury is that by the expenditure of an
infinitesimally small amount we could
guarantee the salaries of all the necessary
men. We need not enter into all the fine
shades of difference about which the
Colonial Secretary will be haggling with
the Treasury. We could do the whole
thing.

I am told that the French Government
which, between periods of resignation.
seems to be able to get things done, have
taken over the whole responsibility for
the payment of the salaries of lf‘re[_lch
civil servants in Colonial Territorics:
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what a wonderful and rich investment
this would be, and what a good return
we could get for a very small expenditure.

Mr. Cyril Osborne (Louth) indicated
dissent.

Mr. Callaghan: 1 do not know why
the hon. Gentleman should object to that
statement, unless he wishes to support the
Treasury. Perhaps he is casting his mind
forward to Thursday and thinking that
Government supporters will have to sup-
port the Treasury and defend the proposi-
tion of paring off the last £50 million
irrespective of what happens.

Mr. Osborne: The hon. Gentleman
suggested that the French Government
were getting a good return for their ex-
penditure, but that is not true in every
case, for example in Algeria.

Mr. Callaghan: I accept that point,
although that was not in fact what I said.

Some of us believe that the Financial
Secretary to the Treasury should be
present during the Committee stage of the
Bill so that we can put these considera-
tions to him with some force and try to
get the Treasury to behave generously
about the Overseas Civil Service and the
Special List.

I agree very much with what was said
by the hon. Member for Orkney and
Shetland (Mr. Grimond) about the need
for movement overseas from home De-
partments and back again. In view of
the fact that the Central Pool is now
being abandoned, I should like to see a
regular call upon our home Departments
for movement out to Colonial Terri-
tories. I believe we should find a vast
untapped reservoir of men in home
Departments who would be ready, indeed
anxious, to go for five years or any other
contract period, to get a spell of service
overseas. The experience would streng-
taen our home Departments and broaden
them.

I would ask another question about
salaries. Although the Bill is not an
enabling one, I understand that under it
the Colonial Secretary will determine
rates of pay of these officers and will
prescribe them. The hon. Baronet the
Member for Glasgow, Scotstoun (Sir J.
Hutchison) said there would be equality
of salary for them, no matter where they
were serving. There is obviously variety
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indthe capacities of territories to pay
and——

Mr. M. Clark Hutchison : May | point
out to the hon. Gentleman that 1 am
the hon. Member for Edinburgh. South,
and that I am not a baronet.

Mr. Callaghan : If only the hon. Mem-
ber were a member of the Liberal
National Party I guarantee that he would
be a baronet within eighteen months. As
it is, he will have to wait a little longer.
He is on the East Coast of Scotland.
I am told that they do very well on
that side of Scotland, so perhaps he will
not have very long to wait.

There is variance in the capacity of
territories to pay. What will the Colonial
Secretary do when one territory comes
to him and says, “We should like to
have half a dozen of your chaps but we
cannot afford to pay for them ”? Would
the Government be in a position under
the Bill to subsidise the salaries of those
officers? 1 presume we should not
approve of cut-price officers. Are the
Government free to put in some measure
of subsidy so as to give top price to the
people needed, irrespective of the capacity
of the territory to pay?

A point was raised by my hon. Friend
the Member for Oldbury and Halesowen
(Mr. Moyle), about the courses which
these officers take before they go overseas.
Somebody has referred to these officers as
emerging slightly pompous, and said that
the fresh breezes of New Zealand should
blow through them because that would
help the officers a great deal. Whatever
we may think about this point, I ask
the Colonial Secretary whether he has
recently had a chance of looking at the
courses undertaken at Oxford and Cam-
bridge by these men. 1 do not know
whether Oxford and Cambridge are the
two best universities for this purpose.
There might be something to say for the
red-brick universities, which seem more
appropriate. [Interruption.] Iknow that
I may be offending hon. Gentlemen who
went to Oxford or Cambridge, but I hope
they will be able to sustain my criticism.

The breadth and nature of the courses
will obviously be of great importance
when the men go out into the territories.
I ask the Colonial Secretary what review
is made of the courses which are taken
by these young men and to what extent
there is consultation with or control by
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the Colonial Office about what is done in
those two universities at the present time.

It is not now necessary for me to make
the lengthy speech to which the House was
looking forward. In view of what the
Colonial Secretary has said, I conclude
by saying that we give a modified wel-
come to the Bill. We think it represents a
step forward in the course and history of
the Overseas Civil Service. We think it
will help. There is a great deal to be
done very quickly and we hope that when
we get to the Committee stage we shall
have assurances from the Financial Secre-
tary to the Treasury that will lead us to
the conclusion that the Treasury will not
throw away the Commonwealth for the
sake of 63d.

8.10 p.m.

The Secretary of State for the Colonies
(Mr. Alan Lennox-Boyd) : I will do my
bes_t to answer a number of questions
which have been raised, although a great
many of them can more properly be dealt
with on the Committee stage. On that
occasion, whether fortified by the atten-
dance of other Ministers or not, I will
do my best to give appropriate answers
to what really are Committee points.

I must first apologise to the hon. and
learned Member for Aberdeen, North
(Mr. Hector Hughes), who for the moment
is not in his place, as I cannot at this
moment give the precise numbers of those
officers who in 1956-57 were selected for
appointment to the Overseas Service and
declined, but I will send him the informa-
tion.

This debate has certainly shown the
passionate interest of hon. Members on
both sides of the House in the welfare of
the main instrument of Colonial develop-
ment, Her Majesty’s Overseas Civil Ser-
vice. 1 am very glad that the speeches
have taken on such an interested, and, at
times, such a vehement tone. I do not
in the least resent that. I have been very
anxious for this Bill for some considerable
time. 1 am delighted that it has now
been possible to introduce it, and I be-
lieve it will make a substantial contribu-
tion to the cause we all have at heart.

I say this about what may appear to
be some slight delay in the introduction
of the Bill. Clearly it raised a number
of new problems and new issues. It was
also highly desirable when we finalised
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the Special List that we should do so iy
a form which was likely to commend i.
self to those overseas Governments with
which we were anxious to make Specia]
List agreements. It would have beep
absurd had we introduced a Bill which
bore no relation to what in fact the over-
seas Governments—who are the essentia]
parties jn the Special List procedure—
were prepared to agree.

There was bound to be a great deal of
discussion and inevitably some delay, but,
in order that the ill effects of the delay
should as far as possible be offset, I made
a statement, through the medium of a
White Paper, in May of 1956 making it
quite clear that there was going to be a
Special List. In so far as that could bring
solace and comfort to members of the
Overseas Civil Service the promise that
there would be such a list and that legis-
lation would be introduced for it must
have done something to retain their
confidence.

I recognise that by itself no Act of Par-
liament can solve our problems, either of
recruitment or of the maintenance of a
healthy service on the scale that we all
desire. A great many other considera-
tions enter in and not the least is the
attitude of local governments. I have
lost no opportunity on my many visits to
colonial territories to impress on political
leaders the necessity of casting their
mantle over the Civil Service in the way
in which British Ministers have been
accustomed to, which means that Minis-
ters must take responsibility for un-
popular decisions and not lay the blame
on officials. If attacks are made on
officials the Ministers responsible must
instantly leap to their defence. Not the
least of the difficulties some of us have
found in recent years has been the fact
that individual civil servants have been
mentioned adversely by name in a num-
ber of legislatures and charges have
been made against them which have
not been answered and they themselves
were precluded from making any answer
at all. Those are the sort of circum-
stances which work against that peace of
mind and contentment which we are all
anxious to achieve.

I can, of course, introduce with the
consent of the Treasury and of my col-
league and with the approval of Parlia-
ment—such legislation as seems desirable.
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but that by itself will not do all we need.
This is bound to be a business in which
co-operation between ourselves and the
local governments is imperative. When
I say co-operation, I mean not only by
words, which are always welcome, but by
deeds, which are even more welcome.
There are now many evidences that
responsible Ministers in the territories
most concerned fully appreciate this fact
and T hope they are taking every oppor-
tunity of making it abundantly clear.

A number of very important points
have been made in this debate and I shall
certainly ponder on all the suggestions
that have been made. I shall come more
educated to the Committee stage than I
would otherwise have been. The right
hon. Member for Wakefield (Mr. Creech
Jones) regretted what he called the loss
in the appeal of the services and my hon.
Friend the Member for Essex, South-East
(Mr. Braine) also referred to the same
theme. We ought to get this into pers-
pective, as I think my hon. Friend clearly
did. In spite of the political unsettle-
ment in different areas, in spite of the
many other attractive opportunities in
commerce and industry open to profes-
sional people, we are still recruiting over
the whole field at four times the pre-war
rate of recruitment. So I do not think
we ought to take too seriously a charge
that there is a loss of appeal to the
services. In administration the rate of
recruitment is about the same as pre-war,
but in the professional branches it is
much higher and, over the whole field,
it is four times what it was before the
war.

My hon. Friend the Member for Essex,
South-East was quite right in saying that
there is an increasing demand and what
matters is the gap between what we can
supply and what the demand is shown to
be. There is a substantial gap, but we
are recruiting at four times the pre-war
level over the whole field. I am most
grateful to those of my officers and others
who have so quickly got out the figures
which are really “ hot” from the printer.
The number of vacancies in administra-
tion on the last day of last year was 130,
and in all branches 1,384. That is a
substantial improvement on 1956. At the
end of 1956 we had 170 administrative
vacancies and 1,456 vacancies In 2
branches. The proportion of vacancies
to the total number of overseas officers
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in the service now is very roughly about
7 per cent. We must do what we can to
close that gap, but we ought to see the
gap in perspective.

Mr. Creech Jones : Would the vacancies
include omission from the list of Malaya,
Ghana and possibly other countries?

Mr. Lennox-Boyd : Yes, that is taken
into account. The proportion now is
7 per cent. of vacancies in the Colonial
dependent territories and the figures have
lf)een adjusted to take account of that
act.

1 was also asked by my hon. Friend
the Member for Essex, South-East and
a number of other hon. Members for the
number of officers leaving Ghana and
Nigeria. These figures represent very
substantial losses. If the hon. Lady the
Member for Flint, East (Mrs. White)
thinks I am unduly pessimistic, I hope
she will realise that no greater disservice
could be done to the cause we all have
at heart than to be unwisely complacent.
There is a very real problem here. I
believe that in the Special List we have
a potential dynamic appeal which,
properly presented and developed, may
well help to meet the situation.

1 believe there is some dynamism in
this Bill, but I was being brutally frank
when I drew attention to the fact that all
is not well and we ought not to think
it is; above all we ought not to allow
those in whose hands is the cure of these
ills to believe that all is well. In Ghana,
approximately 400 officers have left,
which is approximately 50 per cent. of
the entitled officers—that is, officers
entitled to compensation. About 50 per
cent. have retired. The retirement
scheme in Ghana dates from July, 1955,
and the retirements have, therefore, been
spread over quite a long period.

In Eastern Nigeria, 51 have retired,
which is 23 per cent. of the entitled
officers. In Western Nigeria, 68 have
left, which is between 23 per cent. and
24 per cent. of the entitled officers. In
both these territories retirement schemes
date only from the autumn of last year.

We come to the question which has
run through the debate and which a
number of hon. Members have raised—
the appeal which substantial compensa-
tion terms are bound to make to officers
who are confronted with very difficult
decisions. My hon. and gallant Friend
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the Member for Lewes (Colonel Beamish),
who has had another singularly success-
ful tour in Colonial Territories, and other
hon. Members have raised this point,
among them my hon. Friend the Member
for Liverpool, Wavertree (Mr. Tilney).
In a way, the very nature and size of the
compensation scheme has been one of our
great disadvantages, but I would ask right
hon. and hon. Gentlemen in this respect
to put themselves in my position: in fair-
ness or propriety, we could not have used
the ﬁnanclal_ weapon to induce officers
to stay against their better judgment.
For example, we could not have said,
“We will not use our best offices to try
to get good compensation terms for loss
of office or if a situation arises which
makes you want to retire.”

If we had not been so successful in our
negotiations with Colonial Territories and
if we had not obtained such substantial
compensation, no doubt some officers who
have left would not have left, but I think
I should have been doing my duty very
badly by those officers if I had failed to
get them the best possible compensation
terms. Side by side with that has gone
the duty to try to do everything one can
to induce them to stay.

The hon. Member for Cardiff, South-
East (Mr. Callaghan) used a phrase about
abandoning the central pool. It is too
early to say that that will be so. I have
no wish whatever to do that, and as long
as there is a reasonable chance of success
being achieved that way, I have every
intention of preserving the framework
into which it can fit. Indeed, as I said
to the right hon. Member for Wakefield
it might be that some Special List officers
in Nigeria who were not wanted for
further employment there might them-
selves form the beginnings of the central
pool for employment elsewhere.

I made this quite clear and I also
repeated the answer given by my right
hon. Friend the Lord Privy Seal in March
last year that it was intended to test the
demand for such a pool
“ by improving the existing arrangements by
which members of the Home and Overseas
Civil Service can be made available to Common-
wealth countries without prejudice to their
pension  rights.”—[OFFICIAL REPORT, 26th
March, 1957 ; Vol. 567, c. 96.]

That, in fact, we have done, and
Clauses 2 and 3 of the Bill are expressly

21 JANUARY 1958

Second Reading 996

designed to do it. We are not abandop.
ing the central pool, although I am
bound to say that at this stage I think
that the Special List procedure is the
more fruitful line of approach.

Mr. Creech Jomes: In connection with
the Central Register, in 1954 a time limit
was given to the Overseas Service for
people to apply to go on to the Register,
Is it now said that the response of the
Overseas Service was so poor that it
hardly justified the existence of the
Register? What was the experience of
the appeal which was made by which they
might apply for admission within six
months?

Mr. Lennox-Boyd : I said at the start
that there was very little indication that
such a register and pool would appeal to
younger people, who would be recruited
for a particular job in a particular terri-
tory. I said that it was more likely to
have an appeal to older people.

One of my hon. Friends rightly pointed
out that the Special List demands a
Special List agreement, and this is the
reason that a distinction is drawn between
officers on the Special List and others.
The hon. Member for Cardiff, South-East
made some mild fun out of the sugges-
tion that there would be a series of
different people serving in the Colonial
Service who would be on different terms,
but that seems to me to be quite unavoid-
able. Nothing that we do in the House
will do away with the growing system
of recruitment on contract terms.  Any-
body who has had to deal with the
political leaders in emerging territories
knows how reluctant they are to saddle
themselves, as they regard it, with a life-
long obligation to people whose skill may
well have been acquired by people of
their own Territory long before the life-
time of the European officers has been
exhausted. We are seeing more and
more recruitment on contract terms and
there is nothing we can do to stop it.

Incidentally, the Special List is not
meant to deal with officers recruited on
contract terms. The leader of the Liberal
Party said that he thought they would
be particularly appropriate for the Special
List, but the Special List is meant to
deal with people who are pensionable,
which they are not, and who are eligible
for compensation, which they are not.
That is not to say that in exceptional
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circumstances the United Kingdom Gov-
ernment and the local Government alike
might not agree that some officer could
qualify both for pension and for com-
pensation and could find himself on the
Special List.

The point which I was trying to make
was that nothing we do can alter the fact
that there will be a growing number of
people on contract terms. We therefore
cannot have the tidy arrangement which
we should like to have and which
nostalgic and other considerations might
lead us to think preferable. There are
bound to be distinctions, also, between
Special List officers and other members
of the Overseas Civil Service for the
simple reason that the Special List set-up
involves a Government which is qualified
and ready to sign a Special List agree-
ment.

In respect of both the Nigerian Govern-
ments, there have been 120 applications.
Sir John Martin will make recommenda-
tions to me and he will most certainly
look into the point raised by my hon. and
gallant Friend the Member for Lewes—
the suggestion of an officer taking half
his compensation and remaining. I must
say, however, that the Governments con-
cerned in Africa up to now have not
shown any great liking for the idea of
officers remaining who have already
drawn some of their compensation. That
is not to say, in view of the very grave
situation, that this is not a suggestion
worth considering. It has been put to Sir
John Martin, and I think it well worth
pursuing. As I have said, however, there
are bound to be officers employed on the
Special List and other officers of
H.M.O.C.S. who are not so employed. In
Nigeria, so far there have been 120
applications.

Discussions are going on now 1n respect
of Malaya, and in my opening speech 1
ventured to hint that they were taking a
fruitful turn, but it is not for me to state
to the House what will happen in Malaya
which is no longer my responsibility, nor
have the talks yet been concluded

A number of hon. Members, primarily
my hon. Friend the Member for Waver-
tree asked why this should not apply to
the whole of the Colonial Service. May
I here say to all my hon. Friends how
grateful I am for the work they have
done in this particular field. This inter-
est is, of course, common to all Members,
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on both sides of the House, but I think
that my hon. Friend the Member for
Wavertree, who has been persistent in
this matter, deserves special praise, as
does my hon. Friend the Member for
Essex, South-East for his admirable
articles on this very matter in the
New Commonwealth. They are entitled
to be singled out, but, as I say, hon.
Members on both sides are equally
zealous in this sphere.

At first sight, that would appear to be
an obvious thing to do, but I must, at
this stage, put in a word for Her
Majesty’s Treasury and remind hon.
Members of the obligation there is on
the Treasury not to enter into open-
ended commitments without knowing
exactly where they will lead. I do not
normally find myself in a position of
publicly defending the Treasury.—.though
1 naturally stand by every decision that
the Government arrive at in their collec-
tive wisdom—but I think that it is reason-
able to point out that if there is to be a
Special List there should be special
circumstances surrounding it.

As an experiment, we have applied it
to Nigeria and it seems to us that we
should first concentrate on dealing with
the situation in Nigeria, and making the
scheme a success there. I must point out
that, in some other territories, neither the
officers nor the Governments may
altogether like the Special List procedure.
Clearly an agreement must be introduced
which is acceptable to the local Govern-
ment and will also be welcomed by the
officers themselves. Certain Governments,
and it is no secret that this is the view of
the Central African Federation, feel
strongly that their services should be
locally based. It has also been borne in
on me in recent months and years that
overseas officers in Nigeria and Malaya
have, in many cases, shown notable
reluctance to accepting the provision of
compulsory transfer from one territory to

another, which is a special feature of the
Special List arrangements.

The arrangements would also, 1 think,
apply in East Africa. There, also, I
have reason to believe that the officers
would not altogether welcome the pro-
vision under which Special List officers
transferred to a particular territory can
have their appointment terminated at
twzlve months’ notice by the Government
of that territory. These are matters that
I would, on another occasion, be glad
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to develop, but I am only too ready to
negotiate Special List arrangements where
the officers want them and the emerging
Government are ready to negotiate them.,
and I will lose no opportunity to do so.

The right hon. Member for Wakefield
also asked me about the progress in the
seconding from the home public service,
and whether this will be extended. It
will, indeed, be pressed on with vigour.
I have a summary of the various Govern-
ment Departments that have helped in
tpls way, and I will gladly show it to the
right hon. Gentleman to illustrate how
widespread are the links between the
various Government Departments, and
public  organisations, municipal and
otherwise, in the United Kingdom.

He also asked if I would look again
at what he called, not unjustly, the
anomaly in regard to the pensions of
those Governors who did not enjoy the
advantages of the 1956 Act. I have
taken, as I think the Governors concerned
would themselves agree, a very close
personal interest in this matter. I was
very anxious to find a way out of the
difficulty, but—as I think any Minister
would find in seeking to make changes
in pension laws in order to meet what are
undoubtedly hard cases—the difficulty is
that it does not stop at the particular
category of pensioners, eminent though
these are, with whom we are concerned ;
and the repercussions in every field of
public service would be widespread. 1
have reluctantly had to tell those
Governors that I could see no way in
which I could meet what they wanted.
I made one or two suggestions which they
did not think were really adequate—nor
did I, for I recognise the hardship that
had been caused.

My hon. Friend the Member for
Wavertree and many hon. Gentlemen
opposite asked what the criteria are by
which people are appointed to the Special
List, and my hon. Friend the Member
for Devonport (Miss Vickers) asked a
number of questions, with which I shall
try to deal, including that one.

All pensionable overseas officers in
Nigeria are eligible to apply, and that
provision, I may tell my hon. Friend the
Member for Devonport, most certainly
includes women. But it does not include
local officers—Nigerian officers. The
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object is to keep officers in the Service,
and the scheme is not really needed for
local officers. I think that a moment’s
thought will show that that is so. Byt
of course, it includes any officer from
any British Dominion who is a member
of Her Majesty’s Overseas Civil Service,
All of us who travel widely in the
Colonial Territories know what ap
invaluable part Dominion people are
playing in that Service. All of them who
are members of the Service would be
eligible to apply.

Officers must be recommended by the
Governor, and in self-governing regions
by the public service commission also,
Such officers could normally be taken on
the Special List. There is no question
at all of there being an individual scrutiny
by the Treasury, though the conventional
wording might legitimately give rise to
such a fear.

The hon. Member for Cardiff, South-
East asked whether—though he might
have known this phrase from the par-
ticular jargon of this business—we
intended to “top up” salaries in the
poorer territories. That is not our inten-
tion. There are many difficulties in the
way of “topping-up” salaries, not least
the encouragement which it gives to local
Governments not to pay a proper salary
themselves. The salaries will be agreed
between the United Kingdom Government
and the territorial Government, and if
there is disagreement, this would go to
arbitration.

1 was sorry to hear from my hon. and
gallant Friend the Member for Lewes
(Colonel Beamish)that some of the officers
whom he recently met felt that Clause 1
of the Bill might turn the scale in favour
of their not applying for the Special List.
I am delighted to know that Parlia-
mentary productions of this kind are
scrutinised with that sort of care, because
it is an earnest of the importance which
they attach to this Bill and to any
measure which is designed to give them
the necessary encouragement and peace
of mind. I can assure such officers that
there would be no question of recom-
mending scales of pay that were un-
worthy, or transfer to jobs that were
patently unsuitable. Nor would they find,
in fact, that they were being confronted
with more likely dangers in the field of
transfer than are common to all who join
a service in which constant changes aré
so often the fate of officials.
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[ was also asked by my hon. Friend
the Member for Wavertree about em-
ployment under the Commonwealth Re-
lations Office or under the Foreign Office,
and I was asked by the hon. Member
for Cardiff, South-East whether the
Secretary of State was uniformly the
Colonial Secretary or whether he could
be transferred into the Commonwealth
Relations Secretary or Foreign Secretary
in certain circumstances. In regard to
recruitment and employment of experts
under the technical co-operative scheme,
this is not covered, as the hon. Member
knows, by any specific legislation, but is
carried out by administrative action. It
is not intended that this Bill should
change the existing procedure, because
there are cases where it is convenient to
look to H.M.O.C.S. for the supply of an
expert to be sent out, as under the
Colombo Plan, and there would be no
bar to employment of that expert being
made, or being stated to be made, under
the provisions of this Measure. The
responsibility for bearing the cost of pay
and any superannuation contributions
would thus be borne by the United
Kingdom.

In the case of Foreign Office appoint-
ment to S.E.A.T.O., these posts are
normally filled by secondment from the
United Kingdom Government, or from
the Foreign Service, but if a person in
the Overseas Civil Service were recruited,
the provisions of this Bill could, if neces-
sary, be applied. In cases of this kind,
negotiations on the terms and conditions
of service would be in the hands of the
Commonwealth Relations Secretary or
the Foreign Secretary, and not of my-
self. The phrase “ Secretary of State”
has been expressly used so as to provide
for that contingency.

Mr. Callaghan: I ought to have
realised this, but I do not. What
happens when Nigeria becomes indepen-
dent? Is it still the responsibility of the
Colonial Secretary?

Mr. Lennox-Boyd: When 1 have
started on this business, I remain the
responsible Minister, but if somebody is
transferred to a territory which is already
independent or is in the crucial stage of
becoming independent, it would be the
Commonwealth Relations Secretary or
the Foreign Secretary who would be the
responsible Minister.
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The hon. Lady the Member for Devon-
port referred to the age of S0 as being
a difficult age for a man who finds him-
self out of a job and seeking further em-
ployment. The actual words of the White
Paper, as the hon. Lady will remember,
are:

“I1f an officer becomes unemployed through

no fault of his own, he will be left on full
pay for as long as may be necessary up to a
maximum of five years or until he reaches the
age of 50, if that is earlier.”
1 am very glad to say that, with the full
agreement of the Nigerian Government,
we have introduced into agreements with
them the age of 55 instead of 50, which is
a very welcome improvement. The hon.
Lady also asked me about doctors and
nurses, and if they would be eligible for
the Special List. I am glad that last year
we were able to recruit for Overseas Ser-
vice 100 doctors and 126 nurses. I know
of no field where service is more needed
and more valued than in the nursing and
medical professions.

My hon. Friend the Member for Edin-
burgh, South (Mr. M. Clark Hutchison)
asked a number of questions and referred
to the variation in pensions. I know that
what he says is so. I do not think I
should be in order in going in detail into
the pensions of the various territories in
East Africa or West Africa and their
relative value in relation to the United
Kingdom pension increases, but that is a
subject which in our view is worth dis-
cussing at some time because it is a very
important one.

I know that from time to time I draw
the attention of Colonial Governments to
the feelings of Members of Parliament on
this matter, but the Overseas Colonial
Service has never been completely unified
and conditions have never been com-
pletely uniform, nor has it been home
based or controlled directly by Whitehall.
Of course there are disadvantages in this,
but there are also great advantages. RU
derives from our general colomal. policy
of devolution, which is bound to include
devolution in salaries and other public
service matters.  Salaries and establish-
ments are determined by Governments
and by Legislatures in the Colonies, which
must be allowed some responsibility.

My hon. Friend asked whether Com-
monwealth candidates were e]_lglble. }
can answer that with an emphatic ** Yes ”,
cither for the Special List or for Her
Majesty’s Overseas Civil Service generally.

Second Reading
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My hon. Friend also said that he did not
like the term

“Her Majesty’s Overseas Civil Service ".

He suggested that it should be the
“ Commonwealth Service”. This would
not, I think, be suitable because it would
imply that Commonwealth Governments
had a responsibility for the Service,
whereas responsibility lies solely with Her
Majesty’s Government in the United
Kingdom. It would also imply that the
Service was intended to operate in
Commonwealth countries more widely
than it is likely to do. I think that the
name which has been chosen is a good
one in the sense that it is acceptable to
most officers to whom I have talked, and
it is certainly more acceptable than
“ Commonwealth Service” would be to
newly independent countries,

The hon. Member for Oldbury and
Halesowen (Mr. Moyle) saw some signi-
ficance and something sinister in Clause
2 (4) of the Bill which provides that a
pension order may be revoked or varied
by a subsequent order. This is necessary
if pension arrangements are to be kept
up to date. Clearly, they change for the
better from time to time, and an order
must then be revoked and another intro-
duced. Orders are subject to negative
Resolutions of this House, and any Order
which appears unfair could be debated
in the House.

I have done my best to answer a wide
range of questions, leaving a number of
detailed points to be dealt with in Com-
mittee. I do not in the least resent the
criticisms to which I have been subjected,
because I know that underlying them
there is a general belief that the Bill will
do good, and in that spirit I welcome
the speeches which have been made. I
commend the Bill to the House, and,
through the House, send a message of
good will to all who are serving in the
Overseas Civil Service and the thanks
of the nation for the splendid work they
are doing.

Question put and agreed to.
Bill accordingly read a Second time.

Bill committed to a Committee of the
whole House.—[Mr. Finlay.]

Committee Tomorrow.
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OVERSEAS SERVICE [MONEY]

Considered in  Committee  unde,
Standing Order No. 84 (Money Cop.
mittees). — [Queen’s Recommendatioy,
signified.]

[Sir GorRDON TOUCHE in the Chair]

Motion made, and Question Pproposed,

That, for the purposes of any Act of the
present Session to authorise the Secretary of
State to appoint officers available for civilian
employment in public services overseas, it is
expedient to authorise—

(a) the payment out of moneys provided
by Parliament of expenses incurred by the
Secretary of State in consequence of the pro-
visions of the said Act or of any order made
thereunder ;

(b) any increase attributable to the pro-
visions of the said Act in the sums payable
out of moneys provided by Parliament under
any other enactment ;

(c) the payment into the Exchequer of
sums received by the Secretary of State in
consequence of the provisions of the said
Act or of any order made thereunder, or in
pursuance of any arrangements made by the
Secretary of State (whether before or after
the passing of the said Act) with Govern-
ments of overseas territories, being arrange-
ments relating to employment in the public
services of those territories, and any increase
attributable to the provisions of the said Act
in the sums payable into the Exchequer
under any other enactment.—[Mr. Lennox-
Boyd.]

8.45 p.m.

Mr. James Callaghan (Cardiff, South-
East): This is the great moment for
which we have all been waiting. Many
of us have sat here since 4.45 p.m. hoping
that we should see the Financial Secre-
tary to the Treasury whose name appears
for the first time on the Order Paper
attached to this Money Resolution. We
wish to congratulate him on his appoint-
ment, on the circumstances in which he
has succeeded, and now we are to be
robbed of all this. It is really a sad
deprivation for the Committee, Sir
Gordon.

As a minor matter, which, of course,
the Treasury Front Bench would not
think worthy of consideration, I mention
that, even if those considerations do not
move them, it would not be a bad thing
if we had a word of explanation about
this Money Resolution. After all, this
at least is something on which the
Treasury does spend its time. Here IS
where the great quarrels are coming 10
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the weeks which lie ahead. Now we
shall see what the Treasury Ministers
are made of. We shall see how these
new officials face the battle and fight
inflation. ~ Yet, at the first sign of an
engagement, the Financial Secretary does
not even turn up on the battlefield.
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1 am bound to say that this is a pretty
poor start for the Government. Many
of us really hoped that they were in
ecarnest. 1 trust that the hon. and learned
Gentleman has not resigned. Perhaps that
is the reason for his failure to appear. If
he has resigned, no doubt we shall hear
some explanation from his successor.
After all, the name of the hon.
Gentleman the Member for Wol-
verhampton South - West (Mr. Powell)
appeared on the Bill, but by the
time we receive the Order Paper, the hon.
Member for Wolverhampton, South-West
has gone and the new Financial Secretary
is the hon. and learned Member for
Middlesbrough, West (Mr. Simon). Has
he gone now? Shall we find that when
we reach the next stage there is someone
else? 1 feel that there is a real mystery
behind this. It is not a simple matter of
£50 million. There is far more to it than
appears on the surface.

We made a simple request that the
Financial Secretary should come. At a
quarter to seven we asked that he should
come, and he did not. At 7 o’clock we
asked that he might come. He still is
not here. Even in the present state of
London transport, it should not take him
all that time to come across from White-
hall ; it is only 300 yards even if he walks
it. We really shall hold it against the
present Financial Secretary that, on the
first occasion when he had the opportunity
to strike a blow for the Government, he
could not be in his place to deliver it.

Question put and agreed to.
Resolution to be reported.
Report to be received Tomorrow.
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